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***************************************************************** 
1.0 IBTRODUCTIOB 

This document constitutes the Record of Decision (ROD) for the 
Eagle Mountain Landfill Project. The proposed action and 
alternatives were described and their impacts analyzed in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
(EIS/EIR) issued in June, 1992, which is incorporated herein by 
reference. The Final EIS/EIR was prepared for the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) in compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and the County of Riverside in compliance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as joint lead 
agencies. The Federal action that precipitated the need for the 
EIS and this ROD was the application for a land exchange and 
rights-of-way by Kaiser Eagle Mountain, Inc. (hereinafter 
referred to as Kaiser), 8300 Utica Avenue, Suite 301, Rancho 
CUcamonga, CA 91730. One of the right-of-way grants is to be 
held jointly by Kaiser and The Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California (hereinafter referred to as MWD), 1111 Sunset 
Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90054. The land exchange and rights
of-way are a component in the development of a Class III solid 
waste landfill to be operated by Mine Reclamation Corporation 
(MRC), 960 Tahquitz Canyon Way, Suite 204, Palm Springs, CA 
92262. 

2.0 DECISION 

I approve the land exchange, as described in Section 2.1 below 
and Exhibits A and B, with Kaiser and the issuance of right-of
way grants, as described in Section 2.2 below and Exhibit B, as 
part of a Class III nonhazardous municipal solid waste landfill 
at Eagle Mountain. 

The project proponent or its successors in interest must comply 
with all mitigation and monitoring measures designed for this 
project including all stipulations for the right-of-way grants. 
The special stipulations, including those derived from the 
Biological Opinion prepared by the u.s. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and standard stipulations are set forth in the right-of
way grants which are incorporated by reference. 



2 

Based on the environmental analysis of the proposed action and 
alternatives, I have determined that the land exchange and 
issuance of rights-of-way, as conditioned by the selection of the 
Reduced Landfill Operations alternative described in section 3.0 
below and the adoption of the mitigation and monitoring 
provisions set forth in Exhibit c, will not cause unnecessary or 
undue degradation to public lands and resources. 

The environmental analysis of the proposed action and 
alternatives and the mitigation and monitoring provisions, are 
described in the following documents: Eagle Mountain Landfill 
Project Final EIS/EIR (June, 1992); the Draft EIS/EIR (July, 
1991) which was incorporated by reference into the Final EIS/EIR; 
The Biological opinion for Eagle Mountain Landfill Project, u.s. 
Fish & Wildlife Service (September 10, 1992); Development 
Agreement No. 47 (September 22, 1992) and; Conditions of Approval 
and Final Mitigation and Monitoring Program developed. by the 
County of Riverside, BLM, the County Supervisors Task Force, the 
National Park Service, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and Kaiser. 
These documents may be reviewed at the Palm Springs-South Coast 
Resource Area, Bureau of Land Management, 63-500 Garnet Avenue, 
North Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000. 

2.1 LAND EXCHANGE: Under the authority of and in 
accordance with Title II Section 206 of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act (FLPMA) of October 21, 1976, the BLM will 
dispose of public lands and certain interests in lands and 
acquire lands with threatened and endangered (T&E) species 
habitat. The BLM lands exchanged to Kaiser will be utilized to 
support the landfill operation. The legal descriptions of the 
offered and selected lands included in this exchange are shown in 
Exhibit A and displayed on a map in Exhibit B. The serial number 
(casefile number) for the land exchange is CACA-30070. 

Under the Federal action 3,481.47 acres of BLM lands in and 
around the project site would be transferred to Kaiser in 
exchange for 2,846 acres owned by Kaiser. Based on the appraised 
value of the exchange lands, a difference of $139,255 in favor of 
the United States has been determined between the public selected 
lands and the private offered lands. The sele9ted lands and 
offered lands must be exchanged on an equal value basis, 
therefore Kaiser will pay the cash value difference in the amount 
of $139,255 to BLM. 

The offered private lands for exchange owned by Kaiser are 
located within the following areas: Group A - Salt Creek 
Pupfish/Clapper Rail Habitat Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC); Group B - Orocopia Mountains Wilderness Study 
Area; Group c - Chuckwalla Bench ACEC; and, Group D - Chuckwalla 
Valley. The benefits of these offered private lands to the BLM's 
management goals are discussed in Section 4.0 below. 
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In addition, as part of this decision, the lands located in the 
eastern portion of the project (see Exhibit A) will be subject to 
a mineral reservation. The BLM concern is based on insuring the 
availability of construction aggregates in the southern 
California market in the future. The United States will receive 
fair market value should any construction aggregates be severed, 
removed and sold for commercial purposes from the lands 
designated in Exhibit A as valuable for aggregate. The 
reservation will apply tc Kaiser, its successors in interest, 
assigns, lessees, permittees and licensees. 

In accordance with section 206(a) of FLPMA (U.s.c. 1716), I have 
given full consideration to better Federal land management and 
the needs of state and local people and have determined the 
values and the objectives which Federal lands to be conveyed 
would serve if retained in Federal ownership are not greater than 
the values of the private lands and the public objectives that 
they would serve if acquired. It is my determination that the 
loss of public resource values on the BLM lands would be less 
than the resource values gained by acquisition of the private 
lands resulting from this exchange. 

2.2 RIGH'l'S-OP-WAY: Under the authority of and in 
accordance with Title V of FLPMA, two right-of-way grants will be 
issued to Kaiser to enable the operation of the Eagle Mountain 
Landfill Project. one of these right-of-way grants will be held 
jointly by Kaiser and MWD as described below. 

A right-of-way (CACA-25594) comprising approximately 28.6 miles 
in length with an average minimum width of 200 feet and various 
widths for drainage purposes will be granted to Kaiser for the 
existing Eagle Mountain rail line on portions of BLM managed land 
between Eagle Mountain and Ferrum Junction on the northeast coast 
of the saline lake commonly know as the Salton Sea. The right
of-way also includes a portion of a rail spur to be constructed 
from the Eagle Mountain rail line to a container handling yard 
located adjacent to the landfill site. The rail line will be used 
to transport solid waste to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project. 
Solid waste will be placed in sealed containers and transported 
by train to the site. Haul trains will not exceed 6 round trips 
daily. The rail line right-of-way is displayed on a map in 
Exhibit B. The right-of-way grant, including all standard and 
special stipulations, for the rail line is incorporated herein by 
reference. 

Waste transported by truck would access the site over the 
existing Eagle Mountain Road and an extension of that road, 
locally known as Kaiser Truck Trail. A right-of-way (CACA-31926) 
will be granted to Kaiser and MWD for joint use of the existing 
Eagle Mountain Road beginning just north of Interstate 10 and 
ending just south of MWD's pumping station. This right-of-way is 
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approximately 6.75 miles long and of variable width averaging 110 
feet wide. The Eagle Mountain Road Extension is included in the 
right-of-way grant (CACA-25594) to Kaiser for the rail line. The 
right-of-way for the road extension is approximately 5,000 feet 
long and of variable width averaging 110 feet wide. 

Solid waste will be transported only after it complies with 
Assembly Bill 939, the California Integrated Waste Management Act 
of 1989. For the first three years fr~m start-up, trucking of 
refuse to the landfill site will be limited to 100 truck round 
trips per day from all sources (about 2,000 tons of refuse per 
day). The use of transfer trucks will cease at the end of 3 
years except those serving the Coachella Valley, Chuckwalla 
Valley, and Blythe areas, subject to the 100 truck round trips 
per day limit. The Eagl~ Mountain Road and Eagle Mountain Road 
Extension rights-of-way are displayed on a map in Exhibit "B". 
The right-of-way grant, including all standard and special 

· stipulations, for the truck haul road is incorporated herein by 
reference. 

If the environmental impacts of the implemented project exceed 
those identified in the Final EIS/EIR or if there is a major 
change in the landfill design or operation which could alter the 
impacts, additional environmental analysis of these rights-of-way 
in accordance with NEPA may be required. This could result in 
the imposition of additional mitigation measures or 
reconsideration of the approval of the right-of-way grants. 

3.0 ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THB PROPOSED ACTION: 

Four alternatives, including the proposed action, were considered 
by BLM and the County of Riverside. Details regarding the 
proposed action and alternatives are set forth in the Draft and 
Final EIS/EIR. They are briefly summarized below: 

3.1 The Proposed Action: The project, as originally 
proposed, is for the utilization and eventual reclamation of a 
deep pit iron ore mine in an isolated area of northeastern 
Riverside County, approximately 10 miles north of Interstate 10 
near the communities of Desert Center, Eagle Mountain, and Lake 
Tamarisk as a Class III nonhazardous municipal solid waste 
landfill. The southern boundary of the Joshua Tree National 
Monument and designated wilderness area is approximately 8,000 
feet north of the project site boundaries. The project provides 
for the development and operation of a landfill designed to 
receive up to 20,000 tons of nonhazardous solid waste per day 
from throughout Southern California shipped in sealed containers 
along the Southern Pacific mainline to the rail junction at 
Ferrum, from which it is transported along the 52-mile Eagle 
Mountain rail line to the project site. In addition to the 
landfill, the project also comprises access improvements along 
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the railroad and truck transport routes, monitoring and post 
closure site reclamation. 

3.2 Reduced Landfill Operations (BLM's Preferred 
Alternative): Under this alternative, the landfill at full 
operation is still designed to accept an inflow of 20,000 tons of 
solid waste during peak operations. This alternative, however, 
incorporates modifications to the proposed action prescribed by· 
the County of Riverside and the BLM based on public comments, n6~ 
regulations, and analysis by participating agencies and the 
project proponent. These modifications include: 

1) A change in the containment system to include installation of 
a composite liner beneath the entire refuse area as a requirement 
of new Federal Environmental Protection Agency regulations and 
recommendations of the Regional Water Quality Control Board; 

2) A reduction in truck traffic with a daily limit of 100 trucks 
from all sources and a "sunset" of 3 years on all trucks which· 
originate from outside of the desert communities. The truck haul 
component was reduced from 4,000 tons of refuse, (200 trucks per 
day) as originally proposed to 2,000 tons per day (100 trucks 
from all sources). After the third year only desert communities 
in the Coachella Valley, Chuckwalla Valley, and Blythe areas may 
utilize truck hauling to the landfill site provided the total 
number of trucks per day does not exceed 100. 

3) The exclusion of the deep end of the East Pit from landfill 
operations for a minimum of 25 years after the start of 
landfilling operations in order to record future higher 
groundwater levels. A permit revision from the Local Enforcement 
Agency (LEA) and additional environmental review will be required 
to expand into the area of the East Pit. 

I have determined that the Reduced Landfill Operations 
alternative with changes in the containment system, reduction in 
truck traffic and reduced landfill operations, including the 
mitigation and monitoring provisions, is the BLM's preferred 
alternative. My decision to approve the land exchange and issue 
the right-of-way grants is conditioned on the implementation of 
the Reduced Landfill Operations alternative. 

3.3 Proposed Action with Rail Access Only: This 
alternative would limit the project to 16,000 tons per day of 
solid waste transported by rail only. 

3.4 No Project (Environmentally Prefera~le Alternative): 
This alternative would leave the project area in its present 
condition and avoid the potential effects of the proposed 
landfill. The reclamation benefits of the project and the 
acquisition of important wildlife habitat would be foregone under 
this alternative. Although the potential indirect impacts 
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associated with continued reliance on existing or new landfills 
in southern California may be substantial, the no project 
alternative is the environmentally preferable alternative in 
terms of direct impacts on the human environment. 

3.5 Alternatives Considered/Eliminated from Detailed 
Analysis: 

3.5.1 Alternative Waste Diversion Programs - Waste 
stream reduction strategies including recycling, composting and 
source reduction will have the effect of reducing the volume of 
refuse but would not eliminate the need for landfill capacity. 
Waste combustion for energy brings associated air quality impacts 
and hazardous materials in ash. Source reduction has significant 
potential to reduce impacts associated with landfills but 
currently the broad fundamental legislative programs and changes 
in society required for such concerted action are not in place 
and would not completely eliminate the need for waste disposal. 

3.5.2 Alternative Railroad Alignment - Eliminating the 
use of the existing Eagle Mountain rail line and constructing 
track in alternative locations presents additional environmental 
issues. Three alternative locations for the rail line were 
discussed in the Final EIS/EIR and each was eliminated from 
further consideration due to environmental concerns. 

4.0 MUAGBMEN'l' CONSIDERATIONS: 

Based on a careful examination of the findings of the EIS/EIR and 
public comments, and after consultation with other agencies and 
local governments including the County of Riverside, I have 
concluded that the proposed action as modified, the Reduced 
Landfill Alternative, is consistent with BLM management goals and 
complies with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) 
of 1976. Development of a landfill at a previously disturbed 
site and adoption of mitigation measures ensures that all 
reasonable means to avoid or reduce environmental harm have been 
incorporated into the project. 

The following factors were considered in arriving at my decision: 

4.1 Conformance with Land Use Plan: I have reviewed all of 
the relevant documents and concluded that the proposed land 
exchange and issuance of right-of-way grants for the Eagle 
Mountain project conform with the California Desert Conservation 
Area (COCA) Plan of 1980, as amended. 

BLM received comments from the public indicating concern about 
whether or not the land exchange conformed with the COCA Plan 
guidelines for waste disposal. The current guidelines, pursuant 
to Amendment 4 of the 1985 Amendments to the COCA Plan, state 
that in Multiple-Use Class M (moderate use) and Multiple-Use 
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Class I (intensive use): "Public lands managed by BLM may not be 
used for waste disposal (either hazardous or non-hazardous). 
Locations suitable for waste disposal, when found on BLM managed 
public lands, will be transferred to other ownership.through sale 
or exchange." The proposed landfill site has been evaluated for 
its suitability as a waste disposal site. The analysis 
identified public lands suitable for the project. In accordance 
with the COCA Plan, these lands can be transferred out of public 
ownership for use as a solid waste landfill. 

,.2 Acquisition of Important Wildlife Habitat: The offered 
private lands are located in areas that contain important habitat 
for the desert tortoise, a Federally listed threatened species, 
and aquatic habitat supporting desert pupfish, a Federally listed 
endangered species. The land exchange would secure important 
habitat for these and other wildlife species, as well as enhance 
other important BLM management goals. 

These lands are located in four geographic groups (see Exhibit B) 
and would provide the following benefits: 

Group A; 
T. 8 

Salt Creek Pupfish/Rail Habitat ACEC 
S., R. 11 E. 
Section 13: 
Section 21: 
Section 23: 

NEl/4 
El/2El/2SE1/4 
Described in metes and bounds. 

These three parcels are located in the vicinity of the Salt Creek 
Pupfish/Rail Habitat ACEC. The entire area of about 14,000 acres 
includes both public and private lands and is popularly referred 
to as Dos Palmas/Salt Creek ACEC even though the ACEC only 
includes the public lands. One of the management objectives in 
the Dos Palmas/Salt Creek area is to acquire private lands for 
the management of various palm oases and seeps that provide 
habitat for the desert pupfish and Yuma clapper rail, both 
Federally listed endangered species. over 2,500 acres have been 
acquired or are in the process of being acquired. All three of 
Kaiser's parcels will contribute to consolidating public lands, 
thus enhancing management of the area. The parcel in Section 23 
contains desert pupfish habitat along a tributary to Salt Creek. 

Group B: 
T. 7 

T. 7 

Orocopia Mountains WSA 
S., R. 12 E. 
Section 35: 
Section 36: 
S., R. 13 E. 

Described by metes and bounds 
Nl/2SW1/4, SE1/4NW1/4,Sl/2NE1/4 

Section 31: Described by metes and bounds 

These three parcels are located on the southern boundary of the 
Orocopia Mountains Wilderness study Area (WSA). They are not 
contiguous to the portion of the WSA recommended by BLM as 
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suitable. However, consolidation of public lands in this area 
would simplify land management and enhance recreational 
opportunities. These parcels are in an area proposed by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service as critical habitat for the desert 
tortoise under the Endangered Species Act. A population of 
approximately 50 Nelson's bighorn sheep occurs in this WSA and 
another population of approximately 100-200 sheep occurs in the 
Chocolate Mountains to the south. These populations migrate 
between the mountain ra~ges in the vicinity of the parcels. 
Nelson's bighorn sheep is a State of California fully protected 
species and a BLM sensitive species. Populations of Orocopia 
Sage, a Federal Category 2 candidate species, occur on all three 
parcels. Acquisition of Kaiser's parcels would block up a large 
area of BLM managed lands in the WSA while enhancing management 
of lands used by migrating bighorn sheep. 

Group C: Chuckwalla Bench ACEC 
T. 6 S., R. 14 E. 

Section 16: Wl/2Wl/2 
Section 21: Wl/2 

T. 7 S., R. 14 E. 
Section 5: All 

These three parcels are located in the Chuckwalla Bench Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). These parcels are in an 
area proposed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as critical 
habitat for the desert tortoise under the Endangered Species Act. 

One of the management objectives of this ACEC is to acquire all 
private lands within the boundary of the ACEC primarily for the 
management of desert tortoise habitat. This area supports one of 
the four major populations of the desert tortoise in California. 
The parcels contain Category I tortoise habitat with a density of 
20-50 individuals per square mile. Many signs of tortoises were 
observed when transects were run for the biological assessment 
prepared for the landfill. Thus far, over 17,000 acres of 
private land inside the Chuckwalla Bench acquisition area have 
been acquired. Acquisition of Kaiser's parcels in this area 
would contribute to consolidating public lands, thereby enhancing 
management of important desert tortoise habitat. The BLM has 
also placed a high priority on acquiring easements and land along 
Summit Road which crosses Kaiser's properties in order to provide 
public access to the historic Bradshaw Trail. 

Group D; Chuckwalla Valley 
T. 5 S., R. 14 E. 

Section 27: Nl/2, Nl/2Sl/2 

This parcel is located just north of Interstate 10 in the 
Chuckwalla Valley. Although this parcel is not inside any 
specially designated management area, it is in an area proposed 
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as critical habitat for the 
desert tortoise under the Endangered Species Act and is adjacent 
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to a large block of BLM managed lands to the north. Tortoise 
densities are estimated to be 20-50 individuals per square mile. 
Many signs of tortoises were observed on this parcel when 

·transects were run for the biological assessment prepared for the 
landfill. Acquisition of this parcel would contribute to 
management goals of consolidating public lands. 

4.3 Consistency with State and Local Programs, Plans and 
Policies: BLM is required under Title II of FLP~~,, to the extent 
consistent with the laws governing the administration of the 
public lands, to coordinate management activities with the land 
use planning and management programs of other Federal departments 
and State and local governments within which the lands are 
located. 

The proposed action as modified (Reduced Landfill Operations 
alternative) is consistent with County of Riverside's land use 
determinations and policies which are set forth in the recitals, 
covenants and development standards embodied in the following 
documents: Resolution No. 92-517 Adopting Comprehensive General 
Plan Amendment No. 209 and the Environmental Findings pursuant to 
the California Environmental Quality Act. The action is also 
consistent with the County of Riverside's Development Agreement 
No. 47, Change of Zone No. 5499, Specific Plan No. 252, the Final 
Conditions of Approval for Specific Plan No. 252, and Ordinance 
No. 348.3477. Each of these documents are directed toward 
providing Riverside County's authority and legal basis for all 
aspects of the landfill project and support the planning and 
development considerations and assurances attached to the local 
land use determination. The County of Riverside approved the 
Eagle Mountain Landfill Project and certified the EIR on November 
3, 1992. 

The County of Riverside determined that the Eagle Mountain 
Landfill project fulfilled regional and local needs and would 
provide benefits to the County in their approval of the project. 
The major needs fulfilled and ~enefits provided by the project 
are summarized below: 

- Approval of this project assists the County of Riverside 
in complying with the requirements of the State of 
California Integrated waste Management Act of 1989. The Act 
calls for recycling of 25% of solid waste by 1995, and 50% 
by year 2,000. Recovery of recyclable materials at transfer 
stations will assist other Counties in meeting source 
reduction goals for the State of California. 

- The project will provide replacement landfill capacity to 
8 of the 24 landfills in Riverside, San Bernardino, Los 
Angeles and Orange counties that are currently accepting 
approximately 50% of the region's waste stream but which 
will use up their permitted capacity over the next four 
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years. The Eagle Mountain Landfill Project will serve as a 
major Class III municipal landfill site and as a component 
of the County's regional integrated waste management system. 
It is expected to accommodate a substantial portion of the 
County's waste disposal needs for the next one-hundred 
years. 

. . 
- Potential short-term alternatives to the project would 
not be environmentally preferable, nor would they allow tte 
County to adequately avoid waste disposal shortfalls due to 
increased waste generation and phasing out of existing 
landfills. The potential for long-term waste management 
options such as recycling and waste reduction are necessary 
in combination with the landfill capacity provided by the 
project, but in themselves do not constitute feasible or 
preferable alternatives to the project. 

- The project will ultimately result in an average payment 
of $24 million per year in payments for landfill rights. 
This represents approximately 9% of the discretionary 
portion of the County's 1992 budget and can be used to 
provide needed public services to Riverside County 
residents. Overall social benefits to the county include 
health care, child day care, care for senior citizens, 
revenue for parks and open space and an assured system for 
collection and disposal of solid waste. (County of 
Riverside Resolution No. 92-517 Adopting Environmental 
Findings Pursuant to CEQA and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations). 

I have determined that the needs fulfilled and the benefits 
provided by the landfill as defined by the County and analyzed in 
the Final EIS/EIR do not conflict with any Federal laws or 
regulations and that there are no overriding Federal 
considerations which warrant denial of the land exchange or 
issuance of right-of-way grants for the landfill. 

4.4 Procedural, Legal and Administrative concerns: There 
were administrative issues related to the proposed exchange of 
lands with Kaiser that required further analysis and 
clarification: 

4.4.1 The Reverter Clause: There was a question as to 
whether or not lands patented to Kaiser pursuant to the authority 
of Private Law 790 had reverted to the United States. The 
selected lands include an interest in a tract of land containing 
approximately 460 acres which was conveyed to Kaiser under Patent 
1153422 for campsite and millsite purposes, pursuant to Private 
Law 790 enacted by the United States Congress on July a, 1952. 
The patent, as provided in the Act, contains a reversionary 
clause that if the lands are not used for a continuous 7 year 
period for mining related purposes, the land would revert to the 
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United states. Actual large scale mining operations ceased in 
1982 when economic factors caused a major decline in the 
industry. However, Kaiser has provided sufficient documentation 
indicating a continuation of ore shipments, sand and gravel 
sales, gold exploration and other mining related activities in 
the area since the mine closure. The 460 acre tract of land is 
occupied by the mining town of Eagle Mountain which is owned by 
Kaiser. A legal opinion on the reversionary interest is set 
forth in Exhibit F. 

In addition, in view of the fact that Kaiser received full and 
complete title to the surface estate, subject only to the 
possibility of the reverter, it is BLM's position that Kaiser's 
lease of a portion of the patented property for the operation of 
a return-to-custody facility is within the rights granted to 
Kaiser under the patent. The facility has been operating at 
Eagle Mountain since 1986 under a lease agreement from Kaiser and 
a County public use permit. Kaiser received full possessory 
interest in the surface of the property and had the right to 
utilize that surface according to its discretion subject only to 
the conditions of the reverter clause and the planning and zoning 
rules and regulations of the local jurisdiction which is the 
County of Riverside. 

4.4.2 Eagle Mountain Energy Company Proposal: on 
January 31, 1991, the Eagle Mountain Energy Company (EMEC) filed 
an application for a preliminary permit for a pumped storage 
hydroelectric project at the Eagle Mountain mine site with the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). The project 
proponents have stated that the public lands for this project 
were automatically reserved under the Federal Power Act from 
disposition upon filing their application with the FERC. The BLM 
has concluded that the EMEC and a FERC opinion misinterpreted BLM 
regulations when it determined that the BLM could not proceed 
with the land exchange even though the land had previously been 
segregated from new land use proposals by the BLM prior to EMEC's 
application for a preliminary permit, pending disposition of the 
proposed land exchange. It is the BLM's position that the mere 
filing of an application for a preliminary permit and its 
subsequent issuance would not interrupt or suspend the BLM's 
responsibility to manage the public land and proceed with the 
land exchange. 

Concerns were also raised regarding the lack of a thorough 
analysis of the cumulative impacts associated with the EMEC 
project in the Final EIS/EIR. Assuming that EMEC moves into the 
development of an EIS on the proposed hydroelectric pumped 
storage project, a cumulative impact analysis will be completed 
at that time. 

4.4.3 Adequacy of the EIS: During the public review 
period for the Draft and Final EIS/EIR, many non-specific 
comments concerning the over-all adequacy of the environmental 
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document were received by the BLM. The record of actions taken 
and the standards for NEPA documentation and procedures have been 
thoroughly reviewed. I have determined that all policy and 
procedural requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(42 u.s.c. 4321 et seq,) have been satisfied. In addition, the 
County of Riverside has certified the EIR portion of the joint 
document under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(California Public Resources Code sections 21000, et seq.). 

4.4.4 Disclosure of Appraisal Data: There were 
several members of the public, in response to the Notice of 
Realty Action on the proposed land exchange, who sought 
information relative to the appraisal of selected and offered 
lands. Some comments were also received which alluded to or 
assumed an attempt on the part of the BLM to "hide" or "cover-up" 
the appraisal. Disclosure of the appraised values to any person 
other than the principles of the exchange is inappropriate until 
after.the BLM issues the notice of decision to the landowner. 
The premature release of the appraisal information would put the 
government at a competitive disadvantage. Appraisal information 
is specified under Exemptions 4 and 5 of the Freedom of 
Information Act (FOIA), to which all responsible public agencies 
must adhere concerning disclosure of property value estimates and 
other information contained within appraisals. Disclosure would 
remain limited due to confidential sales or financial data which 
under Exemption 4 of the FOIA protects "trade secrets and 
commercial or financial information obtained from a person which 
is privileged or confidential." The intent of this action is not 
to prevent public access to this information, but to facilitate 
successful negotiations. 

4.4.S Notice of Realty Action Procedures: A Notice of 
Realty Action (NORA) on the proposed land exchange was first 
published in the Federal Register on August 14, 1990, and in the 
Desert sun, a Palm Springs newspaper of local circulation, on 
September 13, 20, and 27 of 1990, pursuant to regulations found 
in 43 CFR 2201.1. The notice segregated the public lands 
proposed for exchange from operation of the public land laws and 
the mining laws for a period of two years and called for comments 
from interested parties for a period of 45 days. A second NORA 
on the proposed land exchange was published in the Federal 
Register on August 13, 1992. The notice continued the 
segregation of the public lands for an additional two years and 
again called for comments for a period of 45 days. One comment 
received from that notice questioned why the notice was not also 
published in the local newspapers as required by BLM regulations. 
This comment was considered and on October 30 and November 6 and 
13 of 1992 the NORA was published in the Desert sun and the 
Riverside Press-Enterprise and called for comments for an 
additional 45 days. All parties that commented on the August 13, 
1992, Federal Register notice and other known interested parties 
were also mailed a copy of the notice that was published in the 
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newspapers and given an additional 45 days to provide comments. 
Several comments received in response to these notices in the 
newspapers pointed out that the notices were not the same as the 
notice that was published in the Federal Register. It is 
acknowledged that the notices are not exactly the same; however, 
the notices address the same proposed action and describe the 
same lands involved in .. the proposed .land exchange with the 
exception of the addition of a reversionary interest of the 
United States in a tract of land ~~tented to Kaiser Steel 
Corporation for a campsite and millsite in the 19SO's. It is 
felt that the intent of the regulations to notify interested 
parties and the public of the proposed exchange was fully 
satisfied. All comments were reviewed and considered. 

4.5 Xmpacts to Desert Tortoise and Desert Pupfish: The 
protection of desert tortoise and desert pupfish during 
construction and operation of the project was a serious concern 
for the BLM, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USF&WS), the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDF&G), environmental 
groups and members of the public. A portion of the existing 
railroad serving the project is located in the vicinity of Salt 
Creek, the habitat of the desert pupfish. 

In compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, the 
BLM consulted with the USF&WS on measures to mitigate impacts to 
the desert tortoise and the desert pupfish. It was the opinion 
of the USF&WS that the landfill is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of the desert tortoise or the pupfish. After 
critical habitat was proposed for the desert tortoise, the BLM 
conferred with the USF&WS. It was the opinion of the USF&WS that 
the project will not destroy or adversely modify proposed 
critical habitat. The results of the Section 7 Consultation and 
Section 7 Conference with the USF&WS are set forth in Exhibits D 
and E respectfully. 

The railroad, which has been operating for over 40 years as part 
of the previous mining operations at the project site, has the 
potential for killing or injuring tortoises and fragmenting their 
habitat. The mitigation measures are designed to reduce or 
eliminate that potential by requiring inspection of the railroad 
line before each train trip to remove tortoises which might be in 
harm's way and by enabling the tortoises to pass under the rail 
line by development of culverts beneath the line and over the 
line by placement of ballast between the rails. A monitoring 
program implemented for the life of the project will be 
instituted to determine the effectiveness of the mitigation and 
to help locate future culverts and ballast locations. The 
Section 7 Consultation with the USF&WS requires that the 
monitoring program also be approved by the BLM as well as the 
USF&WS and that it include 2 years of pre-operation monitoring, 
and specifies the transects where the information will be 
collected. An extensive program for ravens and other potential 
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tortoise predators is also included in the mitigation and 
monitoring program and will be activated for the life of the 
project. 

The issue of ravens being attracted to the landfill area and 
raven predation of tortoise was a major concern of biologists and 
other interested parties. A raven monitoring.program, including 
a minimum of two years of preparation monitoring, will be 
developed and enacted in conformance with BLM m~thodologies. 
Monitoring of ravens will continue throughout the life of the 
landfill project or until the BLM, USF&WS, and CDF&G determine it 
is not longer necessary. Examples of mitigation measures include 
minimum of six inches of soil cover placed over deposited refuse 
on a daily basis to minimize attracting ravens and other 
predators to refuse. The perimeter of the active landfill and 
waste handling areas will be fenced to exclude predators such as 
coyotes and kit foxes. A nonlethal raven control program will be 
conducted, including hazing at the landfill site, prompt removal 
of road-killed animals along access roads, and the possible use 
of bird repellant methyl anthranilate. If necessary, and subject 
to the approval of the BLM, USF&WS, and CDF&G, a raven control 
program will be implemented that may include nest destruction, 
shooting and/or alterations of landfill operations. 

In addition, 375 acres of desert tortoise habitat are required to 
be provided to the BLM by Kaiser as compensation for habitat 
disturbed by the landfill project. 

Implementation of the required mitigation measures will result in 
the avoidance or substantial reduction of the environmental 
impacts to desert tortoise and desert pupfish. Details of these 
mitigation measures are set forth in Exhibit C (Conditions of 
Approval & Mitigation/Reporting Monitoring Program) and Exhibit D 
(Biological Opinion for the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project, U.S. 
Fish & Wildlife Service). Given the mitigation and monitoring 
provisions, I have determined that all practicable measures have 
been taken to avoid or reduce adverse impacts to the desert 
tortoise and desert pupfish. 

4.6 Impacts to Other Biological Resources: The EIS/EIR 
identified other important wildlife and plant species that occur 
on public and private lands within the project areas. These 
species have been observed or detected by sign at the landfill 
site or along the associated roads and railroad right-of-way. 
Wildlife species include Nelson's bighorn sheep, California leaf
nosed bat, Townsend's big-eared bat, ringtail, american badger, 
northern harrier, LeConte's thrasher, yellow warbler, yellow
breasted chat, and black-tailed gnatcatcher. There are several 
other species of wildlife potentially occurring but not observed 
during surveys that may also use habitats within the project 
area. No listed State or Federal plant species were observed 
within the project boundaries. However, one Federal Category 2 
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species, Alverson's foxtail cactus, and one Federal Category JC 
species, California barrel cactus, were observed. A Category 2 
species is one for which there is some evidence of vulnerability, 
but for which there are not enough data to support listing 
proposals as this time. A Category JC species are those that 
have proven to be more abundant or widespread than previously 
believed and/or those -that are not subject to any identifiable 
threat. 

A detailed description of these biological resources is set forth 
in the Draft EIS/EIR and the Biological Assessment completed in 
March, 1992. 

Mitigation and monitoring measures have been designed to address 
concerns for these and other biological resources and include 
such conditions as the placement of at least three new permanent 
water sources for bighorn sheep, preserving in open space 
approximately 644 acres of bighorn sheep habitat and a buffer 
area between the landfill and relocated sheep, monitoring surveys 
of bat activity and a conduit extension of an existing adit which 
the bats currently use as a roost, conservation easements for the 
Alverson's foxtail cactus and studies for relocation and a long 
term research program for cactus habitat rehabilitation. These 
are examples of a few of the mitigation and monitoring measures 
which are required for addressing other biological resources 
potentially affected by the landfill. 

Given the mitigation and monitoring measures, I have determined 
that potential impacts to other biological resources have been 
reduced to an acceptable level. 

4.7 Impacts to Joshua Tree National Monument: An 
important concern to the BLM, the National Park Service (NPS) and 
public was the proximity of the project to Joshua Tree National 
Monument (JTNM). JTNM is a Class I air quality unit under the 
Clean Air Act. JTNM is also a designated World Biosphere Reserve 
and contains a designated wilderness area. 

NPS representatives from JTNM, BLM, County officials, members of 
the County Supervisor's Task Force on the Eagle Mountain Landfill 
Project, engineers and environmental consultants, and other 
interested parties met on numerous occasions to discuss potential 
impacts to JTNM and to work out a mitigation and monitoring 
program that would reduce the potential for short and long term 
adverse impacts. 

Principle issues included the potential for wind blown trash, 
degradation of air quality, and potential impacts to wildlife. 
Mitigation measures such as the use of closed transport 
containers, daily litter pick-up, litter control fencing, 
fugitive dust control and a standard of "zero" escape of litter 
from the permitted landfill area was established. In addition, 
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the NPS requested a means to monitor and mitigate any potential 
for cumulative and long term subtle impacts that may have an 
adverse effect on the desert ecology. Comments were received 
from groups and individuals on these and other issues. 

Adopted mitigation measures will reduce the potential cumulative 
impacts to desert ecology, including impacts on habitat and 
species at JTNM. In addition to the mitigation program set forth 
in the Final EIS/EIR, important measures to fund habitat and open 
space acquisition and research are provided for through the 
establishment of an Environmental Mitigation Trust and a Long 
Term Monitoring Team. These measures strengthen the overall 
mitigation and monitoring program and provide the means to 
acquire priority critical habitat areas, to maintain and preserve 
open space lands and to further mitigate the potential for 
cumulative and long term impacts on the desert ecology and JTNM. 

· The Final EIS/EIR states that results of revised modeling show 
project impacts including those at JTNM will not exceed Federal 
Class I increments established under Clean Air Act and will not 
impair visibility. At least two permanent PM 10 (particulate 
matter less than 10 microns in size, including for example 
fugitive dust) monitoring stations will be installed in 
accordance with South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 
403 in locations selected in consultation with the NPS. 

Given the mitigation and monitoring provisions, I have determined 
that all practicable means have been taken to avoid or reduce 
adverse impacts on the JTNM. 

4.8 Xmpacts to Visual Resources and Wilderness Values: As 
indicated in the Final EIS/EIR, to address the public concern 
that the landfill project might be seen from JTNM, it was noted 
that the project area is separated from the JTNM by a major 
ridgeline with an elevation from 2,000 feet to 3,500 feet which 
blocks views from the JTNM into the project area. The ridgeline 
also poses a natural barrier for JTNM against windblown debris. 

Members of the public noted during the review of the Draft 
EIS/EIR that approximately 31 acres of the selected public lands 
were within the boundary of the Eagle Mountain Wilderness Study 
Area (CDCA-334) and were included initially within the proposed 
exchange parcels. This area in question has been resurveyed and 
relotted by the Cadastral Survey. The subject 31 acres will not 
be included in the land exchange. 

4.9 Xmpacts to water Quality: Another issue of major 
concern was the potential for degrading groundwater due to the 
migration of leachate and/or landfill gas under and adjacent to 
the project site. A comprehensive program for mitigating these 
potential impacts has been developed and imposed on the project 

• 



17 

and will avoid or substantially reduce the potential for impacts. 

The identified mitigation measures consist of prevention of 
leachate formation, leachate containment collection and removal, 
and containment, collection and removal of landfill gas, and a 
groundwater protection barrier composed of a geotextile composite 
liner with associated-detection monitoring for leachate and 
landfill gas. The composite liner system is designed and 
constructed to eli~inate potential hydrostatic pressure on the 
liner. The system will also operate as a barrier to the downward 
movement of fluid. The low annual rainfall in the arid desert 
climate reduces the potential for creating leachate from rainfall 
or surface water. The geology and hydrogeology of the area 
includes evidence of fractured bedrock which can be effectively 
monitored. 

A thorough regulatory and enf.orcement program will be 
administered by the California State Water Resources Board and 
its Regional Water Quality Control Board and by the California 
Integrated Waste Management board and the local County Department 
of Health acting as the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) for the 
State. 

A summary of impacts and mitigation for groundwater protection is 
set forth on pages 63 and 64 in Table 1 of the Final EIS/EIR. In 
addition, the project is subject to the Resolution Regarding 
Fully Mitigated Impacts related to water quality and the 
Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring 
Program as adopted by the County of Riverside. The mitigation 
measures and the existing enforcement structure ensures that all 
practicable means have been taken to avoid or reduce the 
potential for to water quality. 

4.10 Impacts to Groundwater Use and supply: Serious 
concern was expressed, particularly by members of the public who 
reside in northwestern Chuckwalla Valley, about the potential for 
the landfill project to deplete substantially the region's 
groundwater resources. 

The landfill operation's maximum water consumption is expected to 
be about 1,972 acre-feet per year allowing for a worst-case 
analysis. Water would be used for haul road dust control, 
container cleaning, vehicle wash and maintenance, personal use, 
liner preparation, landscaping, and daily cover dust control. 
Due to evaporation, none of this water would recharge the 
groundwater supply. 

The total inflow to the basin is estimated at 12,240 acre-feet 
per year. Approximately 23,000 acre-feet per year of groundwater 
is used in the northwestern Chuckwalla Valley mainly dedicated to 
agricultural uses. If the total drawdown remained constant and 
all conditions remained the same, the increase in water use would 
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result in approximately 536 years of groundwater reserves. The 
landfill operation would represent approximately 8 per cent of 
the region's total water consumption. The region's water 
resources are currently in an overdraft condition, however 
calculating a 536 year groundwater reserve, the landfill 
operation is not a substantial contribution to the overdraft 
condition. 

It is my determination that the potential for direct and 
cumulative impacts to the groundwater supply is not substantial. 

4.11 Impacts to Air Quality: An important concern of the 
public and other agencies is that air pollution emissions from 
truck and train transport of waste would exceed thresholds. In 
particular, concerns were expressed by some residents of the 
Coachella Valley that air quality would be degraded by truck 
transport of waste along Interstate-lo to the landfill site. It 
has been determined that the action will not violate any State 
air quality standards or Federal Class I or II increments. 

The project includes mitigation measures consistent with the best 
available control technology and includes operational measures 
for landfill equipment with combustion engines, control of 
fugitive dust, maintenance requirements for truck and locomotive 
engines, and a landfill gas recovery system. Also included is a 
feasibility study for electrification of the Eagle Mountain 
railroad and feasibility studies for use of selective catalytic 
reduction or natural gas fuels. As referred to in the section on 
Measures to Protect JTNM concerning air quality, two permanent PM 
10 monitoring stations will be installed either pursuant to 
provisions in SCAQMD rule 403 or at locations chosen in 
consultation with NPS. 

In response to comments regarding air quality as well as traffic 
concerns, the "truck haul" component has been reduced as 
described in Section 3.2, Reduced Landfill Operations. 

Results of the air quality analysis and modeling show that 
project impacts will not result in an unacceptable health risk 
nor will the project impair visibility. 

4.12 Impacts to Minerals: Sand and gravel located on the 
eastern selected properties, valuable as construction aggregate, 
was identified by P. K. Morton in the Mineral Potential Report. 
The Morton report was reviewed and amended by the BLM California 
Desert District to reflect a market analysis of the mineral 
potential. Although a current market for sand and gravel does 
not exist, demands will be placed on deposits in areas where 
previous development and a mining infrastructure exists, making 
the property "prospectively valuable." Therefore, the BLM has 
determined that a reservation is applicable ensuring that the 
United States receive a fair market value for any construction 
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aggregates severed, removed and sold for commercial purposes from 
the property. Market demand for a desert source for mineral 
materials is increasing due to limited access and availability in 
the Los Angeles Basin. Areas within the desert bio-regions of 
southern California are currently undergoing land use planning 
decisions for the protection of the desert tortoise, which will 
put large areas of alluvial-material off-limits to sand and 
gravel development. It is important that the BLM assures mineral 
materials are available to meet local, regional, and Stat~ needs. 

The affected ore deposits on the project site represent less than 
one percent of the economically recoverable iron ore reserves in 
the United States. However, since it has been determined that 
the landfill operation could render portions of these existing 
iron ore reserves unminable, landfill operations will be phased 
to assure that the iron ore most feasible to mine are impacted 
last to allow for recovery, if ore recovery becomes economically 
feasible. 

The Morton report concluded overall that the selected lands were 
judged to have low potential for iron and gold mineral resources. 
Morton examined the selected lands and found that a few gold 
veins of the Black Eagle Mine type are scattered throughout the 
property. Analysis of samples taken and the opinion of Morton 
was that these veins did not contain sufficient ore to be 
considered valuable. Kaiser also examined the property for gold 
during the late 1960's and concluded that there was not 
sufficient mineralization to warrant economic development. 

The selected lands are not currently classified by the BLM as 
being valuable, prospectively or otherwise, for leasable minerals 
or Geothermal Steam Act minerals. 

Kaiser indicated in a memorandum that the subject offered parcels 
are without value. The BLM examined the offered parcels and 
completed a mineral evaluation of the offered lands as required 
by BLM policy. The BLM concluded that the offered lands did not 
contain minerals of economic value that could be developed under 
the United States mining and mineral leasing laws. As such, the 
probability that future development of mineral resources on the 
offered parcels interfering with the purpose and intent of 
acquiring the parcels is low. 

4.13 Concerns Regarding Hazardous Materials: Public 
concern was expressed about the possibility of hazardous 
materials being transported to the landfill site or the potential 
for the prior existence of hazardous material occurring on either 
the selected or offered lands due to past activities. The 
project provides for only the development of a Class III 
nonhazardous solid waste landfill. Waste delivered to the 
landfill site will only be accepted from solid waste facilities 
serving jurisdictions in compliance with Assembly Bill 939, the 
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California Integrated Solid Waste Management Act of 1989, as well 
as any successive implementing legislation and any applicable 
Federal or State waste diversion legislation. Class I hazardous 
wastes will be diverted from the waste stream to disposal areas 
designed to accept them, all of which are presently located 
outside of Riverside County. In addition, certain liquid wastes, 
white goods (e.g.,·appliances), sewage and- water treatment 
sludge, incinerator ash, infectious wastes, and radioactive 
wastes will be diverted from the waste stream and sent to 
disposal areas designed and approved to accept them. 

In regard to the potential for the prior existence of hazardous 
material occurring on the lands to be exchanged, a contaminant 
survey was conducted in accordance with Section 120(h) of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Recovery and Liability Act (CERCLA). 
The selected public and offered private lands were examined. No 
evidence or recorded information was found to indicate that any 
hazardous substance was stored, disposed of, or released on the 
offered lands. To the best of our knowledge, no hazardous 
materials were used in conjunction with iron ore recovery at the 
mine on the selected lands. Hazardous materials may occur on the 
selected lands. If any time after the conveyance of the selected 
lands, any condition on the land is found to be in violation of 
any Federal, State or local laws or regulations, Kaiser or its 
successors shall be responsible to immediately take all actions 
necessary to abate any such violation, and perform all activities 
required to remediate the site consistent with all applicable 
laws and regulations, irrespective of whether or not Kaiser or 
its successors caused, contributed to, or had actual knowledge of 
the activities or conditions causing the violations. Further, 
Kaiser and its successors will hold the United States harmless 
from any liability and expense resulting from such condition or 
activities. 

4.14 Irreversi~le and Irretrievable commitments of 
Resources: The most widely shared comment in opposition to the 
Eagle Mountain Landfill related to the mere idea of hauling waste 
from cities and other locations in southern California to deposit 
in the desert. The perception that the desert would become a 
"dumping ground for Los Angeles" was expressed by many of the 
desert residents who oppose the project. 

There are several aspects to this issue. The first has to do 
with the policy of disposing of wastes outside of the 
jurisdiction in which it is generated. Establishment of this 
policy is a State, local or regional responsibility and not one 
which the BLM has any role in shaping. 

The second aspect of the "desert dumping" issue is the concern 
that the approval of this project sets a precedent and would lead 
to the approval of other landfill projects in the desert 
resulting in irreversible impacts on the desert ecology. The 
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EIS/EIR on this project did examine in full the direct, indirect 
and cumulative impacts on the desert. The decision on this 
project is not intended to be an indicator of what the BLM's 
decision may be on any other landfill project. However, the BLM 
is concerned about the overall impacts of private land 
developments, particularly waste disposal developments, on the 
desert ecology-and is working with.the Southern California 
Association of Governments on their Regional Comprehensive Plan 
to ~ddress the larger issue of waste disposal in the entire 
southern California region. 

With respect to this project, there are irreversible and 
irretrievable commitments of resources that must be acknowledged. 
The size and life of the project represents a large commitment. 
Over 2,000 acres will be directly affected by the project. 
Adjacent lands within the leasehold of MRC or in proximity to the 
Eagle Mountain community will be indirectly affected. The 
estimated lifetime for the landfill is 100 years which is beyond 
the scope of an average public works project. After formal 
closure of the landfill, maintenance and monitoring activities 
will continue. 

The most significant irreversible impact, as in other land 
development projects, relates to the land on which the project is 
actually located. The land in question for the Eagle Mountain 
Landfill, however, has already been subject to very severe 
disturbance from past mining activities. The irreversible change 
in the land has already taken place, and the project involves a 
beneficial use and ultimate restoration of the disturbed land. 
The development of a landfill at a previously disturbed site, 
such as Eagle Mountain, avoids significant adverse impacts of 
locating a landfill in an area not previously disturbed. 

It is my determination that the irreversible and irretrievable 
commitment of resources associated with the Eagle Mountain 
Landfill Project is not sufficient to warrant disapproval of the 
project or selecting another alternative. 

5.0 MITIGATION AND MONITORING: 

It is my determination that all practicable means to avoid or 
reduce environmental harm have been adopted. The mitigation and 
monitoring conditions of approval for this ROD are the Eagle 
Mountain Landfill Project Conditions of Approval & Mitigation 
Reporting/Monitoring Program Checklist as set forth in Exhibit C 
and the Biological Opinion from the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
as set forth in Exhibit D. 

As part of the overall mitigation and monitoring program, special 
measures have been incorporated and are described below: 
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5.1 Environmental Mitigation Trust: This measure assists 
the desert communities of eastern Riverside County in meeting the 
biodiversity challenge by providing an additional source of 
funding for acquisition of wildlife habitat and open space and 
for conducting certain research activities. Specifically, it 
provides for an Environmental Mitigation Trust to administer Mine 
Reclamation Corporation's contribution of $1.00 per ton of waste 
deposited· at the landfill. The Environmental Mitigation Trust· 
will be comprised of and administered by the Riverside County 
Board of Supervisors. A Trust Advisory Committee will be 
established to make grant applications and make recommendations 
to the Trustee. The purpose of the Trust will be to preserve and 
enhance biological, scenic and cultural resources in the county, 
particularly in the desert regions of eastern Riverside County. 
The Trust will acquire, restore, maintain and preserve open space 
lands, interests in lands, water or water rights, wildlife 
habitats, and provide public access to such lands. The Trust 
will also support research and education concerning conservation 
of natural resources and monitor the long term effects of the 
project on the desert. Expenditures will be restricted to 
purposes that are set forth in Section 4.7.7 of the County's 
Development Agreement No. 47. 

The Trust will expend at least eighty-five percent (85%) of the 
annual expenditures for the Trust for the acquisition of lands 
and interests in land, including water or water rights. The 
remaining fifteen percent (15%) or less of the total annual 
expenditures of the Trust will be used for administrative, 
operational and other costs of the Trust and grants and awards 
and funding of the Long-Term Monitoring Team to study and monitor 
any effects the project might have on the surrounding desert 
areas. 

5.2 Long Term Monitoring Team: A Long Term Monitoring 
Team will be established to conduct biological monitoring for the 
landfill. The Monitoring Team will consist of three full-time 
biologists, one from the NPS, the BLM and the USF&WS who will be 
overseen by a Monitoring and Research Methodology Oversight 
Committee. Funding for the operations of the Monitoring Team 
will be received from the Environmental Mitigation Trust. In 
addition the project operator (MRC) will provide and maintain 
office, work room, and storage space for the Monitoring Team. 
MRC will provide funding not to exceed $75,000 per year to enable 
the Monitoring Team or its designees to conduct baseline studies 
prior to commencing landfill operations. Funds advanced by MRC 
will be credited against the $1 per ton contribution to the 
Environmental Mitigation Trust. 

5.3 Citizen oversight Committee: A Citizen Oversight 
Committee will be established to oversee implementation of the 
landfill. The Committee is designed to function as a "watchdog" 
to provide an added safety check regarding conditions imposed on 
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the project. A consensus was reached among interested parties 
and participating agencies, the project applicant and the working 
task force composed of multi-agency representatives, and members 
of the public to organize a Citizen Oversight Committee. 
Meetings will be scheduled as needed to review status reports, 
technical data and reports on the landfill issued by all agencies 
having regulatory authority over the project. Although the BLM 
would not be directly involved as a member of the Citizen 
oversight Committee, it is reasonably fore~een that the BLM will 
be concerned with pertinent issues, reports or data involving 
public land management in the area of the project. The Citizen 
oversight Committee will prepare an annual report summarizing its 
findings and will make inquiries or file such reports with other 
regulatory agencies as it deems appropriate. 

6.0 POBL:IC INVOLVEMENT: 

The NEPA process to identify the scope and contents of the Draft 
EIS/EIR was initiated by the Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare 
the Draft EIS/EIR which was published in the Federal Register on 
November 15, 1989. A total of seven public scoping meetings.were 
held by the County and BLM. 

Approximately 1,100 copies of the Draft EIS/EIR were distributed 
for public review. The 60-day public review of the draft EIS 
ended on September 17, 1991. During the public review period on 
the Draft EIS/EIR, 170 letters of comment were received. Two 
public hearings on the Draft were held by the BLM. The date and 
locations of the two BLM public hearings were: August 27, 1991 
in Palm Desert and August 28, 1991 in Desert Center. The County 
of Riverside Planning Commission held nine public hearings on the 
Draft in various locations throughout the County to gather public 
input related to the project. 

The Notice of Availability on the Final EIS/EIR was published by 
the EPA on August 7, 1992, beginning the 30-day public review 
period which ended on September 7, 1992. Approximately 1,000 
copies of the Final EIS/EIR were distributed to individuals, 
groups and agencies. In response to the Notice of Availability 
and the Notice of Realty Action, approximately 700 letters of 
protest and concern were received. Again, concern over 
groundwater quality was emphasized. Another strongly expressed 
concern related to potential degradation of air quality in the 
Coachella Valley and in Joshua Tree National Monument. Other 
issues such as traffic, noise, and biological impacts associated 
with· the transportation of solid waste were raised as well as 
administrative, procedural and legal issues and concerns. All of 
the major issues raised during the comment period on the EIS/EIR 
and the Notice of Realty Action are addressed in Section 4.0 
above. 
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The Riverside County Board of supervisors, following three public 
hearings on the Final EIS/EIR conducted during the fall of 1992 
in the City of Riverside, voted to approve the Eagle Mountain 
Landfill Project and certify their EIR on November 3, 1992. 



EXHIBIT A 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 

The offered and selected lands included in the Eagle Mountain 
·Landfill exchange are described as follows: 

Offered Private Lands 

San Bernardino Meridian 
Riverside County, California 

T. 5 S., R. 14 
Sec. 27: 

T. 6 S., R. 14 
Sec. 16: 

T. 7 

T. 7 

T. 7 

T. 8 

Sec. 21: 

s., R. 12 
Sec. 35: 
Sec. 36: 

s. , R. 13 
Sec. 31: 

s., R. 14 
Sec. 5: 

S., R. 11 
Sec. 13: 
Sec. 21: 
Sec. 23: 

E., 
Described by metes and bounds 
N~SW~, SE~NW~, S\NE~ 

E., 
Described 

E., 
All 

E., 
NE~ 
E\E\SE~ 
Described 

by metes and bounds 

by metes and bounds 

Selected Public Lands 

San Bernardino Meridian 
Riverside County, California 

T. 3 S., R. 14 
Sec. 25: 
Sec. 26: 
Sec. 27: 
Sec. 28: 
Sec. 33: 

Sec. 34: 
Sec. 35: 
Sec. 36: 

E. 
Lots 5 and 6, SW~, W\SE~ 
SW~, SW~SE~, E\SE~ 
Lots 1 and 2, SE~, N\SW~ 
Lot 9 
Lots 1, 2, 4, 6, 8 and 11, 
S\NE~,E\NW~, SE~ 
Lots 1-7, SE~SE~, W\SE~, SW~ 
Lots 1-4 and 9, NE~NW~, N\NE~ 
Lot 12 

(Continued on Next Page) 



T. 3 S. , R. 15 E. 

T. 4 

T. 4 

Sec. 31: Lots 5, 10-14, 17-19 

s., R. 14 
Sec. 1: 

sec. 2: 

Sec. 11: 
Sec. 12: 

s., R. 15 
Sec. 6: 
Sec. 7: 

E., 
Lots 8-11, SW~SE~, E\SE~SW~, 
E~NW~SE~ 
Lots 7-9, s~sw~, sw~sE~, 
W~SE~SE~ 
Lots 1-4 
Lots 1-4 

E., 
Lots 4, 5, 8-11 
Lots 4-10, 12 and 13 

Also: The Reversionary Interest of the United States 
in that certain 480 acre tract of land patented under 
Patent 1153422 persuant to Private Law 790 enacted by 
the United States Congress on July 8, 1952. 

Selected Public Lands Valuable for Aggregates 

The following selected public lands are prospectively valuable 
for construction aggregates. A reservation of all minerals, in 
favor of the United States, will be included in the patent. If 
upon receipt of a plat showing areas where proposed surface use 
will preclude development of the reserved minerals, the United 
states shall reserve only a royalty interest in the area 
affected. The royalty interest is proffered to protect the 
interest of the United States should future mining and sale of 
these minerals occur. 

San Bernardino Meridian 
Riverside County, California 

T.3 S., R. 14 E. 
Sec. 25: Lots 5 and 6, SW~, W~SE~ 
Sec. 36: Lot 12 

T. 3 S., R. 15 E. 

T. 4 

T. 4 

Sec. 31: Lots 5, 10-14, 17-19 

S • I R. 14 
Sec. 1: 

Sec. 2: 

Sec. 11: 
Sec. 12: 

s., R. 15 
Sec. 6: 
Sec. 7: 

E., 
Lots 8-11, SW%SE~, E\SE~SW~, 
E~NW~SE~ 
Lots 7-9, s~sw%, sw~sE~, 
W~SE~SE~ 
Lots 1-4 
Lots 1-4 

E., 
Lots 4, 5, 8-11 
Lots 4-10, 12 and 13 



EXHIBIT B 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 

MAP OF PROJECT AREA 



EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 

LAND EXCHANGE & RIGHT-OF-WAY GRANTS 
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EXHIBIT C 

EAGLE MOUN'l'AIN LANDFILL PROJECT 

conditions of Approval & Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program 

The Mitigation and Monitoring Program was developed by the BLM 
and the County of Riverside as joint lead agencies, and RECON 
Environmental Consultants, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, the 
National Park Service, the California Department of Fish and 
Game, and other interested parties. It is designed to include 
all mitigation recommended in the Final EIS/EIR, arranged by 
issues as they are discussed in the Final EIS/EIR document (i.e., 
water quality, air quality, desert tortoise, etc.). 

Codes, abbreviations, and acronyms used in the program are 
identified on page 3 of this exhibit. 

The first column lists each potentially significant environmental 
effect identified in the EIS/EIR; and for each effect, the second 
column lists corresponding mitigation measures. The third column 
identifies the applicable documents, permit, or regulation. The 
"Checkpoint" heading is intended to identify the place in the 
activity under consideration where the monitoring or reporting of 
mitigation will -occur, and by a coded entry, the action such as a 
field check or report that would be accomplished. "Monitor 
Period" indicates at what phase of the project the action would 
occur. The overall project includes operation of the landfill 
itself and a number of related off-site activities. The coded 
entry in the "Monitor Period" column indicates whether the entry 
applies to the landfill itself or another activity. "Report 
Frequency" lists whether reporting is intended to be done once, 
at regular periods, or triggered by an event. 

The.Mitigation and Monitoring Program is a cooperative effort. 
One or several agencies responsible for particular resources ·or 
services may have an obligation or interest in accomplishing 
mitigation. In some cases more than one agency may have a 
responsibility for tracking or monitoring a given measure. These 
agencies are listed in the next to the last column, and are the 
ones with the associated responsibility for accomplishing the 
measure. This column contains acronyms which are identified in 
the code list. The Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) is established 
by the California Code of Regulations specifically as a local 
agency with responsibility for tracking and enforcing the 
regulation of solid waste disposal. The Riverside County 
Department of Environmental Health is the LEA for this project. 
The coded entry in the last column in the program indicates the 
sanctions applied in the case of noncompliance with the 
mitigation measure. · 
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Exhibit •c• 

CONDITION OF: 

AC/PO 
AER 
BP 
EMTSP 
GP 
MRP 

MSWFP 

NA 
NPDES 
pp 
S7 
SP 
SPac 
SWFP 
WDR 

CHF.cUOINTa 

p 
C 

r 

FAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJF.cT (SPEClnC PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS or APPROVAL 
A MITIGATION REl'ORTINGIMONITORINC PROGRAM CIIF.cKUST 

Authority lo COllllnlcl/Pennll lo Opente 
Air Emiulonl Replalioal 
Bvildina Permit 
Ea1I• Mounlllla T-lte Specllio Plall 
Ondin, ■ad lq,-111 l'l■n■ 
Contncl of l■111lrall opemor with -teri■ll .-ay 
f■cilily/lna■fcr -■lion■ 
Solid W■• FacUilin Permitl ol a.lai■I NCOftrJ 
f■c:ili17/lnn1fcr -■lioa■ 
Na1Applic■blo 

N■1loa■I Po11a1■a1 Diach■rp Elimla■doa S71tem Permit 
Plat Plan (Sile Specllic Plat Plu or Plol Plaa) 
Seclioa 7 Pennil (U.S • ....,,.... Specie■ kl) 
Specific Plea 
Ccnncl of l■Dllfdl open&or wlda Soa1hern Pacilio 
Sorid W■11e F■cililia Penni! 
W■11e Diach■rp lleqalramlu 

lalpeclloa. plea or GcW cbeclr. 
l'IJmcnl 
COIIIUltadoa 
Reporl 

CODD- Pqe I ol I 

MONl'IOR/REfORT AGENCYt 

APCD 
ARB 
CDFO 
CIIP 
DMV 
LEA 
NPS 
RCBS 
RCDB&S 
RCDEH 
RDFD 
RCFCD 
RCPD 
RCTD 

RWQCB 
SBCM 
SCAQMD 
USEPA 
USFWS 

Air PollUIJoa Oldftll Dlllllcl 
Air ._me Bo■nl 
C■Hromi■ Dcparlmllll of Fbll ■ad 0■1111 
C■liromi■ Hiah••r P■lnil 
C.llromi■ Dcpallmcal of Motor Veblcle1 
Local &fCll'CCIIIClll Ase•r 
N■1ion■I Part Scmce 
RiYcnlcle CCIUIIIJ Bcillnl of S...,.._. 
Rivcnide CounlJ Dcpa..._111 or Bulldiq 111d S.fdJ 
Rivenide eou.., Depa11mc111 or £mrl--■I He■ldl 
Rivenide eoua11 Fire 1>ep■11mc111 
Rivenlde CoulllJ Flood Ccmol Dillrict 
Riverside CCIUIIIJ Pl■nniq Dep■rtmeal 
Rivcnlde Caua11 Tnmpoat■1ion Deputmeal 

Rep,n■I Weter QualilJ Comal Bo■nl 
San Bcra■ldlao County Ma11am 
South Co■II Air QualilJ M■a■pawal Dlllllcl 
U.S. Envin,mnelll■I Pnlleclion AaencJ 
U.S. Full 111d Wildlife Scmce 

REl'ORT l'REQUENCY: 

• 
•• 
b 
C 

• • 

Once on -..,ledoa 
0a complclioa. c■da ..... 
OnYiol■lioa 
A■ ffAIUind, needed, or coadilioned 
Specified period 
/U diac:ndoa or npl■tor 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

MONl'IORING PERIODt SANCTIONS: 

LA 
LB 
LC 
LD 
L& 
LP 
PA 
PB 
PC 
PD 
T 

PrecCIIIIIIUcdoa or l■DllliD 
CCIIIICnldioa or l■ndliU 
Opcntloa or l■adfdl 
Clomre of laadlill 
Foalclomre or l■Dllfdl 
A■ nccded, ff4Uired, or coadillomd 
Precoullucdoa or p■atlcular ■cdYilJ 
Collllluclloaor p■dlcul■r IClmlJ 
Opcnlioa of pulicalu IClmlJ 
Complclioa ol p■lliadu ■cdYilJ 
Tluwpoalplajecl 

.. 

I 
2 
J 

Withhold permit, certlfte■te, or llllborhJ 1o proc_. 
Slop -t order, Ylol■lioa Dllllce, ccue 111d dclill Older 

M--■r, 

No,eaf>erJ, 1991 



Polmlal Siplllwt 
Emriftlallleial Err.cu 

I. Pa1en1W ror pollutioca of 
1raundwate,clue10 
ml1n1ioa or leacbll& or 
la111HiU111. 

. . 

FAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDflLL PROJfCT (SPEClflC PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS or APPROVAL 
A MITIGATION REl'ORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CHECKLIST 

A. WATER QUALITY AND USE- ha• I el 6 

aiec~ 
Caadilioa ..... lmlallcd Coq,let- ,_, Dlecro- Maaitar 

Mklpllaa Mcaaan1 or. lioCI Eveal lioCI Period 

•· 'Ole acccpcanceof tiazanlout....., ii SWFP,MRF, 
pnihil,W at dila llndliD. lacluile-aminl pp 

I I LC,IC 

maurill, au u r ... a.-a ■ni11up-
IIIDilllll'I ...... 11111 llulnlou1 ..... 
IIIIICdll will be cliwdell rnim die landr.11 
daloaala ..... lnlpcctioa pn,pun. 
, .. brlllled INMb d lhe lan1trill Ind at Ill 
............. facllitiea 1Cadi,wW1lle lo 
dila llllllrdl, la enlcr IO minimize die 
polhdloa patedill ol lhc1e mmriall. All 
Wiile laua lhall lie ICneaed d lhe 
mpccciYe l'acilida by llliaed pe ....... 1acom1aa-• will mo be periodicallr 
daecbd by llpCClali .. wilb RCDDI • 
ldcalirie11 111un1out ..... will 11e collecfed, 
1enpnrily llondCID-tile IDa apecid 
CCllllllameat erc1 pnwided by lhe opcnlar 
for a period Dal to eKCeed 90 dip, and la1er 
tnmporceduddilpONdlDacccdaacewltla 
SUie and Fedenl nplaliaae. All fiazanlout 
11111111■11 wa11e lmpccllon PIUldffll lhall be 
1ppnmd by die RCDEII Ind wUI be aubject 
10 perfodic lmpecdoa to dcfcnnlm 
--.u. ... Co-■ ■-laled willl !hell 
actlville1 lhaD be bome by Illa opcntor. 

b. A coq,oeile llner, cllfflNIIC4I or a blab- SWFP,WDR I I I U,IC 
lcaily polyclhylcM (HDPE) llellibla ,, 
,comc,nbnnea minimum lbletncaof IO 
mil. placed aver two (21 feel of IDl1 willl • 
11111dnmm penneabirity of let' cmlaec or 
odacr~D,-.upcrlorrmer lhall be 
lmlalled below all relblo dcpoeita ml 
lacWia,a licle ....... A pll'Cllecllft 
,-.lllill &lier flkfe lhall be, ... dNwe 
die llc11'1,la 11011111111Hut u..... 
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.... Maallad Suclioaa ...... Report bHon-
A,cac1 Coq,liaace 

LEA, 1 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB 

• LEA,RCDEH 1,1 
RWQCB 
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Pcllealial Si1airic1111 
E.awboamaul EO'cctl 

EACLE,MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJF.Cr (SPF.Cine PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
le MITIGATION REl'ORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM Cllf.cKUST 

A. WATER QUALITY AND USE. hp J of 6 

Cbcckpolal 

Ccnrdloa Plana 111111W Coq,let• Per Diec ... Moailar 
Mi11ptiaa MWU111 of doe Evm lion ai.riod 

e, A luehate eolJeclioa end n-al-,...... WDR.SWFP. I I I U,PI 
wiD be lallalled abowi lhe ~ &acr •lbw pp 
a W.nbl ... 1...,..,11e111a .. pftlleele41,y 
an .Wilioml layer ol ,-.lllile f'abric and a 
mininm111 of IWO feet of compacted aail 
eover lO allow .. -1 ol uy ae-laled 
leachate hnl Ille lamtr.11. 

•• A draillla• Comal ., ... will be WDR.SWFP, I I I LA.U.LC 
deliped and COIIIIIUClcd IO dlYc11 IUl'&ce pp 
WIier flow from ... JKCIII ll'UI ■niand lhe 
landliD ana 1o prevcd tu- 1o the landliD. 

•· Fiml land(dl cover all lie eODIIIUCled ID SWFP,WDR, I I I LD,LB 
accordance wilh EPA, Sublide D, RCRA pp 
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Fedcnl Replatiom lad lhaD CNli• or• 
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raundallon layer,• minimum II (II") Inch 
lhict lllil layer wilh • mallhnua pcrmeabillly 
or I a 10' cm/,ec, and • miainmm - (11 
Coal dlict w,e111iv1 (-■ion) cower or 
delip wbicb 11 leebnoloaicafty 111pcrior. 
'Ille rim1 ...... lhall have • mlniamm lhrce 
(JS) petaal llope. 

r. A mini-12-lnda-dalet-.i ■ ~ed SWFP,WDR. I I I LC 
ldenned"iate lllil _,., deaiped lo minimize pp 
Ille pereoladoa of nia water lalo nlv• lhaD 

be lmtalled onr .... r.u - expected lo 
nm■la laactive ror IIIDIC lhlll lia (6) moadla 
after nftl• placemeala. 

I• A land(dl p■ emluioaa Ind mi1nlioa SWFP,WDR. I I I LC 

eCIIUIII ., ........... --■wlOccanilall ACIPO,PP 
p■ lllllalaa. 
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F .... Repc,11 ror Noa-
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• LEA, 1,2 
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FAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDnU. PROJr.cT (SPEClnC PLAN NO. JSJ) CONDITIONS or AffROVAL 
& MITIGATION RUORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CIIF.cKLIST 

A. WATER QUALITY AND USE• P•e J el' 
Clleckpouc 

Condilloa Plana ..... llccl Coq,ld• Per .... Moaitor 
Mkipdoe Meunea or lion Eve• lioa Period 

b. 'Ille raundatioa Ind Yldote ZODI WDR,SWFP, I I u 
lllllllltori111 layer lhall be placed I mlnlmam pp 
or lift:, <50, t'ccl above the biatac• 
llillOriclll:, lnDwll paundw1t.cr level. 
1An1HiUi111 opentiom lhall be pluiaed lo 
avoid cliapcml la lbe deepcll put or the Ea• 
l'k, llcanftu de1Cribed u Plumftl AIU No. 
lb), ror I miainlm oCIWCllly•liwe (2.S) JC111 
after lhe 1&111 or llndflllina opcnlioal la 
order ao •onl pole.ill llature biahcr 
pauftllwlla Incl,. 

W1u lhall 11111 be depo■ite4 wilhla l'llnni111 
AIU No. lb wi1flout review by lhe PIIMi111 
Commlaioaand lppnwcd b:, die County 
lolnl or SupaYIIOl'I. A permit mrilioa 
l'ram tbe LEA will be n,qulied ror ID 

uplDIJon lalO Plaanln, AIU lb. 

1bele appnml1 will n,quin flulher 
emromnealal review, lncllldm, aabmlaioa 
or dope lllblilil:, lftal,-ia Ind II I 
mininum, lftllllld Wit.er lavaliplion■ 
&tclllDllllnlina 11i1 rcuib11ty or 111111rdlin, 1a 
11111 area. 

1be opentar lhauld 1nllclpate lhd prior lo 

llndllllln, lhe Planni111 AIU No. lb, lhe 
IIGllom ellntioa lhall be nlaed by fiWnl 
wlda ovelllanlea or coe• 11run, 111111ml • 
1 lffel or II la• SO rec1 eboN lhe llipell 
nconW ponlana level. 

I, A 1y1t.cm or 1ftllllllllweter&lclectlan end WDR,5WFP, I I U,LC 
IIIDllitorlaa well■ comledn, or II leut •• <'> pp 
llowap•well111111 oao (I) up pie.-
-u all be ......... pnar to lailial ll111trall 
opendoaa and lllllllitund wr 1be llndrdl 
mupaellllllowDpadiaa,la__._. 
willl ................ ...., 
... Di ..... 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

.... Monhorl Suicciou , .... Report ror Nan-
Apncy Coq,liance 

II LEA, 1,2 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB 

••• LEA, l 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB 



Exhibit •c• 

Pdcltlll Siplficanl 
EavbonmeiaJ Efl'ecu 

2. Pdclllial ror windblowll 
liner IO pollule aarface 
watenoff-tit&. 

EACLE MOUNTAIN LA.NDtlLL PROJF.cT (SPECltlC PLAN NO. JSJ) CONDITIONS or APPROVAL 
a MITICATION REPORTING/MONITORINC PROCRAM CHECICUsr 

A. WATER QUWff AND USE- ..... 4 er, 

Clectpoinl 

Conditioa ...... l.mlaUcd Coq,lcl- 1w Die- Monitor 
MillpllaaM .... ra or doll EYCIII liae Period 

j. A foundatioa and YadoN liDll8 manilori111 WDR,SWFP, I I I LB,LC 
layer aa ... ..,. orlhrce (J') rcea lhict pp 
-alnla, • ,,. ..... , moailodnc arrcm 
will be inmlW IO -.it« Ille llmalunled 
1G11e bcMatb lhe landfill CCllllllinmcnl IJIICIII. 

a. COlllaineHralllpOIICd WIie wm be SWFP.MRF I LC,l'C 
~ to minimire Ille cecape or rcfta•. 

It. Cloled con1alnen wiD be ailed lo lnmporl SWFP I LC,l'C 
walte IO lhe wwtil!f race orlhe a.111lliU. 

c. Walle wiD be compacted lnlO rbe woctins SWFP I LC 
face or rbe landfill u IIIOII u pncticable ml 
CGVCM pn,mpdJ. 

d. A mlninmlllofai• (61 lachcaof SWFP I LC 
c-.,.cted lllil .... Ube ailed IO caver tefia• . 
ceD■ •• ucb podioll I■ complcled, ud all 
nlb■e all lte ccwcred ll lbe Cllll of.ucb 
wortinadaJ. 

•· A dailJ liacr plclup ud ditpolal pqram SWFP,SP I I LC 
■haO be lq,lcmeiud aa rbe landliD uu ud 

la acljaccal off-the ·---

r. Litler codlol reacb11 wlD be i111&1lled SWFP,SP,PP I I I LB,LC 
afllUIIII an landfill ud wa11e-llaadlina asu■• 

A llaad■rd or :wo c■cape of liller frvm rbe 
penniacd laadliD uu ■haO be nlablilhcd. 

I• Mcamsu lo COlllnll ftaaitive dull ■hall lte SWFP, I I T 
lq,lcmcsu4, dial _, Include, ltul ate 11111 AC/PO 
runiled loo pm111 of bud rued■, water or 
cbcmical '-'-111 of dill roeifa. dull■lonD 
wat.cb, and cc■-liae of an ectivkiu wbea 
lllllaa11nec,u1 or even,. wind .,... ... 
Umill .. by AQMD nala. 

b. T,act ud coillalaer wall water will l,e SWFP, I I I T 
....... 1o...-pollMCllda ...... wa1Cr WDR,NJIOES 
■hallberec~led. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

..... Moaitorl Saactm ,-.. lleJICIII for Nan-
AJCIICJ Coq,&aia ... LEA. 2 

RCDEH, 
RWQCB 

• LEA. 2 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB 

• LEA, 2 
RCDEII 

• LEA, 2 
RCDEII 

• LEA, 2 
RCDEH 

• LEA. 2 
RCDEH, 
RCPD 

• LEA, 1,2 
RCDEH, 
RCPD 

• LEA. 2 
RCDEH, 
APCD 

• LEA. 2 
RCDEII, 
RWQCB 

Novadler J; 1991 



Exhibit •c• 

Pdcatill Sipi(icaal 
EaYinlnmealal Effecll 

. 
J. Pdclllial for •-water 
IO CCIIIII lalO codKI wi1b 
.. 1u.an11po11111e 
paundwa1er llllf'1ce waten, 
lncludinalbe Colondo Rmr 
Aqueduct. 

4. W■--■ler collected 11 
die l■ndCiU aiie ■nd ere■-9 II 
1h11 ealllin, E■1le Moun1■la 
llalmellll plant could 
coal■milllte llalllleal pl■IIII 
dilCh■rp. 

S. Palealial ror nanoll' cm 
completed l■adfdl IO 

penne■ie l■ndrdl IMN and 
produce lelclalte. 

00 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDtlLL PROJECT CSPF.clFIC PIAN NO. JSJ) CONDITIONS or APPROVAL 
a MITIGATION RErORTINGIMONITORING PROGRAM CIIF.cKUsr 

A. WATER QUALITY AND USE- Pap5 off 

Checkpoillll 

Coadidoa ..... lmlalW Ccqlct- Per ... Moak« 
Millplloa MC1mre1 or lioll E'Vld lioll Period 

I. A dni11111 coatnll 1y11&m will lie lmlalled SWFP,WDR. I I I LB,LC 
IO dlvcn CCllllllmlnaled .. rr.co Rowe NPDES,PP 
ematwlina r- Ibo aclive l■adfdl uca •••1 
rram poailed Wll&r la die Eul fil, 

•• Slonll w11er hm .. 111. ditpoul and SWFP,WDR. I I I LA,LB,LC 
la1111m111 .... , wiD be callccted and NIii IO NPDES,PP 
-• dctenlloa nil awpontian kaiaa or, 
1r .... waser 11■, CCIIIIICtc4 .. t11., 11 will 1ie 
lrCaled •• leadlate. 

•· lncamlna wallnllter ■ad wuhwaier ■t lhe SWFP,WDR. I I I LC 
bullllellll plant lh■D lie pnuu-9 10 .. - NPDES 
oi11,aae■■e1,1ndorsuic■.IOlc,wcr 
lliolosfc■l OJIJIIII .seam111. 

•· A low-penaabUlly Gtwl cover, 11 IWFP,WDR I I LD 
■pecilied la MilJa■tloa Maml9 A.l.e., .... n 
be placed OIi complctcd aide ■lapel wi1b 
1nd"111111 no lleeper 111111 dane IO one and on 
Ille lap or lhe l1111trtll widl 1ndielllll ao lea 
lhla !lane pacent. 

It. 1'lte lap layer of Ibo faa■I cover will SWFP,WDR I I LD 
-.Ill of,rescl■llw loll ID ■-19 
rew,ct■tioa ror elOlloa Nai-■nce. 

C, A ., •• or 1niuadwalcrcldnclloa nil SWFP,WDR I I I T 
amailorlffl weU1 lh■D lie lml■IW, la 
accordance wldl Riwnide Coumly Ontialnce 
No. 612, and EPA, Sablidl D, RCRA 
lt&plllicn llfll/or Aniclc S, a.,..r IS, of 
Ibo c.&ronlla Water Ccllte. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

.... Moaitarl Saacdoal , .... llcpod for Noo-
Ascncy CClftllliance 

• LEA, 2 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB, 
RCFCD, 
RCDB&S 

• LEA, 2 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB, 
RCFCO, 
RCOB&.S 

• LEA, 2 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB 

• LEA, 2 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB 

• LEA, 2 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB 

• LEA, J 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB 

Novtml>er J, 1992 



Exhibit •c• 

Patellllial Slanificalt 
~malEff'ecll 

6. Patenllll for water 
qualilJtle,ndallonfrumdle 
la111tr.ll after ila cloalre. 

1. Pate.i■I for paand wata 
ovenlnl. 

EACLE MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJF.CT (SPF.Cine PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
A MITIGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROORAM CIIF.CKUST 

A. WATER QUAUTY AND USE. Pap' of' 

Chcctpoilt 

Condilloa ..... lmlalW Complll• Per Diacn- Manilar 
M"diptiaaMcunu of lioa Evca1 lloo Period 

•· Orouailwatu -.iltOIUII. ind IOJ SWFP, I I I LB 
corncliw ec1i- oa pauadwetu AC/PO, 
con1.1milllliaa, ••• collcclion and coabal, WDR 
Ind IIIIUUllllll:C or llndacapi111 and dnilll,e 
■hell be cOdlnued for 30 yun, or a, 
additionaUy requlftd by S1111 or Fedenl 
repllliom after final cknure, wilb • 
cclliricd llffilabllilJ of lbada for lhe above 
pclllClo■ure ecliwitie1 defined prior IO 
lnllialloo of ucb diacnca llndraD anil. 

•· 'Ille applicul 1h10 lnlllU low-wlame SP I I T 
IOilm. C.ucm, and llhower hud1 ID all 
lblllte bulldlnp, 111d mn»rit .U cli•illl 
IOllcll, C.ucell 111d lhower bud• ID .U 
buildi1111 within die project bouadalJ. 

b. The epplica.- w11 prepare a 1l'CIIIIIII SP I r T 
-tcr owenlnll llalUI rcpor1 ea lhe 
Ciucltwall1 Ba■la CVCIJ 5 ycan llld lldnnil 
the Rp011 IO lbc County loud of 
Supcm■on, -rizina 1l'Clllllll -1er 

trend• 111d revealq - and on,olna 
IIIUllllfl lo minimize lhe lmplel. 

o. TNCt end con1.1lncr -• --will be SWFP,WDR, I I I T 
treated IO_. pollulaall and lhe -- NPDES 
au be rcc,cled. (ICC A.2.h.) 

d. Lmllill Hnu COIIIINClioa duriaa evcain, SWFP,WDR, I I T 
haun ID 1bc--, na11b11h10 be pp 

cnccun,cd lO miainu.e maillUae cvlpOllllan 
within lhe lowi'lnncabllilJ clly-liu lllil 
llyu. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

..,.. Moaitorl S.nctiou 
Freq. Repent forN-

A,cni:y Coq,liance 

• LEA. 2 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB, 
APCD 

• RCDB&S I 

d llC8S 2 

' 

·- LEA. 2 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB 

• LEA, 2 
RCDEH, 
RCPD,• 
RWQCB 

NcweaillerJ, 1992 



Exhibit •c• 

Palcdial SiaaiGcaal 
f.avU'CIIIIIIC .... Efrecll 

I. PCllcntial Impact to 
worhn rrom C!lpOIUl9 IO 
haulehold huardolll 

iriall ia the .... 
lllrUIII. 

2. Palcalial worlter 11fe17 
aad eiiplctlion lmp■cll rnxa 
the mi1nlioa of landfiU 
•••• lnlo work ..... ■all 
aacloacd 1paee1. 

-0 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDF1LL PROJECT (SPF.CIF1C PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
a MITIGATION REN>RTINGIMONITORING PROGRAM CHF.CKUsr 

8. PUBUC IIEALTII AND 5AFETY ....... ors 

Cbcc~ 

Condition Plana lnalaOed Coq,ld- Per Diac• Moai&ar 
Mitlplloa Meuura or lioa Evcd doa Period 

a. 'lbn,ap CCIIUICla with the landfiD PP,MRF, r I PA,l'C 
...... au 1nmrcr llalioa ... material MSWFP 
ncovaJ l'acUilJ (MRF) apemon alinJ die 
laadfill will .. seqain4 to tlevclap a plan or 
apentioal lncludinl a -• lupeclion 
proanm ........... ror the .. r. detection 
and ~al of huantau,-• matcriala. 

b. A ndioaclmlJ detectioa device lblll be SWFP,PP I r I LC 
employed III Iba la1111fill lite to detect the 
pieacnce or ndioaclhe n1erial1, which will 
lie iemovcd 6ona the -• IIIIUIII, IIOl'eAI, 
Ind lrllllpOl1&4 IO I are di..,_t lite 
accotdin& to 1pprtc1ble. repllliom. 

c. All loeal -• delivcied to the laadliD SWFP,PP I I LC 
1h10 1,e acncncd ror tbe pre••· or 
huanlou1 .. 1erial1, liquid -•• white 
--• larectlout w111e, dealpaled wau, 
-,eclal wau, •-ae • -1er IIUlmed 
lludp, aad laclaaator ula at an_... 
an.ectioa llllloa, 

d. All lncomlna wnte lhlll be mbjccl to SWFP,PP I I LC 
replalOIJ 'IICI' cllecb Cor huantau■ 
.. ,erial1, 

•· 11ie laadfiU apentor lhall develop and SWFP,PP r LC 
lq,leaw• 11rdy-eahaaccd apenlioaal 
plllCIOdu1e1 daal allow ror die •fe hllldlins 
or 11uan1ou, -■11c •1 1r1incd penoancl. 

•• A laadfiU 11• eollectiaa and ieimval SWFP, I I I LA.LC,LE 
■ylUm •ill be lmllllcd at the .... mu. in ACIPO,PP 
accordance witb plam and 11pe1:ilicatiana 
■pprovcd ltr Iha SCAQMD • 

b. A coapte Iner 1DCW1111 • bip-dcmity SWFP,PP I I I U,LC 
polyedlJle• llelibla ........,_to maricl 
dowawudand latenl ---ora.a11r.u 
.... wlll .. lmlalled•tbebeaomaad 
.we. ordle landfill. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

..... Manitad Sllldiam 
flet. Repolt rorNao-

Aacncr CC1ft11fiance 

a LEA.RCDEH 2 

' 

• LEA.JlCDEH 2 

' 

• LEA.RCDEH 2 

.,_ 

' 
' 
• LEA.RCDEH 2 

• LEA.RCDEH 1.2 

• LEA, 1,2 
RCDEH, 
SCAQMD 

• LEA, 2 
RCDEJI 

tlana6er J, 1991 



Exhibit •c• 

Pdealial Sipific1 .. 
Eav~IIIII Efl'ecta 

S. · PGlelllill lq,■c11 6om 
lallllGD au mianlioa oa . 
11111C1Ure1 in lhe towa of 
EqleMCllllllala. 

--

FAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJECT (SPF.Cine PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CIIF.CKLISf 

B. PUBLIC HFALm AND SAFETY. Paae2 ors 

Chcctpoi .. 

Condition ..... lallaW Coq,lct• Per Dilcre- Moailar 
Mitialll JII Meuum or lion Eve .. lioa Period 

c. All •w cncloaed llulldin,1 c111111ruc1Cd la PP,BP I I PA.PB 
die apecific plan 1rca within one mile of die 
ultimate landfill foaCprinl lhall hllVI 111 

Impermeable membnne burier bel- die 
roundatloa alab. 

d. All MW cncloaed buildina• la die tpeelrac PP,BP I I LC,PA,PB 
plan 1ru within one mile or the uhimate 
landfill foalpri .. lhall hive eclivc or paaive 
IUbfloor ve.-llalion. 

c. All MW eacloaed buildm,1 cOllllnacted in PP,BP I I LC,PA,PB 
die apeclfic plan area within one mile or the 
uhlmate landfill foaCprinl lh11l have tpeelal 
ex,loaioa-froor aeala ror Ill alililJ conduita 
eatcrin, rn>m be'- 1nde. 

r. All •w cnclolcd lluildm,a COIIIINCICd in PP,BP I I LC.PA.PB 
die tpeeific plan area within one mile of the 
uhlmate landfill roo1prin1 ahall have 
monitorina pnibea in the aubOoor 
envi.-nena to vcrir1 1111em eR'cctlveneu. 

I· Pcrmanenl 111b111rrace LFO amtorin, SP,PP, I I PA.LC, 
well, or dctecton/alanna lh.U be placed Mir SWFP LE 
1a1 elliatina and/or new cncloaed atructure1 
widdn oae mile or lhe uhlmalC landfill 
roaeprilll when directed 10 do eo by die 
RCDEH. The -U• wift lbe cClllllructed to 
11'- naii!Grlaa IO I dcpdl or 20 rect be• 
ande. 

1.WeU110 llilDllitor ■oil■ to I cleplh orlO SP,SWFP, I I LC,LE. 
rec1 will be place4 on ,boul 1 ,oc»-roa1 PP,ACIPO PA.PB 
caun aloaa tbe IIOllhcnl towa perimeter. 

•. An_._,..,...,.. plaa wiD SP I I LC.LB 
.. developed •1 Ibo landGD aper■IGr ■1111 
IUbmiaed to RCPD, LEA ■1111 RCFD. '11111 
pla■ will lnclud■ ~ •m. ■1111 
equlp1111111. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

Rqorl Monilarf S.acliom , .... lt&poll rorN-
A1cnc1 eoq,r11ace .... RCPD, I 

RCD&IS 

.... RCPD, I 
RCD&IS 

.... RCPD, I 
RCD&IS 

: .... RCPD, I 
RCD&IS 

• RCDB&S, 1,1 
LEA, 
RCDEH 

; 

• LEA, 1,1 
RCDED, 
RCPD, 
SCAQMD 

• LEA, 2 
RCDEH, 
RCPD, 
RCFD 

Nov,mber S, 1991 



Exhibit •c• 

Pacealial Si,nirica111 
EnvlftlllfflelUI Efl'ec11 · 

4. Paceatial for riafd-0C-w1y 
ruu ■Jonslhenibo■d. 

5. Pdential ror fise1 la lhe 
sefiaae lo■cl. 

6. Pacellli■I ror 1111,am■ce 
nm ■t the l■ndliU due to 
pse■cnce or combullible 
m■s.ri■I■• 

7. Pacclllial ror 111rf'lce nra 
11 die l■ndliD. 

I. Paledial lacre■ae la 
vecton for di■ca••· 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN IANDtlLL PROJF.cT (SPF.cltlC Pl.AN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CIIF.cKUsr 

8, PUBUC IIEALTII AND SAFETY • Paae J of S 

Oicckpolnt 

Conifdioa Plana lmlallcd Co...,lct· Per Dilcae, Monitor 
Mbial1ioa Mcamra or lioa Evelll lioa Period 

1. A ve,a■tlonlwecd 1b■tanclll pro,nm Cor S7 I I I LC 
lhe E■ale Maunllla nil line Crom FaNIII 
Junctioa to lhe l■111Hill■ile will t,e 
lmplemcllled, lnclucliDI n:pl■r l,upectioa. 
■elective lhlnnlna ar n:monl of vcaeution. 
and UIC of I b■IJul n:plalar im&ead oC a 
.. , .. icide. 

•· lncomlna setilae win lie ■cruned ind 1D MRF, I PC 
llumia, or IIIIOlderina IIIIICri■l will lie MSWFP, 
mnaved or eatinpilhed. SWFP 

I,, TnlllpOII con11l111r _ .. wiD lie MRF, I PC 
eoq,■cled prior IO loadi111 IO ...Sue• ■Ir MSWFP 
lplCH c1p■l,le or mpporlin, combu•loa. 

a. A l■ndflll au collcclioa Ind conlrol SWFP, I I I LC 
IJl&enl wiD lie bul■IW and ...... lbe WDR, 
l■ndr.JI. ACIPO,PP 

b. An emergency se■pome plu for the PP.SWFP I u 
l■ndlill will t,e developed ind Implemented. 

a. An emc11ency rcipClllll pl■a l'or the PP.SWFP I I u 
l■ndrdl will lie developed 1nd lmplemclUd. 

b. 1be l■ndr.U opemor will lie rcquin.t 1o SP I p u 
contribute oa • flir-lhan ball, to DCCCIIIIJ 
locll fire ■ervlce lmprovemen11. 

a. W1-■ will lie compacs.11 into the WOilin, SWFP,PP I LC 
Caca of the l■ndfiU IICII IIIDftl lhaa OIII hour 
after It arrive■ ll the wortlq r■ce, 

I,, A minimum or ■ix lncbc1 or COlllplClC4I SWFP,PP I LC 
■oil lhall lie u_. to covw sefiiae cell■ a, k II 
pieced ■nd lh■JI camplcl&IJ CGVV nlbae II 
the end or cacll •Ollina .. ,. 
e. The nwencoallal proput lb■ll aD l,e S7 .. , T 
lmplemcsud II llle ludr.U, II de■cribcd in 
the mlliplloa ....... "' lllaloslcal 
lmpecll Ill dllt llltle. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

llepolt Monilorl SIIIClioaa ..... Repoll rorHoo-
AaencJ Coq,liam:1 

• USFWS 2 

• LEA.RCDEH 2 

• LEA.RCDEH 2 

• LEA, 1,2 
RCDEH, 
RWQCI, 
SCQAMD 

• RCFD,LEA. I 
RCDEH, 

• RCFD,LEA. I 
RCDEH 

• RCFD 1,2 

• LEA,RCDEH 2 

• LEA.RCDEH 2 

• USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

tfove_,J, 1992 



Exhibit •c• 

,-dial Sipirecan1 
Eaviranmenlal Efrecll 

9. POC&nlial aecoadary 
ffl1!1dl for -•• handlpW 
worten IO be elpOIIII IO 
1111111 amounll of huantaaa 
•••ca 11 •••• tnnafer 
Mlticma and material• 
l'CCOYelJ facilitie■• I 

10. Polen1i1I for elpOlilll 
landrdl woden to accideal 
or harm from heavy 
equipmcnl opentiolll, noi-. 
odon, and dull. 

II. Polcnllalfor landfiD 
-ten to be llqlOMd to 
LFO condenute due to 
accldenlal ■pill■• 

' : 

II. Pocential for ..ten eo 
b■ 11p011dtolandnD11■, 

IJ. l'atealial for nil ml 
truct accidall to ■pill ...... 

-~ 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANl>flLL PROJECT CSPEClflC PLAN N0.152) CONDITIONS or Al'PROV AL 
A MITIGATION REPORTINC/MONITORINC PROGRAM CHECKLIST 

B. PUBUC IIULTII AND SAFETY ..... 4 of S 

Olecl:painl 

CoadilioD Plana lmlalW Coq,lel- Per Dile ... Monilar 
Midallloa Mu_., or lioD Ewed doe hriod 

d. A Wnl conlral fflllnm, la tdditioa lo die SWFP,PP I I T 
nYCaCOIIIIOI p....-m, to tddRualbcr 
111l11DCe bbda, le ... plla, mall be 
1q,1e-nted • 1ht landr.u lite, la 
accordance with Tide 14. 

•· CoalncU for lnmfcra llalioal and MRF, I ,c 
material• IUOYCIJ l'acililiea IO UN the MSWFP,PP 
landr.U wift requiN uupectloa Ind ICIUllffll 
or the WIiie •rum, wilb ure-,rsctice 
nmoval, hlndliq, 110np, and diipOIII of 
an, bauntoaa 1111tcrial1. 

1. AD emplo,eea will be tnlacd In a SWFP,PP I PC 

·-"' ■ct or ■are opelltffll paocedun:1 and 
pnmdcd I wriucn manual. 

b. On-lite bupcctioaa will be coaducled oa • SWFP,PP I ,c 
te,ular bui■ IO eaain uft openlffll 
condition■• 

1. Tninina of Wilen In ltlndant ■afcty SWFP,PP I ,c 
,-cdurelwiU !shade die a• ofpftlleCtiye 
cquipmcal, detailed Jal, and openlin, 
dc■criptiona, Wen1irec■1ioa of ufcty 
cquipmcn1 and pn,ccdllte■, lnillffll, and 
UIICIJIIICJ te■pon■e plOCcduftl mf prvvlded 
• wriucn manual. 

1. A landfill 11■ collccdoll and teamw■I SWFP,PP I I LC,LD 
IJIICIII wiU bl lmllllcd and appllcable dc■lp 
fc■lure■ wiD be tmplo,ed for landfid 
Niklinaa 1■ de■cribcd earlier In du■ ICdloa. 

•• Adcqu■le ■talr will be mabuiacd ..... SP.SWFP I I LC 
ID plVYldtclua-up lllppOII lo Saulhena 
Plclric ..ten ml-local_,._, 
fflPOllll ■acm:ie■• 

b. Local ud 11118 ,..,._, plan■ wUI bl cd•. l.r T 
required by edidna IIIIIIICl lo iaclude llabdel 
apprapriale te..-■ ID accldeall lawoMna 
tnmpol1ed-•·· 

• 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

llepolt Moaltod Suclioal 
Fnq. llepolt forN-

Aacac, c~••• 
• LEA, 1.1 

RCDEH, 
RCPD 

I LEA,RCDEH 2 

• LEA,llCDEH 2 

• LEA,llCDEH 2 

LEA.RCDEJI I 

I LEA, 2 
RCDEH, 
llWQCB, 
SCAQMD 

I LEA. I 
llCDEH, 
RCPD 

• RCPD,llCFD 2 

tfc,wml,■ r J, 1992 



Exhibit •c• 

Poledlal Slpirican1 
iim.-..al Efl'ecll 

14. Pole•lal ror dela11 ID 
nu lnlllpOII IJltcal due to 
walllOphic ew-■ or 
worten llribl. 

IS. Paledlal ror ~ 
u&ly. 

-~ 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN IANDF1LL ftOJF.CT (SPF.CIF1C PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
I& MITIGATION REPORTINGIMONITORING PROGRAM CIIECKUST 

a. PUBUC HEALTH AND SAFETY. PaaeS ors 

Cllectpoinl 

Condilioa ..... lmllDcd Coq,lcl• ,., Diec• Moall« 
M"dipdcm Meuwe■ ol lion Eve• lloa Period 

•. c.aa.n wUI "' ..... to"' SWFP,PP I I LC 
lnDlpOlled •1 net u wen II nil to ■Dow 
altermle -■-ollnlllpOl1lliaa to Ea1le 
Maun111D or ea 1hema1e l■ndr.n lite. 

I, Ir lhe lrlnapollllioa of ¥1penll l0 lhe Ike SP r T 
WI nil--■ I pcal,lem, die operator 
mJ1 1al:1 lllpl d eppn,pri■te nD tmni111l1 
IO pcewlll 'Vlplllll rn1111 llomf1111 lhe tnia 
end anlald"11111t lhe lile. An 111111111 aepad 
lhaD be pnwidell to die C'diriea Oveniahl 
Commillee toplher wilb die IC1ionl lal:ea 
for I period of' 5 ye■ ... end II oll&a 
lbeneftu 11 nquelled •1 die Comminee. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

.... Monitad Sudloa 
F114. Rcpo,1 rorN-

AaeacJ CGC19f11nct 

• LEA,RCDEH I 

• RCPD 2 

ttavemberJ, 1992 



Exhibit •c• 

Palential Sipificanl 
Environmental Eff'ecu 

: 

I. Palentlal coa0ict llcl-• 
propoted and OIIIOUII 
nilroad apcnllolll. 

: 

2. Palential urc1y buanl II 
lhe propotccl nil.-1 
crouisw or 1Cai1er Road. 

3. Dcanctatioa or llrcd 
1111f'acc1 coulcl occur due lO 
lhe weight or die refu• 
laden IIUCb. ' 
4. Poecntlal conOicl or 
lnfl"ic 11 the Easfc Mounuin 
Road EIIICnaioallCai ... 
intcnection. 

S. Conccrna or Coachella 
Valley re.WCnta c,vcr 
incrcad tnfl"ic due IO 
llueb blur ... .,..._ IO Ille 
landfill. 

-""' 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LA.NDt1LL PROJF.cT CSPF.clt1C PLAN NO. 25J) CONDTIONS or APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CIIF.cKUST 

C. TRAfflC AND TRANSPORTATION - Paae I of I 

Cbcckpoinl 

Conditloa Plana lmaalled Complcl- Per DilCre- Monhar 
MW,ation Mcaum or lion Evelll llaa ~riod 

a. Rclb• lni111 wiD be 1ebcdulcd wilh SPac,SP I I LC 
Soulhem Pacific oa • contnctual bam lO 

prevent any coaOict willl oaaoil'I nil 
opcnli-. 

I,, Tnin apc111iona will lie IChcdulcd ctarlns SPac,SP I I LC 
evcala,, nishtthM, and early moral111 hoan 
IO neict pat-hour vchlclc lnfric. 

1. Flalhias llsfda will be inmllcct II lhe SP i I LB 
nlllllllcl croui111 of ICaiecr Roect. 

b. Tnin apcllliona will be ICllcllulcd duri111 SPac,SP i I LC 
cveal111, aipnimc, and early morm111 houn 
lO avoid pat-hour vehicle lnfl"ac. 

a. M1i111enance or Ea1le Moudala Roact will SP I p T 
be l\andcct 1,y Coualy ............ by 
die plOjeca oa I fair lbue ... ,. 

a. ,..__y llop 1i1111 will be inlllllecl 11 die SP I i T 
MW Ea1lc Moun1aill lloecl 1111emion/1Cai1er 
Rold ldenecijon. 

I, 11ae limit on IIUCb haufin, WIiie rn,m all SP i r LC 
IOUKUIO lho la111lrill will be 100 IOUlldtripl 
per clay. 

1,. Three JUII Iller •rt-up or lho landliU, SP I r LC 
lhere will be no 1111et-haura11 olwa11e lram 
oullide the claerl communilica. 

c. The rllllil Oil tnacb bauUn, ., ... lram lho SP I ' LC 
clucrt cionnuniti11 to tllo landlill will be 100 
per clay dmlu1hoal die lire or Ille ptujecl. 

d. 'lbeae will be no fuait oa Ille mamber ol SP I ' LC 
llaeb eq,lo,..t duriDa cmcrpsy 
condiliom wbicb illl&mapl nilJoect 
opclllioal. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

ltepod Moailorl Sudiom 
F1141. Report bNOD-

A1cncy Compliance 

• RCPD 2 

• RCPD 1 

• RCPD, 1,2 
RCDB&S, 
RCfD 

• RCPD 2 

: 

• aero 1.2 

• RCPD, 1,2 
RCDB&S 

••• RCPD 1,2 

l,C RCPD 1,2 

,,c RCPD 1,2 

1,C RCPD 1,2 

N--,J, 1992 



Exhibit •c• 

Pdealial Sipiricad 
Envbuamcatal Efl'a:11 

I. Supcrvi1ioa or air quality 
monitari111 and nporlla, 
pro,ram. 

2. Emluicm or pollutan11 
rtom cquipmcna with bdcmal 
combu•ioac111ine1durinl 
lile prcpantloa and initial 
COIIIIIUCtion, 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDftLL PROJECT CSPF.ClnC PLAN NO. JSJ) CONDITIONS or AfPROV AL 
A MITIGATION REl'ORTING/MONlfflRING PROGRAM CIIF.CKUST 

D. AIR QUAl.lff • Paae I oft 

C.cdpoilll 

Coaditioo Plam Wlallcd Coq,lel• Per DilC• Maailar 
Millallloa Mcamm or . lion Evcd lioa Period 

a, A qualiricd C0111Ulti111 air quality apcclalill SP l r,c r,c T 
applO'd lty die Caudy will lte Nlainccl lty 
Ille landfill apen10r IO lllpllYile all aapecta 
or die air 1plitJ mitisatioa moailorina and 
Np011i111 propam. 

It, The qualified air quality apcciali• will SP l r T 
pcriodicaDy file • repol1 oa Ille .. Illa ur an 
air quality miliption activity with lhe 
eou .. y or IUYcnlde and Ille SCAQMD, 

•· Opcnlional mea111m IO cosual cmiaicml SP I r LB,LC 
wiD be iq,lcmaud, IIICb •• limitina Wfin, 
time l'or cnai•• and conductiaa replar 
plCYCalaliYC maldCIIUCO (MC-I). 

It. All dicld c111ine1 will •• a- aulfilr aad SP I r LB,LC 
a- •-tic l\lcl mectina Calif. i1andanl1 
ror on-hish-y IIIOIOr 'ftbicla (MC-2), 

c. The rca11'bUily or lllffll bcavy-duty diclCI SP I r LB,LC 
equipment wllh cnaine• tbll ON certified lty 
lhe CARB ror IIIC In oe-hlp-y lnleb will 
lie evaluated prior IO Initial COIIIIIUctioa, and 
IIICb cqulplllClll will lie 11acd, Ir rcaailtfe 
(MC-J), 

d. Turltocharscd and lnlc-W dinel SP I r LB,LC 
cn1ine1 wida reianlcd lnjeclion limi"I wiD lie 
llacd when available (MC-4), 

e. Aa clcelric vcnion or lhe tenpinry SP I I LB,LC 
1aphah ,a. .. win lie uacd, Ir rulible. lrlhe 
applicad conclude■ lnfca11'bility of inmnin, 
electilicd equipmenl, a dctenninalion lty Ille 
Caudy Planni111 DiNctor nll lte made, 
after coaaullation wida die applicant and 
Giber apprapria1e a,eacy, and __.,le 
t-wentiaa of the ovailabilily of IUCb 
ICcbaaloa la die commercial 11111lctplacl 
and Ille COil lllereof. (MC-5), 

,__... Dlllalloaomn• .... ., FEIi/EiS a1r.-na, l■clamcal..,.. &al oftni,ltadoa meuna, 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

.... Monitorl Sanc:tlona , .... llcpol1 fortf0&-
Ascney Coq,liancc 

• RCPD, l,J 
BLM, NPS 

• RCPD, l,J 
SCAQMD, 
NPS 

• RCPD, l 
SCAQMD 

•• RCPD, 2 
SCAQMD 

• RCPD, J 
SCAQMD 

• RCPD, l 
SCAQMD 

al RCPD, l 
SCAQMD 

November J, 199J 



Exhibit •c• 

Paceaalal Sipifacllll 
Eavironmen&al Efl'cc11 

]. Fu1ilive dull emi..-
during lite preparation, 
la•Hill comuuclion, and 
opcralian. 

-...a 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDflLL PROJECT (SPEClflC PLAN NO. J5J) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CHECKLIST 

D. AIR QUALITY • Paae J or 9 

Cbcdpoinl 

Condition 1'1111111 lall.lllcd C~lcl· Per Diacre- Monitor 
Mili1aliCN1 Meaaurca or lion Evcnl liaa Period 

r. An electric venloa or die lemponl"J SP,AER I I LB,LC 
eoncme batch plant will be ulCd, ir fea11"ble. 
Ir the applicalll conclude1 inlealibilily or 
i11111Uui, dectificd cquipmcnl, a 
dc1ermim1ion by lhe Coun1y Planniq 
Director 1h10 be made, after C0111Ullldoa 
widi die applicalll and other appropriate 
•1ency, and rcaaonable conaidcralioft or lhe 
availability or -h lechnoloiy in lhe 
commercial marte1place and die cOll dienor. 
(MC-6). 

•• Non-toxic chemical dull IUppftUlllll SP,AER I LB 
and/or water will be applied to all unpaved 
road, and p•rtins IOI aurf'ace, duriq 
cOftllnlelion operationa (MC-7), 

I,, All trucb ulliq 011'-1i1e paved haul 101d1 SP I I LB,LC 
will have ccweied load, or main1aia I two-
root fretboard hclghl (MC-I). 

c. Soil wiU be piewaleml prior IO e11Ca¥11ion SP,AER I l LB 
(MC-9). 

d. Spray nozzJe, or fihen wiU be aacd at all AC/PO I I LB,LC 
open tramrcr polnS■ at lbe lemponl"J •aphall 
plant (MC-10). 

e. Spray noz:de• or fallen wiO be uacd at all AC/PO I I LB,LC 
opea 1nnarer poi1111 at Ille &eq,onl"J 
conciele plUII (MC-I I). 

r. llllcllve al'CII dillU,t,ed by cOllllnlclion SP,AER I l LB,LC 
wiO be coq,acted aad chemically lrUICd or 
plOleClcd wilh 1 &bric cover (MC-12). 

I. Paved haul 1101111 uacd duritia COllllructioa SP,AER I LB,LC 
wiD be mechulcaDy IWcpl lO ramve die 
buildup or looae malerial (MC-I]). 

h. AD ellCaVllloa, pedilla, ■ad ■oil semoval AER I I u 
openlioaadalffll lhe --..cdoaperiod wiD 
coq,ly with SQACMD Rule 403 (MC-14). 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

RepGlt Monitor/ Sanc1ioaa 
Freq. Rcpo,1 ror Non-

Apncy COfl1)1iance 

al RCPD, l 
SCAQMD 

• RCPD, l 
SCAQMD 

' 

• RCPD, l 
SCAQMD 

• RCPD, 2 
SCAQMD 

• SCAQMD 2 

• SCAQMD ] 

. 
• SCAQMD, l 

RCPD 

• SCAQMD, 2 
RCPD 

• SCAQMD 2 

November], lffl 



Exhibit •c• 

Pdcnllal Sipirieaie . 
Eavinmmenlll Elrecll 

' 

4. Tnx:t cn,ine1 and dic■d 
locomalive cllhaulla wiD 
produce cmluiolll clurilll 
lnnapoll or aolid _ .. to 

tbe llndliU. 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDnU. PROJF.C'I' (SPfClflC PIAN NO. JSJ) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REPORTING/MONl10RING PROGRAM CHfCKUsr 

D. AIR QUWTY • P ... J oft 

Qeckpoinl 

Condition ..... lallllW eon.,1et- Fer Diacae- Moallor 
Millpdoa Mea111m or lion Evcie lioll Period 

I. Blowand erce, edjaccn1 IO p1vcd haul SP I I u 
.-11 wiD be chcmic1II:, llabiliud (MC-IS). 

J. Two pcnnanenl PMIO ~ llaliom AER.SP I I T 
enll OM JlaeGal pollulaal monitorin, llalioft 

wiD be illllllled either punu1n1 to paovlaiona 
la SCAQMD Rule 403 or et locetioftl cholen 
la comult■tion with NPS end SCAQMD. 

1. w, .. haul IIUcb wiD caq,I:, with 1D AER I LC 
appllcellle Celiromia 111111ar vehicle pollutioa 
con&nJI aeJu11tlona (AQ-1). 

b. W1• haul IIUcb will a• dieael lbel AER I LC 
whic:b caq,U.. with eD appliceble Celironile 
Air Re-n:a Boenl (CARIi) aepl■tl- ror 
Clftoliialiwa1 lflCld macor whicle lbel (AQ-
2). 

c. We .. haul 1n1cb will be 111bject to AER I LC 
n.._ chccb for exccaive IIDOb (AQ-J). 

d. w ... haul uucb will be 111bject to AER I I LC 
paiod"ic cbecb ror eaceaive -te end 
emi.._. COlllrol 1J11C1D llmpenfll (AQ-4). 

e. We .. haul uucb will be low emlaioo AER I LC 
Ydllclu u dcGncd la Ille CAllB aeplallone 
(AQ-S) 

r. Die•l locOlllllliwe oa tbe Ea1le Moaalala SP I I LC 
nilwl:, will be lhul down when the e111iaea 
IN 11111 needed for u hoar or...,.. ind win 
secem 11,ul■, pmenlltive nt1ialc111111:e, ha 
accordance with 1111111f1C111ren1 

IUOIIIIIIUldlliolll (AQ-6). 

•· Die.I locomadYee OD tbe Eaale Mounllill SP,AER I I LC 
nilwa:, aid be lbcled with diead ftlel wtalch 
mectadle aequl-olCARB lorOD-
blah-:, -wlllcle die.S tlael (AQ-7). 

PL rztwdo ... 11aaoomapaai1e1o FElltlED •.-a,..._.. NpOII Ill ol-,bltloa ........ 

-00 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

..... Moaltad Slactlana ,-.. Rcpon l'or Non-
A1cnc:, Co...,liance 

e RCPD 2 

• RCPD, J 
SCAQMD 

• ARB,DMV, 1,2,J 
CUP 

• ARB 2,J 

• SCAQMD, J,J 
CHP 

• ARB,CHP 2,J 

• SCAQMD, 1,2,J 
ARB,DMV 

• RCPD 2 
SCAQMD 

• RCPD, 2 

SCAQMD 



Exhibit •c• 

fatclllial Sipi(icaal 
Eavbanmen&al Efl'ecll 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJF,CT csrrcanc PLAN NO. UJ) CONDITIONS OP APPROVAL 
A MITIGATION REN>RTING/MONITORING PROGRAM ClltCKLIST 

D. AIR QUALITY· , ... 4 oft 

Cbeclpobc 

Condilioa .... lmlalled c.,...,1e1. Per Diec• Moaitor 
Millpdcm M-... or lion En .. lion hriod 

b, Dic•I locomaliYe eqma purchaeed for AEJl I LC 
uN oe lhe Eaale Moun11ia nilway lhall 
coq,ly 'Wida Ill applicable .... and fcdc.-1 
emiaiona COIIIIOI ft4111bemenll (A~). 

I. Two (2) Fa1ibUity SIUdica wilhia Ila (6) SP 
monlh1 of eelliricalloa of lbe EIR/EIS wiD 

l.r I LC 

beinilial141 and c.,...,leled wilhin an 
■U'dional IWenly-f- (24) lllldln ID 
eYlluale lbe poccadal for UN of 1Cleclive 
ca11lydc reduedon (SCR) or natunl 111 fuel■ 
IO nduce locomalive NO. emiaiona 10 

1pproxl-1ely 1 an- per b..tcbonepower-
bour at maxl11111111 nl&d load, 

Ellher SCll or allllnl 1u fuel Gplloa lh■D 
be lllected by lhe C...y Boasd of 
Supemian after Input and advice raom 
SCAQMD and Iha land(dl openlor wilhia 
aia llllllllha of nceip1 of lhe reaubllily IIUdy 
far final en,i.-fflll and laullalioa OD -
i-.adve ••i•apcnlia,oa lhl E.M. 
nilway. Tbe Coanlf•■ p11fe1111CC far Ille DN 
of 1111Dnl pa duo IO lower air .-llioal will 
be coaaldered la Ilda tleelllon. 

Tbe low emiuloa loeomalive de--..doa 
pn,pam lhaD be openled for up IO faur 
yun upoa .___ .. or landlillia, 
openlioal. A wriu.ea rcpo11 all be 
provided by lbe openlor 10 Iha Board of 
Sapenl■ar1 wlalcll deecn"ba Ille ullla and 
the effecliYCIICII of Iba demonllnlion ........ 

hlnllledo Dllllllal.c-. ......... lD FEllt/lllS •.-&aJ ...._.. npo11 lbl olmlplallcm ......... 

to 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

.... Moaif.od ..... 
Fft41, llepoll bN111t-

A,eney C..,tia-.. USEPA. 1.1 
ARB 

.. RCPD 2 

SCAQMD 



Exhibit •c• 

Pcllenl.lal Si,nlfacanl 
EavbmmelUI Efl'ecll 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJF.Cr (SPF.Cine PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REPORTINCIMONITORING PROGRAM CIIF.CKUSF 

D. AIR QUALITY· Pqe 5 of 9 

Chcck&ioinl 
COllllitioa Plana lmlallcd Complel- Per Diec• Monbor 

Millption Meuua or lion Ev1111 lioa Period 

Upon achlcvcmcal of die dcmom1n1lon 
pnianm alljeclivu and 11 lea• • fifty 
pen:1111 (SOS) Mluclioa in NOa emialona 
rn1111 uncon1""1ed lev1I-. lhe delllOllllnlioa 
enai• mall be 11GU1imly opellllel with die 
lmlaUcd low cmiaion deai,a. The aelccted 
low cmiuioa a,•cm lhall be imlallcd on • 
aocond dieael locomolivc cngim within 12 
mondaaoflhe coq,lclion oldie 
defflllllllrlllon plla11 and ay11&m lmlall11ioaa 
llha0 .-inae 11 12 monda lntawl1 anlil all 
E.M. nilway locomoliv11 have been equipcd 
wilh die low cmiaion contro1 -,11em. 

If die demonllnlion pm,nm II 
•-••afidor nat feuible, abemallvely, 
die NOx emlllionl IIOID die dieacl 
locomaliw1 u11d on die E.M. railway llhall 
nat exceed 61mlbhp-hr, or lcfll1 allowed by 
die CARB, whlcbcver II IIIDftl llnnJenl (AQ-
9). 

J. A c .. -ell'eclivenea IIUdy of elecuifyin, SP 
lhe £Ille Moun11in nilway will be 

i,r l LC 

conduclecl when landfall 111 pnenlion 11 
mff'icieat 10 -111111 lhe cOllllnlelion of an 
enelJJ ftCON1J f'acililJ II lhe landfall 
(AQ-1!1). 

· t. Ir upon compledon of lhe Initial ... SP 
eff'eclivenca IIINIJ of die electrificadon or 

I T 

lhe Eaale Mouallili nil line, ii II dcacnnlncd 
IUCb elcclriricllioa II lnfc11illle, aabacqllllll 
11Udie1 lhall bo pnpared 1v117 10 y11n 
lhcnaftcr. Howewcr, II, upon complelion or 
aay of lhe 111bacqac• •udic1, II i1 
delennlncd dial lhc clcclrifacalioa or Ille 
Eaale Mou1111in nil Ii• II 111111,le, lhe 
.,,.~ llhall 1lcclrir1 aid nil liDe wldun 5 
ycan after ■pplVVal oldie___.... 
nvicw for ill lmlallalloft • 

......... Dllklloaeo.11 ...... ID FEIIIIEIS alr..-a,lildllllcalnpmc 611 olmlaifadaa lllelalla. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

lepod MoallOrl Sanclionl 
Freq. Report for Non-

As•ncJ Coq,liance 

al RCPD, 2 
SCAQMD 

• RCPD, J 
SCAQMD 

November J, 1993 



Exhibit •c• 

Pdc.W Sipiric1nl 
Eavironmcnlll Eff'ecll 

5. Air pollut■nll will be 
pnented bJ die ellhaulll of 
heavy mobile and llllionllJ 
equipmenl ud in h1ndlit11 
IOlid WIii& Ind 11111&ri1l1! 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJF.cT (SPF.cine PIAN NO. 252J CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REPORTINGIMONITORING PROGRAM CHF.cKLISt 

D. AIR QUALITY - Paae' of' 

Chcckpoinl 

Condition l'llnl lml■llcd Coq,lct- Per Dbcie- Moa!IM 
Milisllioa Mcuara or lion Eva lion Period 

1. Enaine1 wlU be ■hut down If 14aipmenl SP I I LC 
will N idle for 15 mi1111te1 or loaaer (AQ-
II). 

1,. Machine■ ind apenlorl will be ■checluled SP I I LC 
to IIIIICh die lnlicipaletl -• voluma, and 
die ..,m1,e, of cont1iner h■ulen wiD be 
matched IO die comainer haulins c■p1bili1y 
(AQ-11). 

c. Die■cl-lbeled heavy mobile ind -■aionary SP I I LC 
equipmcnl wiU be m■lnaaincd in acccmt1nce 
wilh lhe en,ine manuf■cauren 
recommend11iona (AQ-11). 

d. A record wiU lie malaa■ined of ■II vi■u■I SP I I LC 
lllllrllmlnl check■ ror uceaive amte. II 
well II rel■led repain (AQ-11), 

e. All die1Cl•lilcled eqaipmeal II lhe ■iae will SP I I LC 
u• die•I liiel 1h11 11111e11 lhe requiremenll of 
lhe CAllB for on-hiab-J niol« vehicle 
die1CI filcl (AQ-12). 

f, The fc■aibility of pun:h11ing cquipmenl SP I I LC 
with engine■ cClliricd by die CARI for u■e 
la on-hl&h-J uucb wiU be evalUlled la 
lmplcmenled, If fcuiblo (AQ-IJ). 

I• If there ■ie no •ll•ble oo-bi1bw1y SP I I LC 
eqaiv■leaa en,ine■• awt,ocharpl ind 
lntercooled en,inc■ for 1ny dieael-lbeled 
l■ndr.11 equipment will be purcha■ed ind 
maintained wilh m■nted lqjeclion limi111 
(AQ-14). 

h. All l■ndfdl eqaipmeaa will coq,ly wilh .U AER I I LC 
■pplic■blo fedenl end -■le emiaioa cOnlrol 
■11nd■nt1 (AQ-15). 

l'aftlllhedc llllllllon comapoad■ lo FEIR/EIS ■Ir flllllilJ teclmical npGlt 611 or miplllloa-■aara. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

ltcporl Moailarl S■stJoaa 
fnq. Rq,ort for Non-

A1enc1 C-.,li■nce 

• RCPD,LEA, 1,2 
RCDEH, 
SCAQMD 

• RCPD, 2 
SCAQMD 

• RCPD, 2 
SCAQMD 

• RCPD, 2 
SCAQMD 

• RCPD, 2 
SCAQMD 

• RCPD, 2 
SCAQMD 

• RCfD, 2 
SCAQMD 

• USEPA. 2 
ARB 

N0¥1-■rl, 1992 



Exhibit •c• 

PatealiaJ Sipificad 
Enviranme...a Effecta 

6. Paleldial emi■liom ohlr 
pollu11 .. d1IO IO landliD ..... 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJ£CT (SPF.Cine PLAN NO. m, CONDITIONS OF APPROY AL 
& MITIGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CHF.CKUST 

D. AIRQUAUTY-Pap7 of9 

Clsecl:poina 
Conil"dic,a Rana lndalW Complcl- Per Di11Cre- Monitor 

Mitl1llloa Meaaami or lion Evtlll lion Period 

I. Whaevcr awailable and rcaaible, eleclric SP, I I LC 
wnloaa or landliD cquip-111, lncludin, AC/PO 
ovedlcad cnnra, crulhcn, c-•ran, and 
pu1mllla will be ulCd. Where !Mil awailable, 
abemlli,,e lilel llelmoloff wUJ be ulCd 
dcpcndln, on alr-pcnniaia, 11ani1an1,. ar die 
applic1n1 concludca ln&aailtilily or i11111IH111 
elcclif11C41 cquipmcnl, a dctenninalioa by die 
Cauaay Plaanm, DinclOr ■hall be made, 
afterconmllalioawida lhe app&canl and 
adler apprapriaae a1Cacy, and •-Ille 
comidcnlion of die availabilily or -h 
leChnoloa la Iha c-n:ial mublplace 
and lhe C011 lhneor.(A9"16). 

J. A ■tudy coverin, bolh ecoaanlc and SP 
ICChaical a■pec11 lhall be pnpaml every 10 

I T 

yan l'or lhe poleldial eleclrificllion or all 
typea or a.■ile mobile and llalionary 
cqulpmelll. U ii la dclermined dial die 
alcclriflClllon or any or die 14uipme11111 
rea•l,le, die applicam lhaD eltclriry 111d 
equipmen1 wilhia duee (]) yan. Ir die 
applicllll concludea larea1ibili1y or inullia, 
elcclified equipmcnl, • delenni1111ioa by Ille 
Coun1y Plaanin, Direclor lhall be made, 
after comubalion wilh die applicanl and 
olher apprapriate IICIICJ, and rca-ble 
cOlllidcnlion or die availabUily or ■ucb 
ICChnoloff la die commcacial martc1place 
end lhe cOll lbaeor. 

•· CoJleclioa and dc•naclloaorlaadfill 111 SP.AC/PO I I I LC,LB 
11 nquiml lly AQMD rulca. Wbea lhe 
landfill ... ,cacnlioa rate exceed• riw 
millioa (5,000,000) cu!ilc f'eCI per day 
(MCFD), aa lftllyaia of lbe lecbnical and 
ecoaomlc ru■ibilily or ftCOWCIUl,I •• ..,. 
6om Iha au.I landfill pa wiD be coaduclell 
(AQ-17) • 

......... Dlllllklfl~lo Jl&IIIEIS alrcptililJ ladullcll npod lill orm1,11a11oa ......... 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

..,.. Moaitod Sandloaa 
F,eq. Report 

l'or "--A1cncy Coq,lianca 

a RCPD, 1,2 
SCAQMD 

• RCPD 2 

, 

• RCPD, 1,2 
SCAQMD, 
USEPA 

Hov,....,J, 1991 



Exhibit •c• 

Pacentlal Sisnirica• 
EaviftllllllCIIIII Efl'ecll 

'1. Elccuive lil1llive dall 
rram .. ndlin, and lnall'er 
or ■olid WIile 11111 cover 
lllllerial. 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDtlLL PROJECT (SPF.CltlC PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
4 MITIGATION REl'ORTINGIMONITORING PROGRAM CIIECKUST 

D. AIR QUALITY• Pap I of 9 

Chectpol .. 

Condition Plana lmlallcd Complcl• Pu Diacre- Monitor 
Miclsadoa Mcuuna or lion Evenl lion Period 

b. Ir lhe analyua Indicate■ that ene111 SP,ACIPO l I I LC,LS 
neovery la rcalillle, ene111 neovery 
r■cililie1 1h10 ba lmllallcd and opcnlina 
bcron lhe l1ndfiR 111 1cncnlioa n&e 
exceed■ 10 MCFD (AQ-17). 

e. Ir die a1111lyli1 lndica&e1 dill ene111 AC/PO l 
IICOVCIJ 11 IICII rcalilllc Ind the landlill 111 

I I LC,LS 

aeocnlion n&e ea«elb ei1hl (I) MCFD, an 
oxidation ca1aly11 ayllem wi11 ba retn,lille4 
10 lhe Oaru which i1 eaplble or achievin, al 
leul an ei1h1y (IOS) percelll ft4fuction in 
carbon dioaille emlaiom ind a fifty {SOS) 
pescenl ft4fuclion la -melhane 
hydracatboa cmlaioaa bar- lhe landfiR 111 
1enen1ioa nll exceed, tea (10) MCFD (AQ-
17) • 

•• Ir aa ene111 ftCOVCIJ IJlleffl la not AC/PO I I I LC,LS 
l'ea111'lc and no ollldalion ea11ly11 1711em 11 
eommescially avai11ble bcron die llndfiU 111 
,enentlon nte exceed, 10 MCFD, permit 
■ppliclllon■ wiR ba aabminecl 10 lhe lir 
pollutloa eontral 1,encie1 nflectina lhe 
hi1her catboa -xidl and non-mclh•• 
hydraearbon emlaloa ma hm lhe Dani 
(AQ-17). 

•· Ir an ene11y ncovery raellity la not AC/PO I I I LC,LE 
COllllnlcle4 and lhe landfill 111 1eaenlion 
nee exceed, r011y•f1¥e (4S) MCFD, • ana 
injection ayllem (or eqaiv1len1) capable or 
achievin, at lull a lhillJ (JOS) pescelll 
ft4fucaion ia ollkle■ or ailn,pa emluiODI 
will ba ntror111cd 11cr_. lhe lancHiU 111 
,eaenlioa nte e1cted1 SO MCFD (AQ-17). 

1. Water wiD be applied a1 1 dull AER.SP I 
■uppnaanl lO aD 1111pavcd n,ad and IIISUW 

I I LC 

1n1 IUrt'aca a■cd .....,_.n1, (30 dl71 or 
lea■) darlna laadrdl opcllllon■ (AQ-11). 

,. ............. ...,..... FEll/l!IS ..,....,_......,.. .. orm1,..... ......... 

tl 

Final: BOS: l l/3/92 

..,.. Moaitorl Salldlanl 
fn41. llepcll1 ror Nao-

A1ency Coq,lianca 

e RCPD, 1,2 
SCAQMD, 
USEPA 

• SCAQMD, 1,2 
USEPA 

• SCAQMD, I 
USEPA 

• SCAQMD, l,J 
USEPA 

• RCPD, J 
SCAQMD 

NOYedlerJ, 1991 



Exhibit 

Patea&lal Sipiricad ...._..11111 Eft'ecll 

: 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDF1LL PROJECT (SPF.CIF1C PLAN NO. 25Jt CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MlnGAnON REl'ORTING/MONl10RING PROGRAM CHF.CltUsr 

D. MR QUWTY • hp t •ft 

Qectpoinl 

Condillaa ..... lllltalled Ceq,lcl- Per Dile ... Maailor 
Mlllpdoe MUIIINI ., 

lioa EWIII lioa .... 
II. Qcmlc■l du• auppreua-■ wm lie ■pplied AER.SP l I I LC 
.,., • ba• or comp■cwl coane 1aili1111 an 
■U ...,.ved Nld mlfaccl uacd aae lhan 30 
.,._ hi pcriad"ICIIIJ IICODIIIIICICd or 
rclac■led (AQ-19), 

1. AU penn■ncd a.aite ro■d1 which ue IO AER.SP,fP I i I LC 
be aacd for period■ .r Ive (5) yc■n or ..-
wlU be p■ved lnll periodic■IIJ cle■necl widl 
medaanic■l ■-pen (AQ-20). 

d. T1ili111 plln will be pru,■leffll prior lo AER.SP l l I LC 
e,avadaa(AQ-21). 

•· W11er or cbcmlc■I du• ■upprelllllll will AER.SP l I I LC 
lie applied II I dad lllf'Plellanl prior IO 

cle■na, lllllcnll r111111 pit benchc■• 
tllUv■llna 1■111lrsU 1u callccllan dildla, 
rccOlllbaclina 1nnai1ian■1 lllld■• and 1n1 
alhcr apcnlioa■ which could IUIII la dull 
tmiaialll .... ,, .. ,_ lnc■liolll aauide die 
psojccl llaund■IJ (AQ-22). 

f. All haul bacb will p■u daroush OIHile SP I I I LC 
whetl-wllhbw llllionl prior IO lc■VUll lhe 
lite. 

Pu■adalllo-■llaGoa.s-,aad■ ID FEIi/EiS ■Ir .-a, llchnlcll llpCIII Ill of-,kallaam 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

.... Maaitorl Slndioal 
Freq • llepoll r«Noe-

Aaency Ceq,liaaee 

• RCPD, 2 
SCAQMD 

• RCPD, 2 
SCAQMD 

• RCPD, 2 
SCAQMD 

• RCPD, 2 
SCAQMD 

• RCPD, 2 
SCAQMD 

NCMmllerJ, 1992 



Exhibit •c• 

Pole .. ill Siplficanl 
Eavboamclllll Effecll 

I. L■ndfillins -w reader 
■ome eliatina lroa ore 
rc•rvn unncovcmll. 

. 
2. Palcntill incoft1,11illility 
with 111i11iil1 rc■itlcntial anal 
correctional ••• amaundi• 
the landrdl. 

J. lnconai■aency or 
,..,.. lanilfiD openlionl 
wilb the ul11I• General 
Plaa land 111D dclipalioa 
•nil r.onl111. 

4. CoaUict lletweca 
plllpONd UN and the canal 
81.M laad claalrlCllioa. 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJECT (SPF.Cine PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CIIF.CKLIST 

L LAND USE ...... I on 

Chccl:poila 

Condilioa l'la1111 lnulled C-.,lcl- Per Diac• Monitor 
Miliplioa Mu•rc• or lioa Eveal lioa Period 

1. L■ndfiU opcnlionl will be phl■ed to SP.SWFP I I LC 
a_,. 11111 lhe ll'OII ore rc-n:ce fflllll 
feuillle IO mine ... ~ .... IO allow 
for ncovcry, If mininc or lhe miacnl1 i1 
.-nic.Uy ju11iried • 

1. Landfill IIUck tnfl'ic wlU be rcllriclcd to SP I I T 
Ea1le Moumia Road and Ea1lo Moulllllla 
Road Eate1111loa only. 

II. AD lanilfiU 11Ne111rc1 wiD lie Id back a SP,PP,BP I I I LA,PA, 
mlainun of IWCnlJ•rlff (25') feel from the T,PB 
project bounda17. 

c. All lanillill llructum wlll bc limited lo I SP,PP,BP I I LA,PA, 
muimum belpl or 60.fccs. T,PB 

d, The lllac or the lanilfiU be at lute one SP,PP I I LA,LC 
half-mile •-J from the IICll'Cll rclillencCI, 

c, 'lbe laallfiD will opcn&c under • AC/PO I I I LA,LC, 
reqvire-111 ao employ the •1e11 Available LD 
COnlnll TechnoloSJ• to conlrol lupiv1 dull, 
lncluclin, vl11'l,le dull, under South C•ll Air 
Qu1li17 M111111c-n1 Dlllricl nalc■• 

r. The 1ppcannc1 or lhe liter phlacl of lhe SP I I LC,LD, 
laalllill will lie dcaipcd lo blend with acalfty LB 
IIUI IIJ rewJdllioa and contrvl or color, 
e-, 11111 texture oflhe fiul cover. 

1. Appn,val or a Coun17 or Rlvcnicle Pn,jeel I LA 
Oeaenl Flan Ameallmclll and Rcr.oae wiD be Appn,val 

....-int ror pllljecl lmplemc ... lloa. 

a. ApplO¥II or a land acbaflle bclweca. Projcc1 I LA 
BLM aall lhe prajecl p1upo1ied dlll -W Approval 
diYcll die BLM otnvcnioalr, lnlel'Cll la 
lblpllljecl lite will bo NqUired rorpn,Jecc 
lmpleaielllllioa. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

.,.. Moailorl S.acliom 
Fnq. Rcpc,11 for Non-

A1eacy Coq,lilac1 

• RCPD,LEA, 1,2 
RCDEH 

• llCPD,LEA, 2 
RCDEH 

• RCPD, 1,2 
RCDB&S 

• RCPD, 1,2 
RCDB&S 

• RCPD,LEA, 1,2 
RCDEH 

• SCAQMD 1.1 

' 

• RCPD 1,2 

a llCPD I 

a RCPD I 

NcweinberJ, 1992 



Exhibit •c• EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJECT ISPECIFIC Pl.AN NO. 251) CONDITIONS or APPROVAL 
A MITIGATION REN>RTINGIMONITORING PROGRAM CIIECKUST 

E. LAND IJSE. PapJofJ 

Olectpoinl 

Pde.W Sipuricad Condiliaa ...... lmlaW Complel- Per Dile..- Maai1ar 
Eavlnlnmcdll EfflCtl Mitlpllaa Meuaru 

S. Pacentlal lncoq,11a"llililJ a. Sitlna of aU 1nmrcr llllloaa wiU require 
or prapoKAf 1n111rer uticlm .....-1 of local jariNICliom, lncladi .. 
with ellillin, or lllffllUllllina ,av.__....review anderCEQA. 
u,ea. 

•Local)uladlcdae min ... .,,......,... .. 

tJ 

°' 

of 

• 

lioa Ewnl lioa Period 

• • • • • • 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

.... Monitorl Sanclioal , .... Repc,11 rorNon-
AaencJ CC1q1liaace 

• • • 

Nav....,J, 1992 



Exhibit •c• 

,-,._I SiJni(ICUII 
Envhonme ... l EffeCII 

I. ,-ntial (or lncreaaed 
leachate and advcne cO'CCI 
oa 1roandw111er Ir IIOml 
waler lafihn1e1 Ille landfill, 

EACLE MOUNTAIN LANDf1LL PROJF.cT ISPEClf1C PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
A MITICATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CIIF.cKUsr 

F. SURFACE DRAINAGFJfLOODING • hp I of J 

ct.ckpoi .. 

Coadidoa Plana lmlallld Con.,let- Per Dile ... Monitor 
Mitiplioa Mealllld or liaa Eve .. ... Period 

1. A 1e-.,onr, dnilll1e ditcb will be SWFP,WDR, I I I LC 
COIIIIIUCrcd uaund lhe up•llopc perimeter or pp 
eacla 1"11t1111 Ire■ or Ille landlill lO diYClt 
IIOml -ler flowl around and ■W■J (n,m die 
m1 area •• lillins occun. 

It. Aa acb ua ii fallc4, It lhall lte capped SWFP,PP I I LC 
wida I low-penneabililJ IOil eap. Capped 
area■ will lalve ■Ide ■lope■ wilh u 1ven,e 
11eepneu or 3:1 with 1 .. crvcain, bcnchc1. 
Benell dnlna lhall be cOIIIIIIICrcd to 
diachlrse a1rfau runoff into perimcaer 
dnina IIOllh and -.Ill or the landfill. 

c. All dni111,e (acililic1 widala die -• SWFP, I I I LC 
-111,emelll unit will be lizcd IO handle NPDES.SP, 
11111110' rrom ■ IIOml of ,~,.., rrequcac, pp 
and ,.,_, duntioa and • 5~:,ear 
r,equency will be adoprcd for lffiew or 
channel rrec1,oan1 deai,a. 

d. For S11111 I perimeter dnl111,e, Ea1le SP,PP, I I I LB 
Cnck will be piped under lhe laaul road NPDES 
-.Ill or the laadlill, the ellillilll upper 
delenlioa baaia will be opened, and • claanncl 
will be COllllrucrcd ■Ion, the IIOllh 1ide or 
lhe haul road IO dlachars• 1.-o the-· l,awl 
orthe Ea• Pit. 

e. For S11,e 2 perimeter dni11111e, Bald SP,PP, I I I PB 
Ea1le Creek will be lnten:epwl bJ NPDES 
cOllllrucllna I perimcller channel oa Ille 11111111h 

ed1e or lhe landfiU 10 diachlrae Into 1 

Dltunl WllfflCIUrN, 0a the ICIUlb, the El1fe 
Creek dnl1111,e will be extended to diaclalrae 
1.-o lhe u• l,awl or the Eall IPil. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

lepod Moni&orl S1nctlaal 
Fnq. Rcpor1 ror Noo-

A1encJ eon.,1111nce 

I LEA, 2 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB 

• LEA,RCDEH 2 

• LEA, 2 
RCDEH, 
RWQCI, 
RCFCD 

; 

• RCPD, 2 
RCFCD, 
RWQCB 

I RCPD, 2 
RCFCD, 
RWQCB 

Novemller J, 1992 



Exhibit •c• 

Pmi61s1an1rlCI• 
Em,~ .... Efl'ecll 

2. Pm111lalfor 
ccn■miaatioa of ninoff •1 
IIOrlll water cOldlCI with 
nfa■e In l1111Hill apenliallll 
11111. 

N 
00 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJF.C'r (SPF.Cine PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OP APPROVAL 
& MITIGAnON REl'ORTINCIMONITORING PROGRAM CIIF.CKLlsr 

P. SURFACE DRAINAGFAU>ODING • Pap J of J 

Oicclpoial 

Condllloa Pina lnllllW Complet- Per DIie• Monl1ar 
Mili,aliaa Meaaa1191 or lioa Event lioa Period 

,. For pennane ... completed landfall SP,PP. I I I n 
perimeser dnlnlae oa the ...a.. • channel NPDES 
and delenlioa 1111&m will lie eo1111111cted 
•lonf die .uhem barden ol Aallllin, Area 
NN. 4 and 5 and under Ille nilroad In I boa 
culvell lo di■chlrp bllO • MIVnl 
llreamcoune lhniuJb an ene1J1-diuip■1in1 
IIIUclUN ... _. IO avoid CIOAVI vclocilic■ 

11 lhe MWD aquedacl CIIOIIUIJ. 

I. For pe11111nai&. complcled l■adfiU SP.PP, I I n 
paimetcr dni•ae on lhe DOllh. IIIDDff , __ HPDES 
die nordiem dope or lhc landfill and B■ld 
Ea1le Out wiU lie collected la I channel 
and dclenlioa lfll&m lo lhe Ull lhniup ID 

eaeru-l'llllp■lina IIIIICIUN. 

h. Fm■I l■adfiU ■lope wiU lie I mlnina1m or SWFP,PP I I LD 
lhree pcrccnt IO plOfflllle dnin■ge. 

i. FIIIII landldl cover will COIIIUI or 1 SWFP,PP I I LD 
mininum lbictnea of fciur and one-half fcet. 
lncludina • minlnmm ~foal lbict 
compacted -,ii lound■tioa layer.• mlninum 
II incb-4hict low-pcnneabllity ■oil l■ycr and 
mininu111 one-foal thick ve1e111ive l■ycr 
IWblch -limizc■ the 111bili1y oldie dope 
ror the loaicll lCIIII poaiblc. with mininmm 
mainren■ncc. The r11111 cover lhall include 
■mall lal■nd■ of lhicbaed VCJctative l■ ycr 
Ind pl■mina■ dnuahoul die llndfiU which 
WiU ■uppCld local miclallloloslc NICIUl'CH, 

AlaoNeA,l.e. 

•· s11111111 waten 1h11 waald ..., apcrationll SWFP, WDR. I I I LC 
1rea1 r._ off-■lle wDI lie lnterccpled and HPDES 
coaducted bu ellillina, IIIDClificd, or 
CCllllllnlcled ...... , ...... dilcb■IJbta bilo 
•lmll watercGuma 011'-■ile. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

Repolt Monitor/ Saacliona 
Fn11. Report ror Non-

AgeacJ C0119liance 

• RCPD. 2 
RCFCD, 
RWQCB 

'· 

• RCPD, 2 
RCFCD, 
RWQCB 

·• LEA.RCDEH 2 

• LEA. 2 
RCDEH. 
RWQCB 

• LEA. 2 
RCDEH, 
RCFCD, 
RWQCB 



Exhibit •c• 

Pde.-lal Si,nificUII 
EAYl-,ul Eff't.ell 

: 

3. Flooclina, esoaioa, ■nd 
elf'ecll on biolosical 
re-see■ rsom diacharae,or 
•orm -•en collrcld rftllll 
araund lhe llndlill. 

4. Palca1i1l for floodla1 la 
Ea1le Mouallia 1own1ite:11 
-11acr1, llow paacma ... 
_ .... illhc4 llcc1u11 or 
divenion or llonn WIien 

■round die llndliU. 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDf1LL PROJF.cT (SPF.clf1C PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OP APPROVAL 
A MITIGATION REl'ORTINGIMONITORING PROGRAM CIIF.cKLIS1 

r. SURFACE DRAINAGEIFLOODING- PqeJ oU 

Chcclpoial 

Condition Plana lmtalled Coq,lcl• Per Diac• Moailar 
Millplioa Mea111re1 or lion Ew• lioa Period 

•· Rum,ff fn,m ■c1iY1 lladrdl 1rca1 cunendy SWFP,WDR, I I LC 
.. Ina c,pcnled will .. collccl&d ■nd diwllted NPDES 
la• dctenaioa f■cllily ror 1e•in1. 
Uncoalllmin■lcd nam,ff will .. rouled 11110 
die •onn claannel •1•cm. Coalllnin■ted 
11U1111ffwiU 11■ cl■Pifd u lc■chate ■nd 
lltllld la 1ccordanc1 wilb SUMI ■nd Fcdcnl 
regul■li-. 

■, In ■U c11111, lhe dnim1e 11•cm will be SP,PP, I I T 
deai,ned lO di■chalJI into mtunl NPDES 
w11ercounc1 duou1h ener1y-diPip11in1 
•IIICIUre■ wilb peat ftow■ reduced .. low 
pcr-minina condiliona. 

1. Collcclion. diwnioa, ■nd dl■ch•IJI or SP I I T 
~ walen daraup dae lladliD i1 .. i111p 
IJllem will 1llmi1111e Ila■ pal&lllial ror 
llondi111 or die Ea1l1 Mou-■la IOWlllite due 
IO cOIIIIIUCllon or lb■ lladraD. 

Pinal: BOS: l l/3/92 

lepolt Monilorl Salldiou , .... Repotl for Non-
A,eacy eoir.1iaace 

• LEA, 2 
RCDEH, 
RCFCD, 
RWQCB 

• llCDB&S, 2 
llCFCD, 
llWQCB 

• RCFCD I 



Exhibit •c• 

Pacea1ial Slpiflcanl 
Environmental Efrec1I 

A. Ocnenl 
I. Supemaion or 

llioloaic■I monitor and 
npodi111 pro,nm. 

8. Deaert puplilh 
I • lmpacll to deaert : 

pupfilh populatiolll durini 

repair and ---· or 
the nU line near Ille Salt 
Cralt lribulalJ. 

: 

2. Paccn1ial lq,acll to 
tlHld pupfllh tlurin, weed 
lbalemcitpro,nm. 

J. Poaillle lbul aaliltely 
lq,act onpaplilb IIIOIII lnla 
apalliw. 

• 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDF1LL PROJECT (SPECIF1C PLAN NO. JSJ) CONDITIONS OP APPROVAL 
A MITIGATION REl'ORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CIIECKLISf 

G. BIOLOGY• Paae I ef t 

Cwdpoinl 

Cond"dioa 1'11111 lulahl c_.,1e1- Per DilCN- Monllar 
Midpdoa M....,., or lion Evcnl doa Period 

1. A qualified c0111Uhm, lllolo,ill wlll lbe SP I r,c r,c T 
lelaiaed IIJ die llndfiO apentor 10 ■upemll 
,a lapecll ol die llioloaic■I miti1■1ioa 
moai!Orina and ftJNIIIDII psoanm in 
coapenlioa willl die NPSIBLM monikllin1 
tum. 

II. 11ae -hlna lllaloai• wiD file •-I SP I r T 
npc1111 oo die ll.llUI or ■11 llioloaic■I 
niitia•lioo ■clivily ind RIiied inrormatloa 
ror lhe pncedin, year with the Coun11 or 
Rivcnide, die 81.M, die CDFO, the USFWS 
andllhe NPS. 

•· Plana ror COllllniclioo or major 57 I I PA 
mal111en1nce wiU Ibo mriewed IIJ a qualiried 
llloloai• 1nd wiD Include dal1111 and 
IP"irlCllioa■ dial wiU ■YOW iqlac11 to 
deaett puplilh, to Ille uli■l'aclioa of Ille 
USFWS end CDFO. 

II. S1an1e Ind mains 11c■1 will be placed in S7 I i I PA,PB, 
localion■ wbicb wiD 11111 ■ll'cct Ille blbilll, PC 
■ndl IIICalllftl lo aYOid IDJ diacharp or 
pollulldl wiD be lncorponted. 

c. CCNlllbUClion activilie■ will lie pn,hibhed S7 I I I T 
tluna, lbe l■U when puplilb popullliom aN 
_. Rllricled 1nd wlnenble. 

d. A qualified bioloalll will lie selllned to S7 I T 
moaltor •DJ m■lnteuace WOii: conducted oa 
ar nc■r puplilb blbilll. 

a. All weed/pllnl removal wiD lie t1ooe IIJ S7 I T 
lilnd. No laallicldea or adMr chemlclla will 
lleallll. 

•· Data~ -,oia,CDFO auve11 or S7 Cl PA,PC 
paplbll la dies SIil Oect tlnla■p wiD lie 
......... tldermlne wllelher nllro■d 
apal-■ lna~pupfi ... 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

llqNIII Monilorl S1nctionl 
fml. llepoat ror Non-

A1ency c..,li•nce 

• RCPD,BlM, l,J 
USFWS, 
CDFO 

• llCPD,BLM, 2 
USFWS, 
CDFO,NPS 

al USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

•• USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

: 

• USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

C USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

• USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

Cl USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

tfov1der J, 19'2 



Exhibit •c• 

,-_I Sl,alrican1 
r.vu-.ea Efl'ccla 

: 

4. Paleiml impaci, 10 
dcacn puplilla ia die Sall 
Creek b1bila1 area r- a 
nibwd accidcn1. 

I 
C. Dcacn 1o11oi• 

I. Pvua'lllc direct lmpacla 
on IOltoilCI durin, 
COIIIIIIIClloa, and lou or ISO 
acre, or IOl1oi• babilal, 

r-..---■ and 
widcnia, ol &ale Mou111ala 
Road. 

w -

EACLE MOUNTAIN LA.NDnLL PROJECT (SPEClnC PLAN NO. J5J) CONDlnONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REPORnNGIMONITORING PROGRAM CHECKLIS? 

C. BIOLOGY• Pap J oft 

Checlpoi• 

Condition Plana a..11cc1 Complel- Per Diac• Monllor 
Mill111ion Mcaaire, or lion Evelll lloa Period 

b, Ir lhe aac11mca1 or d11a aunc•• lq,acla S7 e PC 
on puplilh, conectivc acllona will be 
developed la eOIIIUllalioa widl USFWS and 
CDFO. 

a. la the evelll of an accidcnl near pupfllh S7 I I PA 
babilal, a bioloai• will be Included a■ a 
ftlflOIIII and clean-up lam member and 
USFWS, BLM, and CDFO will be na1iliccl 
lmmcdl11cly. 

b. MHIUftl IO rellOle die puplilh babilal in S7 I C PC 
Sall CNCt and ii.a lribulalJ la lhe evcnl or H 

accidcnl 111111 be lncarponlccl u pall orlhe 
fttpOIIII, 

c. If 1e•octi111 or puplilh 11 required In the S7 I PA,PC 
aftcffllllh or an 1«1dcn1, die nearc• 111ilablc . 
1enc1ic •nia or puplilh will be lhe -n:e or 
lhe tniuplanllllon. htcnaial n:110ct.i111 
-rcH lhall be npollccl 10 lhe USFWS al S 
ye■r in1crv1l1. 

d. All emcrscncy proccclu1e1 will be S7 c,r T 
propoacd IO and approved by USFWS and 
CDFG prior 10 iq,lemcn111ion. 

e. llepo111 or 111 eme11enc:y procedure rc111h1 S7 r PD 
will be 111bminccl 10 lhc USFWS and CDFO 
upon complclion, 

a. A prccomtnlelion aurvcy will be S7 I PA 
concluclcd by a ipliliccl biolo,ill who will 
1emovc all lOIIOiac1 within lhc I SO-acre 
cOllllruclioa zonc to a urc di111nc:e (300 
(CCI) la lhe lmmcclialc vicinity, 

b. The landfill opcntor wiD pmdll• J75 S7 C PD 
acrca or lOdOIIC blbilll aclcclccl by BLM 
and 1na1rcr owaenblp of the babilal ID 
BLM. All compcnulloaacrcap will be 
widaia lhe Quctwalla Mam,cmc• Alea. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

ltepod Moaitarl Saneliom 
Freq. Rcpon rorNon-

AgcncJ Compliance 

e USFWS. l 
CDFO 

a USFWS, I 
CDFO 

e USFWS. l 
CDFO 

e USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

• USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

C USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

• USFWS, I 
CDFO, 
RCDMS 

• USFWS, I 
CDFO 



Exhibit •c• 

Pdellial Sipificanl 
Eminmmelllll EO'ccll 

2. Poua111e impacll fn1111 
predation OD juvenile 
lollolac1 by nvem, coyaltl, 
lit roxc■, and odicr 
prcdaton eanctcd to the 
landfill. 

,. Palcnlial lou or ...... 
IOllaiaca durins rcplar 
1111ideaance of nil lnelt, 

~ 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDflLL PROJECT (SPF..ClflC PLAN NO. 25J) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION RUORTINGIMONITORINC PROGRAM CIIECKUST 

G. BIOLOGY - hat J oft 

a-tpc,1111 

Condilioa Plaaa lmlalW Coqilct• Pa Diac ... Monitor 
M"diJllioa Meuura of lion Evea1 lion Period 

e. A nYC11 nmtorin1 prasnm, includm, • S7 c,r T 
mimnam of two JUn of preapcntion 
IIIOmklrull, wiD be developed end CIIIClc4 In 
conlorinence wlda BLM mclhodok,p,. 
Moailonn, of nvc1111 will continue 
lhraupoutdie lire oflbe landfill projcel or 
an1D 11.M, USFWS, end CDFO delermine ll 
II no lanpr aeceuary. 

b. The pcrimct&n of all IClive landfiU and S7,PP I I T 
walle hendlm, ua■ wlll be fenced wida 
&ncin, dcllaned to exclude predaton 111cb 
•• CO)'IIICI end kk roxc■• 

c. A minimum lix-lnch covcrina of IOU win SWFP,PP i LC 
bo placed cmr dcpoahcd aeluac on e daily 
bali• to minimize aanclina nvena to nib•. 

d. A aonlelllal nvcn con11ol prasnm will bo S7 C LC 
conduclell, lncludm, hazlna el the landfill 
■111, pn,mpl mnoval of -,.lilied wildlife 
eicm, ICCCU i!Oldl, end &be poaible DIC of 
bird aepcU.111 mcdayl anllannila1e. 

e. Ir aecau17, end lllllject to the appnwel S7 C LC 
of 11.M, USFWS, end CDFO, 1 nvcn 
cmsol prasnm will bo lmplcmcllled did 
1111y Include nell dclllUClion, llaoaliol, 
pollaaina end ellcnlioal of lladlill 
apcnlionl. 

f. A nvcn monitorina commiucc wlll be S7 C LC 
Clllblilhed lO overacc the nvcn fflDllilorin, 
and cOnlrol pro,run. 

a. Prior IO achedulcd lnek -•nance, eU S7 I I PA 
occapicd lOlloi• bonvwa wldda 100 rcct or 
die lnek will be examined for die pl'CICDCO 
of tol10bc1 m!l 11111b41 bJ I qualified 
blolopl. Any bunow dad collaplCI daril!I 
repair UIII IIIIUll&IIIIICe ICliYidc■ will be 
immed°lllldJ 1xcaYllcd, UIII IIIJ' tallOi• 
faual will bo lnlldoclled lO III allificill 
bu..- 11D lea than JOO fed rram die 
ori,-1 llunvw .... 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

ltcpoll Moaitor/ SaDCliom 
Fnq. Rcpolt for NOit-

Apac:J Coa.,llance 

e USFWS, 2 
CDFG 

• RCDB&S, I 
USFWS, 
CDFG 

b LEA,RCDEH 2 

• USFWS, 1 
CDFG 

b us~. 2 
CDFO 

' 

• USf'YS, 2 
CDFG,NPS 

.. USFWS, 2 
CDFG 



Exhibit •c• 

l'd.ealial Sipiric■al 
Emironmenl■I Effce11 

4. Pawnl■I implCI 10 

dclCII IOIIOilC populatlolll 
due IO lnin tilla of IOIIOiae■ 
Ind f11gmau1ion or babilll 
.,, openlion or lhc Eaale 
Mounllia ltailro■d. 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDnu. PROJECT (SPF.Cine PLAN NO. J5JJ CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REPORTINGIMONITORING PROGRAM CIIECKUst 

G. BIOLOGY· ,._ 4 .r 9 

Chectpoli• 

Condilioa ,.. .. lmwW Complct• Per Diac• Moaitar 
Miliptlon Mc■mre■ or lion Eved lioll Period 

I,, A qu■liried biolosill will lnnalocale any S7 I I PB 
uove-paaad lOl1ol•• found wiahia Ille nD 
corridor durin, repair acdwitic1 IO ■n 
1b■ndmd or 111irici■I bunvw IIO lea 1111a 
300 feel from Ille nil line. if dc1erminc4 
DeCCIUIJ, 

c. Duru11 llllirun■nce ■nd rep1ir III Ille S7 I I I PB 
nilro■d, lhe llonp of cquipmenl ■nd 
m■1erial1, p•rtina of vebiclea, ind ocher 
... ,1111 IICliviliu will be confined Ill ..... 
cumnlly dillUabccl ■i1e1 •• Fcnvm, Red 
Cloud Ind Summit, 

•• All weed contral willlla die riahl-or--, S7 C I T 
will lie -. bJ hand. No heil,icidea will lie 
ulCd. 

1. Exlllln, culveau will be clc■ned OUI 111111 S7 I I LA 
repaired under die nll &m ta allow uae 11 

cn111ln,1 bJ IOlloiae1. 

b. Al u apprapriate lnteffll before each S7 I PA 
1nla lrip on lhe Ea1lc Mounllin nil line, I 
qu■lifd blol.,.i11 wiD 111rvcy and remove 
IOl1oile1 on or adjaeclll III die nilnied riahl• 
or--,. Removed IOIIOiaa will be placed 011' 
die nil line berm. 

c. Reccxd• will be cnlualcd within du'M S7 C PC 
yan IO aaca q,1i11111m localiom for 
culvclll and b■nicn, If needed. A 
banicrlculvell 1711cm will be conllruclcd II 
appraprialdJ idcdiried locllionl. 

d. In BLM Catepry I end U Torlal• S7 I I PB 
b1bl111, ball•• wiil lie placed belweca die 
tncb ll 100:foal latan1la la IDMi• hlbllll 
■reu lo allow lollOlec, causld lbclwcca lbe 
lneb ID acape. la BLM Catapry m 
Tortaaeliallila1,b■llulwlllbepl■Ndll 
100-, .... ,,,.... 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

..... Mooillld S■IICdoal 
Fnq. llepolt for Non-

AaencJ 0...li■nc■ 

■I USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

I, USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

• USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

I USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

■I USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

C USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

■I USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

Nowemlllr 3, 199J 



Exhibit •c• 

~Siplfica 
Eavinlnmaul Ell'ecta 

S. Pacenlial m or dcaed 
IOltoia1 due to 1111d lnffic. 

. . . 
EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDF1LL PROJECT (SPf.ClflC PUN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

& MITIGATION REPORTINCIMONITORING PROGRAM CIIECKUST 
G. BIOLOGY - Pap S or t 

a. ... 
Conditloa l'lula lmlalW Caqilcl• Per Dis- Moaltor 

MilipllooMcamm or lioa Eve• doa Period 

•· A aon,-unn lorloiae ;«,,utation S7 C I T 
lllllllharina pqnm ~• 11q,lin, 
medlod1 appsovcd by die USFWS adjlcc.- lO 
lbe E.M. Rlihald and Eaal• Mouallin Road 
riahll-ol-w1y will be ~eloped to monitor 
chlnpa la IOdalr.c ~lllon u the project 
pcaceccl1. Thia moailoriq pro,nm will 
co.-irme ror the 11r, or tae JHOjec1. 

1. TOIIOl•11100lbanien wiU be lllllalW on 
badl lide1 or Ea1le Moun1ain Road ror the 

S7 I I PB 

r1111 rour 11111 one•lr (4~) mile■ _. of' 
lnlcnlale 10. 

b. Culvclll will be ~Ued under Ea1le S7 I I PB 
MoulUID Road ll I miltiamm or OIII per 
mile of' roecl. 

c. A quafilied bloloaill P"°IJ monitor Ea1le S7 l T 
Mountain Road and l<ailCr Road ror IOIIOiae 
IClivily throughout the life or the pn,Jecl. 

d. Biafoai,la will 111rwy Ea1le Mou111ain S7 l T 
Rold oa • clailJ balil ■ad IOIIOiaea 
encauntend win be ..-ed 300 '"' rrom tht 
rip14f...,.y, lacludl1111or1olae1 npoded bJ 
tnxk driven and local reaide1111. 

e. A ~ limil of 3S milea per hoar wiD be SP I I PA,PB 
Ill and enron:ed •Iona Eaale MounlalD Road 
unall blnien tie In place, 

r. A mandatory local worbr and lnlek driver SP,$7 l r T 
educ:llioa pqr■m will be lq,lemcnled prior 
to coamse-• of' lll!dfdl apendolll, wldl 
fllludar, pullcipatiaa liy IOWnllle nlide1111. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

.... Mlllliterl Suctlou , .... Rq,olt f'or Noa-
A1eacJ Compliance 

• USFWS, l 
CDFO 

I USFWS, 1,1 
CDFO, 
RCD&IS 

I USFWS, 1,1 
CDFO, 
RcrD 

C USFWS, l 
CDFO 

• USFWS, l 
CDFO 

• RCPD, I 
RCD&IS 

C USFWS, 1,1 
CDFO,RCPD 

".,,...,.,,, 1991 



Exhibit •c• 

Palenlial Si1nir1CU11 
Eavi_ .... Effecta 

6. Palenlial cumulative 
impaell lO dcacll toll0i11 
re1ional population r.-
habitat rname ... tioa and 
nvcapaedatioft, 

7. Indirect impacll to 
toltoilCI 1■-iatcd with ID 
lncrea11 la haman activity 
lncludia, v1ndali1111, IUcpl 
collcctioa, ind oR'--4-
vehicle u■e. 

D. C1lirornil led·aa■ed bit 
I. lqeetl IO the C1lirorail 

lea(-1101Cd bit could occur 
IO lou or lOOll in the 

l■rp ldlt loc■tioa ia 1a area 
to be l■adfilled In 
appioldm■tclJ JS yun. 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJECT (SPF.Cine PLAN NO. 252) CONDlnONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION RUORTINGIMONITORING PROGRAM CIIECKUST 

G. BIOLOGY· Pqe 6 oft 

Checlpaial 

Condition ..... lmlalW Complct- Fer "Diec- . Madlar 
Miliaalioa Mcuurc1 or lion Eve• lioa Perioll 

a, Mcaaare■ deacn"bcd above will be SeeC.1.4.A 
lq,lemcded IO mitls•tc po1e•ial cumulative S. above 
lq,aell rn1111 blbitd (npnealation and nvea 
predllloa due to thla project. Developmenl 
or a dc■crl IOltoill ffllllllCfflCnl plan ror the 
Jolhua Tree Na~I Mocumcnl and cloture 
or the De■crl Ccalcr landliU would ,1., bclp 
mlll111e cumul1tiv1 lq,acta, but the11 
mea111rea eaaaol be implcmellle4 ••• 
condition of dala project. All mitl1atioa 
fflCIIIUftl lmplcmealed ror thl■ project wlD 
be altered, 1racce .. 17, to coar-to the 
USFWS Dc•II TCllloilCI Recovc17 Plan. 

•· A nandalalJ local ..ter ml tnick Scec.s.r. 
driver education P"'lfllll with volunt117 1bov1 

IOWallte re■idenl pellicipatioa will be 
iq,lemealed. 

I. Sprilll ■ad wl.-cr IIIOllhoriq IUffCy■ or S7 I r LA 
bit ■ctivily at the edit will be conducted 
prior to cammeaccme•ol l■adrdl 
opcntiom. 

b. Monltori111 wi1J be cOlllinued W.U the S7 I r PB,PC 
l■adliU IUchu the uea of the edit. 

c. When lillifls ruchea the edit, the fflDUlh S7 I I r PC 
or the nit ww be c11Cndct1 up-n1 '""°' 
outwacd lboft IDJ 1■ndrdl dcpo■itl, 

d. The coaduil ffllterill uaed IO cllCnd the S7 I I PC 
al'd will ba lmpcnnc■ble 10 landfill leacute 
and 111. Aa lmpennullle liner will ba uaed 
1rncce11117. 

e. '1111 ■d"d ...,._.will ba ..... IO allow S1 I I PA.n 
lieleaitmle-.,olll■ll.bullO~ 
bu- imuuoo. 
r. Bat lllllmlOIUII w111 ba cadinuedtli-afa S1 I I PA.n 
.. life or the l■adliD opantiaL 

• • 

Pinal: BOS: 11/3/92 

°1tlpolt Monitor/ S.nclioal 
Faeq. Rcpoll rar Nao-

A1cncy Coq,liance 

C USFWS, l 
CDFG 

C USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

: 

a USFWS, l 
CDFG 

a USFWS, l 
CDFO 

a USFWS, 1 
CDFCJ 

a USFWS, 2 
CDFO . 

tfamnbarJ, 1992 



Exhibit •c• 

Patelllill Si,nifllCUI 
f.awbanmealAI Eff'ecll 

E. f.aJle Moullllin ecnab 
jay 

I. Patelllill lncre•• In 
nJional nvca populatioa 
could rc111h In nvcn 
pmlation or 1enab j., CIJI 

and JOU"I• 

F. Alvcnon•, romil cac111■ 
1. 1mpac111o 12.S acre• or 
AJvcnon'■ rollllil CIClUI 
habitat within Et1le Creek 
Walh by cOllllniclioa of the 
landfiD and to approximately 
JJ.J ICIII or habitat by the 
p~d Et1lc Mourdlin 
Road cmmion and nilroad 
■pur. 

o. Orocopia uae 
I • Polenti1I impacll lo 
Orocopia NJ& alOIIJ die 
llale Moun11ln Rall!Old 
ri,i.t-or-w■y. 

, . 
EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDtlLL PROJECT (SPECltlC PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS or APPROVAL 

& MITIGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CHECKLIST 
G. BIOLOGY· P ... 7 ef t 

Checlpoinl 

Caaditloa Plaal lulaW Complcl- Pu Diec,.. Mcmiw 
M"lliaalioca M_,. or lion Evcnl lioa Period 

a. Ravea conlllll me .. 111a ro, lmpac111o Seec.2.1.-e. 
de•rl IOIMII• wiU ■IIO mitiJ* the polCdial above 
iq,ICt on die Ea1le MCIUlllllia ecnill jay. 

1. Approidawlcly 157.4 acn■ or Afvcnoa•• SJ.SP.PP I I LA 
rollllil CICIIII hablllt In Specific Planning 
Alea 6E will be pre•rvcd In • couervation 
cuemenl. 

b. A 2 ,car te• CIClUI lnmplllll■lioa lludy SJ.SP I PA 
■hall be conducted lO dclmninl die viabirdy 
or nlocatla, cacti. IUie 1et1 IIUdy 
dctmnlne1 mbilily, a lnmplanl p!OJftm 
will be caaductcd on 111ilablc 11111 within 
lhe project boundary II a ni■euch Pl'CIJnlll 
oa cac1u1 h■billl rdi■bililltioa ulina 
anmplanll rrom lmpKI an111. 

•· Prior to commenccmcnl or conauuelioa SJ,SP I PA 
ICliviliH, • qualified bioloai• wiU mcCI wllh 
lbc COIIIINClion lllp&MIOI' IO dilCUII 
avoidance and mlnlml&ltlon or lmp1c11. 

b. Spcclfio area 10 be avoided will be SJ.SP I PA 
delineated bcror. COllllniclioa by Oagla, OI' 

odlcr IIICIM, 

•• Main1, .. nc, mi1 com1ruction .. ,ma S7,SP I I PA,PB 
IICII will avoid IIIU coallillUII Onlcopll .... 
d. Rold■ adjlCUI 10 the nll liM will .. bpi S7,SP I I PA.PB 
lo lbclr CIIIIIIII width, 

•• E...,loJtcawiD ...... lo -,w off. SeeC.S.f • 
'-'lllwlad odlcr.........._lDIIUI above 
........... p,acal. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

.... Maaltad SIDClloal 
Fceq. Repoll rorN_. 

A,ency Coq,lianca 

• USFWS, I 
CDFO, 
RCPC 

C USFWS, 2 
CDFO, 

. 
RCPD 

C USFWS, 2 
CDFO, 
RCPD 

• USFWS, 2 
CDFO, 
llCPD 

I USFWS, 2 
CDFO, 
RCPD 

• USFWS, 2 
CDFO, 
RCPD 

ttav•derJ, 1992 



Exhibit •c• 

Pace .. i■I Siplfic■ .. 
Eavi--.1 Efl'ccll 

ff. Ne1-•1 bi1hom lhcep 
1. Lou or daree pe111111ne1C 
■nd - leq,or■ ry bllMfll 
■11eep-1eri,. --· 

2. Lou of aboat 994 IC111 
of bl1horn lheep habitat due 
IO pnijcct implemen1■1ian. 

3. Pcilenlial lmplCII rn1111 
lncire■■ed bum■n pire■encc, 
lnclucrma a-sr.n openti.l, 
ire■idelllial uae1, poacbln,, 
pell, Ind domellic livellOct. 

w ..... 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDflLL PROJECT (SPECIFIC PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CIIECKUSJ 

G. BIOLOGY-Papi oft 

Chcctpoinl 

Condition Pl■n■ ........ Coq,lel• Pa Diec• Maail• 
Miti1llian Mumm or lion Eve• lioa Period 

•• A prccOllllniclloa lelemelry •udJ' will be S7 l,r LA 
coadueled IO lden1ir1 new loc■IN1111 lo place 
pe111111nelll _, -Ke■, baaed - henl 
movemenb. 

b. Three new penn■ncnl w11er 10U1ce1 wiU S7 l i,r LA,LB 
be placed 11 1i1e1 approved bJ BLM and 
CDFG away rn,m lhe mine lite. 

c. Buuanl Sprin11 wiD be reh■bilitaled and S7 l r LA.LB 
cleared or llm■ri■k. 

d. Ir necea■ry, lhecp will be lnnaloc■led IO S7 l,c LA,LB, 
area■ nur die new w11er ■ouKe■• LC 

e. New and reblbilitaled water ■ou11:11 wiD S7 I T 
be m■i ... lnell dlniugh lhe life or lhe landfill 
■ad replaced ir necea■ry. 

r. Tclemcuy IIUllie■ will be conti-«1 after 57 r C LC 
apenliolll bepn IO ll■ell lheep UIC or new 
-sering IOUn:tl a .. il USFWS Ind CDFO 
lie Uli■fiecl 1h11 ■hecp Wllel'-■ouKC UIC hi■ 

-■biliud. 

•· Creation and rdlabilit■lioa or -•er See H.l.a.-r. 
■oun:e■ will allow e11p■mion or lheep nnae■ above 
1 .. 0 new h■bitat. 

b. AppioJU1n■1e11 644 acre■ or bi1bom 111eep S7,SP,PP I I LA 
h■billl on-1ito will be pR■erved in apen 
■p■ce a■ uuble h■billl Ind a buffer area 
between the landfill and irelocaled lheep 
population. 

a. Worm■lion oa blshom lheep will be SeeC.S.r. 
lncoq,onled ID lhe mandatory local worker above 
and lnlck driver educational proanm 
cle■cribecl above a■ millallioa for de■erl 
IOl1oi11 lmp■c11. 

b. OnlJ ■---- ladividaall wlD be 97,SP ' I T 
allowed lo,.... ruann■ - die a-sr.n 
■ite. 

• 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

Rcpod Moailorl S■ncliou 
Fn.q. Repott ror Non-

Ageni:J' Compliance 

• USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

• USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

a USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

• USFWS, 2 
CDFG 

• USFWS, 2 
CDFO 

• USFWS, 2 
CDFG 

a USFWS, 1,2 
CDFO,RCPD 

• USFWS, 1,2,3 
CDFO,RCPD 

Ncmmber J, 1991 



Exhibit "C" 

Paleadal Siplric1111 
Eaviniamelllal Efl'ecll 

• • 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDftLL PROJECT (.VF.Cine PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REl'ORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CHECKLIST 

G. BIOLOGY• Paae t oft 

Cbcckpoinl 

Coadidoe ..... lmtllled eoa.,1e1- Pa .... Monitor 
MillJatioa Mca1111t1 or lion Ewa1 lioll Period 

c. Dop will lie prabibilcd on Ille 1e,11m11 li11 S7,SP I I T 
Dalal IIIIJ 119 coaf'mctl « relllllned. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

.... Monitor/ S.nctloal 
Fma. Repoat rorNoa-

A1cnc1 Compliaace 

.... USFWS, 1,2,J 
CDFO,RCPD 

Namnlllr J, 1992 



Exhibit •c• 

Palelllial Sipirian1 
Eawinlamelllll Ell'ecta -

' 
I. Palellllally expalllivc 
aoila 11111 occur in the fine 
iailing llonp lag- and la 
area• underlain by alluvial 
material. 

1. lnllabilily or 
ma ... rac111n:d ■lapel la 
bedrock and alluvial UUI or 
lhe Eall I'll. 

3. Palcdial ror 1e11lemed In 
wallC rock dump• IIOl1heall 
of the Eall Pit and looae 
1Huvium In the UIICrD 
p,ojcel 1re11. 

4. Paledial ,lope failure 
and dialodgmenl of loose : 
ma1erial1 r,om clillin, 
mamarlCIUred ■lope• In the 
11,ong aclamlc cvenl. 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJF.CT (SPF.Cine PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM Cllf.CKLIST 

II. GF.OLOGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES. Pqe I ef I 

Checkpoinl 

Condition Pla1111 lmlalled Complet- Per Dilcre- Monitor 
Mitiaalion Meamrea or lion Event tiaa Period 

a. Soil■ underlying lhe l1111lrall rooq,rint will SWFP I I LA,LB· 
lie evaluate411 by an geClleehnical engineer 
■tr4/or aa engineering geologill and area 
with 111p1111ive lllil1 will lie aubjecl lo 
appn,priate mitigalioa bdon landlilling, 
aucJi ■1 aeleclive or remedial gndin,. 

•· 1w 1ndin1 ror lhe landlill oc:cun, • SWFP I I LA,LB 
1eo1CC11nicll enainecr and/or cnglncerin1 
poloaill will determine ure ■lope anglea 
and mala11ia alapca within lhia nnge, wida 
llattcnina or alopca or COllllnlCdon or rill 
buan:1111 H needed. 

b. A 1coloaical c111ineer and/or cngincerin, SWFP i I LA,LB 
scoloaill will , ...... that the liner i• placed 
apiall ure ■lope angle,. 

•• u-illble lllil• will lbe CIIC■Valed ■tr4/or SWFP I I LA,LB 
ncomplCICd prior IO Haer cOIIIIIUCtioa la 

·-or paeellllal 1ealc1111n1. 

1. I.- rock and 11111crial1 will lie SWFP I I LA,LB 
progreaively acalcd f,om bcachca abcwe the 
wortln, race or the landliO, Ind bcnna will 
be cOlllhUCIN 10 lderccpl fallen rock. 

·• 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

Repoct Mclllilorl S1ncli01111 
F"4. Report rorN-

Agency Compliance 

• LEA,RCDEH 2 

C LEA,RCDEH J 

C LEA,RCDEH 1 

• LEA,RCDEH 2 

' 
C LEA,RCDEH J 

tlavcmberJ, 1992 



Exhibit •c• 

Polcdlal Sipiric■nl 
Eaviroamenl■I En'ecll 

I. Polcllli■I vim■I conlnll 
llel-n lhe l■adrdl and the 
ch■ncterillic:1 or 
aunaundi111 l1ndac■pe. 

2. Polcnlial •I-I lmpacll 
rrom Dc•11 Ccn1cr, Late 
T1mari1t, lnlcnllte 10, ind 
Stall Hi1hw1y 177. 

J.Pdcraillimp1C11orlhe 
¥lllbilily ordll landRU rram 
d&e lo'Wlllite or .... 
MOUllllia. 

• 

EACLE MOUNTAIN LANDf1LL PROJF.cT CSl'F.clf1C PLAN NO. JSJ) CONDTIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITICATION REl'ORTINGIMONITORINC PROGRAM CIIF.cKUST 

I. VISUAL, RECREATION, AND WILDERNESS RESOURCES. Pap I el J 

Oicclpolnl 

Coadiliaa ...... lnll■llcd Complel- Pa Diac• Moaltor 
Mitlplioa Me■111re1 or lioa Evcn1 lioa Period 

1. Shape and mua of die l■adliU area will SP I I LD 
ltlead with -■Illy lonn■ more tla■n Ibo 
exillbw pade4I area,, end color, e-, end 
lcll1Ure or die rmal cover will lie dcli1ned to 
reduce conlrUl whit ■dj■ceal undi1111.W erea. 

It. Gndi111 llld laadr.11 limill will be clearly SP,PP I I T 
.. w or fenced, COOIIIUClioa ICCCU will .. 
COnllOUed, lad ■acilla17 1C1Mtic1 win .. 
conf"med to •lillilta dlllVrllcd 1rea1 whcrewr 
poaa"ltle to minimir.e lddilioaal dillDrll■nce or 
die native l■ndalpe. 

c. Final cover will include I top layer or SP I I LD 
vegetation lllil C01111ini111 • aced mix ol llllive 
plasa to asounac npvwlb or lllliYe planl 
-aerial. 

1. Visual coatnll llelwccn Ibo l■ndliD ind SP,PP I I T 
111miundi1111rea will be Nduccd u clucriltcd 
for Ille preccclina lmplCI. 

It. Opcnliou wiU be pba■cd 101h11 nalanl SP,SWFP i I LC 
topoanphy, dilllncc■, 1nd cxi11in1 vcs_c111r,n 
will acrun Iha initial ph■■cl or l■adrdl 
opcnlioaa. Lladlonna created by the (11111 
ph■•• end complclcd l■nd&D win appnm111111 
ori1in■l aopo,nphic conditiolll. 

•• Truck lnll'ic to the container bandlin, y1nl SP I I LC 
wiD u11 1-10 ind E■Jlc Mount■la Road ndicr 
than ,oin, tlan,u1h Dc■cll Ccnlcr oa K■i■cr 
Road pall Lite T11111ri■t. and other 
raidcncc■, 

•• The roac,~ or lhe landfill wiD ... , lull SP i LA 
oae wrofflile ... , r11111111a■ •• 
1tllidcacc1. 

It. Fia■I cover end rewp&atioa or the landr.11 SP I I LD 
_.1111■1er,......oropcntiaawUJNduce 

w1-■1 ....... u ....... lorlhe linl....,.. 
di■caueclllldah ■eclioa. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

ltepod Moaltod S■lldlana ~- llcpocl rorN-
Aacsy Caq,li■ace 

I RCPD 2 

• RCPD, 2 
RCDB&S, 
LEA,RCDEH 

• RCPD 2 

• RCPD 2 

• RCPD 1,2 

• RCPD, 1,2 
RCDB&S 

I RCPD I 

• RCPD J 

Nonmller J, 1992 



Exhibit •c• 

Paccalial s1,a1r,can1 
Envi.-alal E.fl'eell 

4. W'mdblown dcbri1 and 
dull r- landfill opentioaa 
cauN ■dvcnely ■ff'Cd tho 
¥1-■I qualily of die 
MlrroundinJ lnl, 

EACLE MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJECT (SPEClnC PLAN NO. 252) CONDTIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CIIF.cKLIST 

I, VISUAL. RECREATION, AND WILDERNES.1 RF.SOURCES. , ... J of J 

Olcdpoinl 

Condilloa Plana lmtalled Complcl· Per Diacae- Monitor 
Miliptioa Meaaaree of lioa EYCIII doa Period 

•· The perimctcn or ■II active landfill and SWFP,SP, I I I LC 
--c handli111 .... will be renced ■ad pp 
npluly p■UOllcd ror liner CCllllnll, 

b. lncomin& nlla■e will be tcpl In clod MRF,SWFP I I I LC 
coataintn unlil tlllllpOl1Cd to lho •ortina 
face of Ille l■ndfill. Upon dcpOlil, Ille rcfilN 
wiD be compacted ■nd ccwemt on • d■ily 
b11i1 wilh ■ minlnum 1i1-incb layer of ■oil. 

c. A llonn wllch ■ad early wunin, pro,nm SP,SWFP I I I LC 
wW be implemc•cd IO ■lell landfill pe-.cl 
IO cover u-mt ma1eri1l1 prior IO • 

wind11onn. 

d. A n■pome plan IO prvvide coq,lete clean- SP,SWFP · I I I LC 
ap of accldcnt■I 1piJ11 will be developed, 
iacludin1 ■utriclcnl cqaipmcnl and pe.-1 
lo conduct • clc11111p. 

e. Landfill permnacl wiD be 1al1ned for faller SP I I LC 
■ad dcbri1 cleanup on-■ilc •• well u in tho 
■na between lhe landfill ■nd Jodwa Tree 
National Momamcnl. 

r. Utter concnil penanncl will be dcli1na1cd SP I I LC 
ror direct ConllCI and timely rctricY■I of •ny 
liner when Jolhu■ Tree National Monumcnl or 
BLM 111« oblCIYcd or receive rcporll of 
wind-borne dcbri■• All liller 11h10 be con11ined 
on-lite. A hcficoptcr aearch for blown litter In 
lhe vicinity of lhe pn,jccl lhlll be performed 
evelJ three (3) month■ for Ille finl S yun of 
openlioa and u needed lhesufter 11 ■arced to 
by lhe opentor ■ad lhe BLM and NPS. A 
NPS ....,1oyce lhlU be t■ten •Ion, 11 1n 
ob■ervcr for ■D periodic aerial liner ■e1rdlc1. 

I• Oa-■ile ■oil wiD be uacd for d■ilJ caver, SP.SWFP I I LC 
roduclllf poCcalial ..... pllllluctioa. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

ltq,od Monitor/ Saac:liolll 
Fteq. Rcpod ror Next-

A1ency Coq,li1nc1 

• LEA, l,J 
RCDEII, 
RCPD 

• LEA, 1,2 
RCDEII, 
RCPD 

• LEA, l,J 
RCDEII, 
RCPD 

• LEA, 1,2 
RCDEH, 
RCPD 

• RCPD 1,2 

• RCPD,NPS 1,2 

• LEA, 1,2 
RCDEII, 
RCPD 

tiaveniticrJ, 1992 



Exhibit •c• 

Palemlal Siplllca• 
EaY&-lclllal Eff'CCII 

: 

S. Palential for li1nirieanl 
iq,ac11 oa view■ of ni1tla 
uie1 in lhe IUffllllndi"I . 
populated and recnatlo111I 
IIUI fnim projccl Npl 
li1hll111 and hcadliahl 11111 
ffllllllnleb. 

• 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJF.cT (SPEClnC PLAN NO. mt CONDTIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REl'ORTINGIMONITORING PROGRAM CIIF.cKLIST 

I. VISUAL. RF.cllEATION, AND WILDERNm RESOURCES. Page J of J 

Checlpoial 

Conifdioa ..... lllllalled Coq,lct· Per Dile• MClllltar 
Mili1adon Mca111re1 of lioa EVClll lioa V.riod 

b. Temporary haul said• wilhin Ille pn,ject ACIPO,SP, I I LC 
IUU will lie paved or replady watered, •• pp 
will cOIIIIIUclion niad1 for the new niboad 
apur 11111 Ea1le Mounllin Road Eltelllion. 

I. The landr.11 wiD opcnle under• AC/PO I I LC 
requhemenl IO employ the •&c• Available 
Control Technolo1y• 10 c.,.ral ft11ilive du•, 
•ludffll vbible du•, under Saudi Coe• Air 
Quality Man1acrnen1 Di•rict nalc■• 

J. See Air Quality 2.lt. 

•· Ni1h1time c,pcn1ion1 requirins li,h11, other SP,PP I I LC 
lhan landfill liner c01111111C1ion, 11 required by 
wcalher, 11111 public health 11111 ufe17 
condlionl, will lie permitted only in the 
eon11iner bandrq ya .. , wilh only low-level 
acuri1y liplia, allowed la lhe landlill 1n:1. 

It. Ugh1in1 ftllllued far 11fe1y and 1CC11rily SP,PP I I LC 
•ID be diftClcd and loclllollll, fiXIUIU will 
have lhield1 10 cut off upw ... ndiallon, and 
li1hl polca wiU ltc lhe minimum height 
ncceaury, wilh the 1oal of minimizin, li1h1 
1pill■1e, 

c. Truck lnll'ic wiD u■e 1-10 and Eagle SP I I T 
Moualllin Road and ill eJllenaion nlher lhaa 
ICai■cr Road IO ftduce vill"bility f111111 fflDII 

re11dene11 la lhe aru. 

t 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

llpOII Monitor# Sancdou 
fieq. ltq,od far Noa-

Apncy Coq,lilllCI 

• SCAQMD, 
RCPD 

• SCAQMD 2 

It RCPD 2 

... RCPD 1,2 

b RCPD 1,2 

Navtdler 3, 1991 



Exhibit •c• 

Paccdial Si1aifica111 
Enviroamenlll Effccll 

I. Fin praccction lmrac11 
from lncreaaed demand oa 
fise permmcl and equi,-• 
and emc11ency -.lical 
•niece. 

EACLE MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJF.cT (SPF.Cine PLAN NO. 25JJ CONDITIONS or APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REl'ORTINC/MONITORINC PROGRAM CHF.cKUST 

J. lfflUTIF.S AND SERVICF.S - Paae I of I 

Qcdpoint 

Condition ..... lmlalled Complct• Per .... Monitor 
Mili1alion Maa11e■ or lion Evcnl lioa Period 

a. The landliU will coa1rilnne to required lise SP,PP , LF 
pnllCClioa lmp,oyemcata, plau and fundin,, 
lncludin1 a fair .... or the openting Colla 

r« addili-1 pc-I and equipment and 
additional tniain, ror lire pelNNICI lo 
prowide lbc emc11cncy -.lical ■emce level 
or tninin, required by tho Rivenide Coun1y 
Fi .. Depal1menl. 

b. A detailed pllll plan of ach pl■nnin, area PP,GP I LB 
will be 111bmi1ted to the Rivcnide Caunty 
Fin Depa11mcn1 f'or review and approval and 
a wrilleft a1reemcnl obtained for fue 
psatcclion ICrvicCI. 

c. A Fire/Life Safety and Emergency pP,SWFP l LB 
RapolllC Plan will be 111bmiued to the Fue 
Depa11mcnt. 

d. Fin hydnall and water m■iu will be PP,OP I I LB 
buulled -.itc to provide adequate lise 
flowa for the pn,tcclioe of buildinJI and 
lmprvvcmenta. 

e. The landliU will be required to pa11icipa11 SP,PP C LB 
In lhe fiwe pratectioa imp■ct mitigation 
program ■doplcd by the Rivenide Couaty 
Bo■nl or Supervi■ora. 

r. Clearance '""" the Fise Depanmc• will SP,PP C LC 
be obtained prior lo psojccl a■e or occupancy 
of any txillin, llructarea within the projccl 
boand117 w the E■1le Mau-■in townaitc. 

• . . 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

Rq,od Monit.orl Saistlam 
Faeq. llcpod r« Non-

A1cncy Compliance 

C RCFD, I 
RCPD 

C RCFD, I 
RCPD 

• RCFD,LEA, I 
RCDEH 

• RCFD, 2 
RCD&IS 

C RCFD,RCBS I 

C RCFD I 

November 3, 1991 



Exhibit •c• 

Paceauat Si,niricua 
Emroamealll Elfecll 

I. Operation or die 
prapoaed lnimrcr llaliona 
could 1i111irtc■adJ 11fcct 
■djKcal land u••• 

2. lncnalCd noi• level• 
IJona die Eagle MOllllllin · 
nil corridor could 11fec& ' 
fialurc nlidenlial u•• ia dMI 
EaJle MouDllln lowmiie. 

3. Tnict lnffic 10 die 
landfill could 1encn1e 
unacccplllllc noiae levela d 
nlidence1 nc■iby. 

4. Polc•ial •• implCl IO 

nliden1ial 1nu due IO 
landliU openliona. 

FAGLE MOUNl'AIN LANDF1U. PROJF.cT (.9ECIF1C PLAN NOO. 252) CONDITIONS or APPROVAL 
6 MITIGATION REl'ORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CIIECKUSf 

K.NOISE- ..... 1 ofl 

Clledpolit 

Coad"dloa Plana lmlallcd Complet• Per Diacre- Moaltm 
Mili1llloe Meamn1 of tioa Eveit lioa Period 

•· COIIIIIUClioo ■1111 apenlioa ol ■D ..... r. • • • • • • • 
llallona wiD reqaile ■ppn,v■I or local 
juriadictiona. laclaclina emrironmealll ll'IVicw 
under CEQA. IO IIIUN complilace witlll 
local noi111 lllnlfaad1 and replal•. 

1. Ade4a1111e bulfcr dilllllecl rn1111 die EMTSP I I I PA.Pl 
nilroad 10 realdcnca (ISO reel ror mulll-
r1milJ0 300 rce1 ror 1lnglc-runlly nlidcncc1) 
will be ired la ,.,f :· lai:f!f'If'itia reqa l!.,,,Vo0ooh •••••.-...,~•-•-••• ••••••• ••' ~·· ....... ., .. 1,, ,1 .. l'e, lbe towmiie or 
&gle Mounllin. 

■, All landf1ll•nl11ed 1nict iM\t£-will be SP I I I T 
nquired IO uae Eagle Mauldlia road ud 
Ellemioa ndler lhla Kai• Raid. 

1. Equipmenl aoi111 r.- llndliU will be SP i LA.LB. 
lftll'OIWllllelJ I 0000 feel rrom neared LC 
ruiclcatill 1rc1 and lhielded from dill 1na 
by exillin, bcnna a.and lbe line llilina 
pond,. 

b. Spn■dina0 comp1etiaa. ■1111 cover of SP.SWFP i i I LC 
nlbae wiU be coaductcd only duri111 daylipl 
houn. 

c. Open&• wiR be phi .. IO dial lhe bady SP i i I LC 
of die uiilina pile ne1n• Ille IOWDlilc. which 
• .,, ..... noi• b■nicr, will be nllined ror 
11 Ion, 11 poaibll. 

d, Mainlcnuce IICliviliea la Plunin, Arca SP.PP i I I PA.PC 
No. 2 or Ille Specific Pim lh■II occur wilhla 
eacloled IIIUCIDna. 

• 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

.... Mamtod S.lldlom ..... llepall bN-
/tpacJ eoa.,n. .. 

• • • 

I RCPD I 

b.■ RCPD 2 

"·· RCPD I 

: 

"·· RCPD0LEA0 1.2 
RCDEH 

• RCPD 2 

• RCPD,LEA. 2 
RCDEH 



Exhibit •c• 

Paleiul Sipiricaal 
Emin,amelllll Efl'ccll 

I. Palential for 11cavatioa 
l11voM111 lmprovcmc ... lo 

Ea1lc Mountain Road end 
lhc 1-10 ln1ercha111c ID 

clelllOJ palcoaloloaicel 
ftlOUl'CCI. 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJF.CT (SPF.Cine PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REN>RTINCIMONITORING PROGRAM CHF.CKUST 

L PALEONTOLOOY - r.,. I of I 

Oaeclpoinl 

Cond"atioa ..... ....... Caq,lcl• Per Diac• Monitor 
Miti111ioo Mea111n1 or lion Evclll lloa Period 

a. A palc.ollloqical moni1orina pn,anm will SP I PA 
be prepared ltJ a qualifd palconloio,ill and 
ailtmilled lo die RCPD, Saa Bcmardiao 
COUIIIJ MIIMIIIII, 111d 81.M for review and 
eppnwal. 

It. A pre-c11e1valion aarvey will be conducwl SP I PA 
ID cllpOICd paleoaloloaicaJ NIOUl'CCI. 

c. Ellcavalioa aclivilica will be naailoml lty SP I PB 
a tplillcd palcOnloJoaial. 

d. Recovered fouil1 will be prepared lo a SP I PD 
point of idcnlificallon end lllltilizallon. 

•• Recovered tpccimc111 wiU lte idcnlifd, SP I PD 
cun1cd, and IIOIC4I la aa Clllltlilhcd 
npoulOIJ, 

I. A npolt of lindiq■ wiO lte pnp■nd and SP r PD 
■ultmitwl IO lhc CounlJ of Rivcnide, BLM, 
and the Saa Bcm■ntino Cou1111 Mu1eum for 
■ppnwal. 

.. 

Final: BOS: 11/3/92 

Rcparl Monilorf S.nclioaa 
Fnq. Repott rorNon-

A1cnc1 Compliance 

• RCPD, I 
BLM, 
SBCM 

e RCPD, I 
BLM 

• RCPD, I 
BLM 

• SBCM 1,2 

• SBCM 1,2 

' 

a RCPD, 2 
BLM, 
SBCM 

' 

NcwcderJ, 1992 



Exhibit •c• 

Pulenllal Sl,nlfic.,. 
Envlrcmmea ER'ec11 

I. l'alcdl1I ror COlllllmln, 
- dic•I liiel per day lhaa 
lulllnlla localed elmer 10 lhl 
WIIII IOUICCI, 

, 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDnLL PROJECT (SPF.Cine PIAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CHECKUST 
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EXHIBIT D 

DGLB MOUH'rAIN LANDPILL PROJECT 

Biological Opinion for the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 

u.s. Department of the Interior 
Piab and Wildlife Service 

Dated: September 10, 1992 

The BLM consulted with the u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service under 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act on the proposed Eagle 
Mountain Landfill Project. At issue were the effects that the 
land exchange, the rights-of-way, and the development of the 
Eagle Mountain Road may have on desert tortoise (Gopherus 
aqassizii) and the desert pupfish (Cyprinodon macularia). 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service determined that the proposed 
project would not likely jeopardize the continued existence of 
the desert tortoise or the desert pupfish and would not destroy 
or adversely modify habitat of the desert tortoise. 

The Biological Opinion provides a synopsis of mitigation measures 
to alleviate impacts to desert tortoise and desert pupfish. Also 
set forth are the binding terms and conditions which will be 
included as special stipulations that must be undertaken by the 
project proponent as a condition of the right-of-way grants. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: ent, Sacramento, California 

From: 

Subject: 

S~ate Director, B1u 

Af ~ Supervisor 

Biological Opinion r 
(1-6-92-F-39) 

the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 

This Biological Opinion responds to the Bureau of Land Management's (Bureau) 
request for formal consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) 
pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (Act). Your request was 
dated April 21, 1992 and was received by us on May 5, 1992. At issue are the 
effects that the exchange of land, the right-of-ways, and the development of 
Eagle Mountain Road may have on the desert tortoise (Gopherus agassi;ii) and 

- the desert pupfish (Cyprinodon macularia). 

This Biological Opinion was prepared using the following information: 1) 
Supplemental Desert Tortoise Survey for the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project in 
Riverside County, California (Recon 1991c); 2) Draft Biological Assessment for 
the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project (Recon 1991d); 3) Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report For The Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 
(Recon 1991b); 4) Biological Assessment for the Eagle Mountain Landfill 
Project (Recon 1991a); 5) and other materials contained in our files. 

Biological Opinion 

It is the opinion of the Service that the proposed project is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of the desert tortoise or the desert 
pupfish. Critical habitat has not been designated for the desert tortoise in 
California. Therefore, the proposed action will not result in adverse 
modification of critical habitat for desert tortoise. The proposed project is 
also not likely to result in the adverse modification of critical habitat for 
the desert pupfish. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

In general, the proposed action involves the conversion of an existing unused 
open pit iron ore mine to a Class III, non-hazardous, solid waste landfill. 
The landfill operation would-be located.at the now inactive Eagle Mountain 
Kine in northeastern Riverside County. The federal actions of this propqsal 
include a land exchange between the Bureau and Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc. 
(Kaiser), and the issuance of new rights-of-way under the Federal Land Policy 
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and Management Act (FLPMA) for the entire length of the existing Eagle 
Mountain rail-line, which would be reactivated, for the existing Eagle 
Mountain Road, and for the proposed Eagle Mountain Road extension. 
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The proposed landfill site consists of 4,659 acres of private and public lands 
in the Eagle Mountains (map attached). Eagle Mountain Road and the Eagle 
Mountain rail-line traverse the bajadas of the eastern edge of the Eagle 
Mountains. The ~ailroad continues southwest of the Eagle mountains and 
crosses the Chuclcwalla Valley and Interstate 10. The railroad continues south 
through the Chuclcwalla Bench area and then runs between the Orocopia and 
Chuckwalla mountains along Salt Creek. The railroad follows the Salt Creek 
drainage.between the Orocopia and Chocolate mountains in a southwesterly 
direction until its connection with the Southern Pacific Railroad line at the 
northeast edge of the Salton Sea, at Ferrum Junction. 

Specifically, Mine Reclamation Corporation (Corporaticn) proposes to develop a 
municipal solid waste Class III landfill which would accommodate up to 20,000 
tons per day. The existing mine at Eagle Mountain is located on approximately 
4,659 acres, of which 2,280 acres are under public ownership. These lands are 
proposed to be transferred out of federal ownership to Kaiser Steel Resources, 
Inc., in exchange for lands owned by Kaiser along the existing Kaiser 
railroad. 

The existing Eagle Mountain Road is currently maintained by the County of 
Riverside and is proposed to serve as the main access route to the proposed 
landfill site. Under the landfill proposal, the road would be widened from an 
existing 20-foot paved road to a 40 foot-wide paved road. The total right-of
way under application is 110 feet wide to allow for the paved roadway, 
shoulders and berms. This portion of the right-of-way is approximately seven 
miles long. 

the proposal also includes the extension and widening of Eagle Mountain Road. 
This extension·would.begin in NEl/4 Sec. 30, T.4 S., R. 15 E., SBK, just south 
of the Metropolitan Water District pumping station-and would continue 
northeasterly at first and then northwesterly before heading northerly to an 
existing landfill on-site haul road. This partially existing dirt road is 
approximately 15 to 18 feet wide in most areas and is known locally as the 
Kaiser Truck Trail. This portion of the road is also being proposed for 
widening to a 40-foot paved road within an 110 right-of-way. It is important 
to note that this portion of the proposed right-of-way is approximately six 
miles long. Ultimately, its purpose is to provide a means for trucks to skirt 
the townsite of Eagle Mountain on their way to the proposed Phase I container 
handling hard and at a later date into the Phase II container handling yard. 

Currently, an existing 52-mile long private rail-line connects the Southern 
Pacific rail-line at Ferrum Junction to the mine site at Eagle Mountain. 
Approximately 32 miles of the rail line exist on Bureau lands. The rail line 
is authorized under right-of-way grant IA-0121701 for mining-related 
activities only. This right-of-way.is proposed to be converted to a FLPMA 
right-of-way. The purpose of the rail-line is to allow train transport of 
trash containers from the Southern Pacific rail-line at Ferrum Junction to the 
proposed Phase I container handling yard and/or repair and maintenance 
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facilit:y. No more than one train per clay would use this preliminary route. 
At a later date, up to six trains per day will be routed around the Eagle 
Mountain townsite into the proposed Phase II container handling yard via a 
rail-line spur. The proposed rail-line spur is approximately 2.5 miles long 
and would route traffic around the townsite of Eagle Mountain into the 
proposed Phase II container handling yard. 

It is important tq note that solid waste brought in by ·crain would have 
already been sorted. This sorting process would occur at the place of 
origin. After reaching the landfill, it would be spread by heavy equipment 
and covered at the end of each day's operation. A minim.um of six inches of 
daily cover (i.e. soil and/or mine spoil) would be plac~d on the refuse. 
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Under FLPMA, the Bureau would transfer approximately 3,271 acres of publicly 
owned lands in the Eagle Mountains to Kaiser. In return, approximately 2,849 
acres of land would be received by the Bureau. Lands to be received by the 
Bureau from Kaiser to offset direct impacts to 150 acres of desert tortoise 
habitat at a 2.5:1 mitigation ratio (375 acres), and lands associated with the 
general larid exchange are generally located along Salt Creek and the entire 
length of the Eagle Mountain rail line from Ferrum Junction to just north of 
Interstate 10. 

A synopsis of other proposed mitigation measures developed by the project 
proponent and the Bureau to alleviate impacts to desert tortoise and desert 
pupfish are as fol~ows: 

Desert Tortoise 

1. Eagle Mountain Landfill Site. 
A) To mitigate potential increases in raven populations from the 

presence of trash at the landfill site, a raven monitoring program 
will be conducted for the life of the project. This includes a 
minim.um of two years of preparation and post-closure monitoring. 
Monitoring will continue throughout the life of the project or 
until the agencies (i.e. Bureau, Service, and National Parks 
Service) determine that it is ru> longer necessary. 

B) At the end of each working day, all trash will be covered with a 
minimum of 6 inches of dirt/mine tailings. The active portion of 
the landfill will be fenced to aid in controlling wind-blown trash. 
The fencing is also intended to reduce the abilicy of other 
wildlife species such as coyote and kit fox to gain access to the 
trash. A coordinated hazing program will be established to 
discourage raven use of the landfill during times when refuse is 
exposed. In addition, large road-killed animals along truck routes 
will be promptly removed to prevent attracting ravens. 

C) The application of methyl anthranilate has been 
recommended/proposed to deter-raven use-of the landfill refuse. 
Experiments have been conducted using this Food and Drug 
Administration approved food additive (i.e. grape flavoring) as a 
bird repellent on food crops and turf (CWlllllings et al. 1991a; 
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Cummings ec al. 1991b after Recon 1991a) .. Exact concencracions and 
spray mediums need co be determined through a testing program. 

D) If the co111J1on raven population increases despite passive control 
measures and the desert tortoise populations are threatened, then 
an active raven control program will be implemented. The program 
will include one or more of the following control measures: nest 
destruc_tion, ·poisoning, shooting, ·alteration of landfill 
operatibns, or any other measures the responsible agencies deem 
appropriate. All necessary depredation permits, plus a 
comprehensive raven management/~ontrol program, will be developed 
and in place_ before landfill operations begin. 

2. Eagle Mountain Railroad Right-of-Vay 
A) A preconstruction survey will be conducted along each portion of 

crack to be repaired. All occupied burrows within 100 feet of the 
track will be examined for the presence of desert tortoise and 
conspicuously marked by a qualified biologist. Any occupied desert 
tortoise burrows that collapse during repair and maintenance 
activities will be immediately excavated and the desert tortoise 
translocated to an artificial burrow no less than 300 feet from the 
original burrow site. Any above-ground desert tortoise found 
within the rail corridor during repair procedures will also be 
translocated to an abandoned or artificial burrow no less than 300 
feet from the rail line if the on-site biologist believes it is 
threatened with construction activities. 

B) Each train trip between February 1 and October 31 will be preceded 
by a qualified biologist to survey and remove any desert tortoise 
found on or adjacent to the rail-line. &emoved desert tortoise 
will be placed off the rail-line berm. This monitoring program 
will be conducted for a minimum of three years. At that time, or 
earlier if deemed necessary by the Service and the Bureau, the 
monitoring data will be evaluated to determine which areas warrant 
placement of a barrier/culvert system. Exact locations and designs 
of barriers and culverts will be selected in the field with the 
direction of Service, Bureau, and California Department of Fish and 
Game personnel. If barriers are required, sheet metal 18 inches in 
height can be affixed directly to the railroad ties on the outside 
of the tracks during track rehabilitation. These metal strips 
should adequately prevent desert tortoise movement onto the tracks. 

C) The project proponent is committed to placing a barrier/culvert 
system along any portion of the rail-line where it would be 
required to protect the desert tortoise. At least 20 linear feet 
of ballast will also be placed between, and flush with, the rails 
at intervals (e.g. every 100 feet) along the portions of the rail
line traversing desert tortoise habitat to aid the escape of any 
.animals caught between the tracks. 

D) A long-term desert tortoise monitoring program will be instituted 
that will monitor changes in the populations as the project 
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proceeds. The intent of the monitoring program is to detect the 
long-term effects on the desert tortoise population from train 
noise and vibration. This program shall be approved by the Service 
and the Bureau. The program will include two years of 
preconstruction monitoring. Information will be collected in the 
immediate vicinity of the Eagle Mountain railroad corridor using 
one mile transects paralleling and at incremental distances from 
the traclcs. Information will be collected along transects located 
~t distances of 10, 100, 200, 400, and 800 meters from the tracks. 

E) A common raven monitoring program.will also be established along 
the rail-line. 

F) To alleviate potential population fragmentation due to the active 
railroad functioning as a desert tortoise barrier, existing 
culverts under the rail-line will be cleaned out and repaired in 
such a way that they provide easy access for desert tortoise. New 
culverts may be placed in areas where current desert tortoise use 
of the railroad track berm is high. The design of all barriers and 
culverts, and their locations, will be approved by the Service and 
the Bureau. Desert tortoise-proof barriers placed parallel to the 
tracks will be oriented to guide desert tortoise to culverts. 
Culverts will be monitored for indications of desert tortoise use. 
The culverts will be monitored regularly and kept clear of 
obstructions for the life of the project. 

3. Eagle Mountain Road, Road Extension, and Rail Spur 
A) A preconstruction survey will be conducted by a qualified 

biologist, and all desert tortoise within the 150-acre construction 
zone will be removed to a safe distance (300 feet) in the immediate 
vicinity. 

B) As compensation for the loss of 150 acres of Bureau Category 111 
desert tortoise habitat, habitat off-site will be purchased and 
dedicated as permanent open space. Using a Bureau compensation 
formula, a multiplying factor of 2.5 has been calculated. 
Therefore, 375 acres of desert tortoise habitat will be purchased 
as compensation for impacts. The exact parcel(s) to be purchased 
will be selected under the direction of the Bureau and will be in 
the Chuckwalla Management Area. 

C) A desert tortoise-proof barrier will be installed on both sides of 
Eagle Mountain Road. An 18-inch vertical barrier (e.g. fencing) 
will be incorporated into the berm on each side of the improved 
Eagle Mountain Road. Initially, barriers and culverts will be 
placed along both sides of Eagle Mountain Road between 1-10 and 
Victory Pass (approximately 4.5 miles). The culverts (at ground 
level with dirt floors) will be placed along the road (a minimum of 
one per mile of toad) to facilitate the movement of-desert tortoise 
across the road. The barrier system will be aligned to guide 
desert tortoise to these crossings. The culverts will be placed at 

5 
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4. 

C) 

high points along the road to reduce the need for diking and water 
diversions adjacent to the road. 

A mandatory employee education program will begin before 
implementation of the landfill operation. The program.will 
emphasize the legal protections afforded sensitive species and 
measures to minimize impacts to those species and their habitats. 
The program will include a handbook outlining the details of the 
protections and measures to be followed by each employee. The 
program will be extended to contracted truck drivers delivering 
solid waste to the project site, and on a voluntary basis to other 
local residents to increase awareness of potential desert tortoise 
occurrence along Eagle Mountain Road. 

D) The common raven population along Eagle Mountain Road will be 
regularly monitored as part of the project-wide monitoring program. 
If this raven population is found to increase, then an active raven 
control program will be instituted. An active raven control plan, 
along with appropriate depredation permits, will be developed and 
in place before landfill operations begin. Road-killed wildlife 
species found along the road will be promptly removed to reduce the 
attraction of ravens and other potential desert tortoise predators 
to the area. 

Tipping Fee . 
•The owner/operator of the Eagle Mountain landfill shall pay $1 per ton 
of nonhazardous municipal solid waste deposited at the landfill into a 
trust or nonprofit corporation established by the County of Riverside 
which shall expend those funds to preserve and enhance biological, 
scenic and cultural resources in Riverside County, particularly in the 
desert regions of eastern riverside County by acquiring, restoring, 
maintaining and protection open space lands or interest in lands, water 
or water rights and wildlife habitat, and by providing limited public 
access to those lands, and by supporting research regarding the ecology 
of the desert and the effects of the landfill project upon the desert 
ecology and education concerning the preservation of desert natural 
resources including, but not limited to, research, education and 
monitoring activities conducted by the Bureau, the Service, and the 
National Park Service• (Selzer 1992). 

Desert Pupfish 

1. Mitigation for potential impacts to the desert pupfish will include 
monitoring during rail line repair/maintenance activities as well as 
during any emergency cleanup operations. All monitoring will be 
conducted by a qualified biologist. 

2. If train operations affect the habitat corrective actions will be 
developed by MRC in consultation with the Service, the Bureau, and the 
California Department of Fish and Game (Department). 

6 
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3. If maintenance of the trestle or railroad in the Salt Creek tributary 
must occur, mitigation measures shall be incorporated into the project 
plans to reduce potential impacts to des~rt pupfish. 

4. Plans for construction or major maintenance will be reviewed by the 
Service and the Department. 

5. If construction is required on the trestle or rails crossing the 
tributary, construction plans shall include designs and specifications 
that will avoid impacts to desert pupfish, including prohibition of 
construction during the fall when pupfish populations •re most 
restricted and vulnerable. 

6. Storage and staging areas shall be placed in locations which will not 
affect the habitat, and measures to avoid any discharge of pollutants 
will be incorporated. 

7. A qualified biologist will be on-site whenever any maintenance work is 
conducted on or near desert pupfish habitat. 

8. In the event of a rail accident in the vicinity of desert pupfish 
habitat, a qualified biologist will be included as a response and 
cleanup team member. The Service, Bureau, and the Department will be 
notified immediately. Cleanup operations will be monitored by the 
biologist so that additional adverse impacts are not incurred by the 
cleanup operation. 

9. Measures to restore pupfish habitat in Salt Creek and its tributary in 
the event of an accident will be incorporated as part of the response 
plan. This will include removal of any portion of the streambed that is 
contaminated, and the placement of a similar-type clean fill material 
such that the hydrology of the stream is not altered. 

10. If an accident causes the loss of the local pupfish'population, the 
habitat will be restocked with pupfish of the same genetic strain. 

For further information regarding the proposed action refer to the 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Eagle 
Mountain Landfill Project (Recon 1991b) and/or the Biological Assessment for 
the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project (Recon 1991a). 

EFFECTS OF PROPOSED ACTION ON LISTED SPECIES 

Species Account 

Desert tortoise 

On April 2, 1990, the Service determined the Mojave population of the desert 
tortoise to be a threatened species~ Desert tortoise- are large herbivorous 
reptiles and are very active in the spring at which time large quantities of 
annual vegetation are consumed. These animals also show increased activity 
during the fall and during storm events during the summer. During extreme 
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weather conditions of summer and winter, they retreat to the shelter of their 
burrows. During these times of inclement weather, if conditions become mild 
enough, these animals can be found on the surface away from their burrows. 

Desert tortoise burrows have been found in a variety of locations such as 
along the banks of washes, at the base of shrubs, in the open on flat ground, 
under rocks, on steep hill sides, in caliche caves, and in berms along rail
lines. 

Further information on the range, biology, and ecology of the desert to~toise 
can be found in Luckenbach (1982), Lamb et al. (1989) and Burge et al. (1976). 

Desert Pupfish 

On March 31, 1986, the Service determined the desert pupfish to be an 
endangered species. Desert pupfish, as indicated in the Environmental 
Assessment, occur in Salt Creek and San Felipe Creek and its tributaries in 
Riverside and Imperial Counties, California. Fur;hermore, critical habitat 
has been designated for this species at San Felipe Creek, Carrizo Wash and 
Fish Creek Wash. This species also occurs at, and within, the mouths of 
agricultural drains which enter the Salton Sea. 

Desert pupfish typically occur in shallow water and fA:>rage on a variety of 
insects, other invertebrates, algae, and detritus. This species is threatened 
with extinction throughout its range due to habitat destruction, introduction 
of exotic fish, contaminant issues, and other impacts. Further information on 
the status, range, biology, and ecology of the desert pupfish can be found in 
50 CFR 17.95, and the Desert Pupfish Recovery Plan (Service 1983). 

Analysis of Impacts 

Desert Tortoise 

The proposed project may result in the direct take of any desert tortoise 
which enter the landfill site, cross the access road, cross the rail line, or 
are residing in burrows within the vicin~ty of the site. In addition, the 
landfill activity could increase predation of desert tortoise by attracting 
additional coyotes and common raven to the vicinity of the action area. 

Of more concern than the direct impacts associated with this project is the 
extent of indirect impacts. In particular, the rail-line currently passes 
through desert tortoise habitat which has been reported to have relatively 
high numbers of this species. In addition, the rail-line passes through and 
may currently fragment a portion of the population found at the Chuclcwalla 
Bench. This area is identified by the Bureau as an Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern because of the desert tortoise population. If the rail
line is currently an effective barrier to movement of this species, then 
approximately 31,288 acres of Category I habitat appear to have been isolated 
from the remaining population to the south. This area of habitat is bordered 
on the north by Interstate 10. The population to the south of the rail-line, 
which is characterized, at least in part, as Category I desert tortoise 
habitat encompasses a minimum of 200,000 acres of contiguous habitat. In an 
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attempt to reconnect, or improve on the biological connection beeween desert 
tortoise found on opposite sides of the rail-line, the culverts will be 
modified. Moreover, appropriate fill material (e.g. gravel fill) will be 
placed within the tracks at intervals of approximately 100 feet while within 
Category I and II desert tortoise habitat. 
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If the population to the north-of the line is truly isolated -at this time from 
the population to_the south, re-connection may represent a risk. This risk 
lies in the problems associated with the respiratory tract disease that is 
impacting this species. Habitat that contains no or extremely low population 
densities of desert tortoise and/or abrupt barriers may be important in 
preventing the spread of the causative agent to all population centers of this 
species. 

The persistence of this expansive population in the Colorado Desert is of 
considerable importance. Proposed actions which would undermine the health 
and viability of this.population must be closely examined and extensively 
monitored to ensure the persistence of this· population of the species. Desert 
tortoise are declining range wide in California due to a variety of factors. 
The apparent presence and virulence of the causative pathological agent 
associated with the upper respiratory disease within most populations of 
desert tortoise in California is the mosc difficult issue to deal with at this 
time. The presence and importance of this disease is complicated and possibly 
compounded due to the presence of a variety of other factors which impact 
desert tortoise individuals and ultimately populations. 

These other factors include adult mortality associated with vehicle strikes 
and the grazing of domestic livestock during environmental extremes (e.g. low 
annual plant production) within this species' core areas. In this case, core 
area is being used to .describe an area in which a significant portion of a 
desert tortoise population can sustain itself during years of generally low or 
nearly nonexistent annual production within a general region due to the 
special environmental conditions which occur within the smaller area. High 
valleys in close approximation to mountains typically benefit from the affects 
of orographic rain as compared to inland valleys of lower elevation. These 
high valleys would therefore be expected to have correspondingly higher 
production of both perennial and annual vegetation and may be the sites of 
such population refugium. Mortality due to vehicle strikes or impacts 
associated with domestic grazers (which occur in exceedingly high densities 
for this habitat type when they are present), or other lmidentified causative 
factors within these core areas could have catastrophic effects on a desert 
tortoise population's ability to sustain itself and could lead to an overall 
collapse of a regional population. 

During maximum operations, an estimated 4,000 tons per day of solid waste 
would be delivered by truck to the landfill from local areas in Riverside and 
San Bernardino counties. According to information provided in the biological 
assessment, no more than 200 truck trips up and down Eagle Mountain Road will 
occur during any one 24 hour period~ The distribution··of these trips over a 
24 hour period is not known at this time. If these trips were to be 
concentrated during day light hours (13 hour period), this equals one truck 
passing a point along the Eagle Mountain Road approximately every 4 minutes. 
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Yith this level of use, it seems likely that many desert tortoise would be 
struck while attempting to cross Eagle Mountain Road. Moreover, the mortalit:y 
of desert ~ortoise and other desert animals would increase food availabilit:y 
for local predators. Therefore, not only would the situation exist for a 
significant increase in direct mortalit:y over natural conditions, but the 
potential for an increase in hatchling and juvenile mortalit:y is also possible 
due to an increase in predation. 

The only permitted access to the mine site for this truck traffic will be 
Eagle ~ountain lload. An estimated 150 acres of desert tortoise habitat would 
be removed in widening and extending Eagle Mountain Road. This acreage 
includes habitat lost due to the rail-line spur construction. 

A small tipping floor, waste sort area, and compactor would be needed to 
receive, inspect, and process trash from local areas. This area will require 
special consideration from the perspective of providing additional forage for 
local predators. Vithout appropriate action, the available food base of 
desert tortoise predators could increase and ·1ead to higher densities of these 
species in 'the general area. Higher densities of these species could lead to 
higher than normal predation rates on hatchling and juvenile desert tortoise. 

A maximum of six trains per day would deliver trash to the landfiil site. 
This equates to a maximum of 12 train passages per 24 hour period. Unit 
trains would consist of one or more diesel electric locomotives pulling up to 
14 rail cars. Each train would be less than 4,000 feet long and carry 
approximately 3,500 tons of refuse (Recon 1991a). The passage of these trains 
would have an as yet un-quantified effect on desert tortoise. Vibration 
associated with the trains' passage could collapse burrows constructed within 
close approximation of the rail bed and desert tortoise could be struck if on 
the tracks. Moreover, the tracks as stated earlier may currently function as 
an effective barrier to desert tortoise movement. 

Maintenance and restoration to prepare the rail line for service may impact 
desert tortoise (e.g. inadvertent crushing and/or the collapsing of burrows). 
Repairs include replacement of segments of rail and ties, and the maintenance 
of culverts which pass under the tracks. Areas which may be impacted due to 
this activit:y include a 10 mile strip through Bureau Category I desert 
tortoise habitat, 18 mile strip through Bureau Category Ill, and a strip 
through 24 miles of un•categorized habitat. 

During rehabilitation and routine maintenance activities along the railroad, 
the storage of equipment and material, parking of vehicles, and other staging 
activities will be confined to three currently disturbed sites at Ferrum, Red 
Cloud, and Summit. The total area of these three sites is approximately 5 
acres and no desert tortoise habitat is expected to be impacted due to staging 
activities. 

Potential fuel spills could also occur as a result of the proposed project. 
The potential-problem areas include.locomotive refueling, delivery of fuel, 
and accidental rupture of locomotive fuel tanks. A ruptured fuel tank could 
contaminate Bureau Category I and 111 desert tortoise habitat. Moreover, a 
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fuel spill would necessitate clean-up activities which would poise an 
additional hazard, aside from the fuel itself, to desert tortoise. 
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Another plausible impact is the potential for the attraction of common ravens 
and other predators to the landfill. Common ravens have been observed 
traveling up to 30 miles from nesting territories to landfills (Recon 1991a). 
Moreover, the additional food source· from landfills apparently does not 
discourage preda~ion upon juvenile desert tortoises (Recon 1991a). In 
addition, an increase in the number~! local residents could also increase the 
food base of local pre~tors such as coyotes and common raven. A potential 
increase in the local raven population, coupled with the movement of ravens 
into habitat near the landfill, could result in increased tortoise losses 
through predation. 

There is~ substantial population of desert tortoise in Joshua Tree National 
Monument which essentially abuts the proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill site. 
Cunently, Joshua Tree National Monument (Monument) has no common raven 
control program. If predators such as coyote and common raven populations 
increase due landfill activities, the desert tortoise population at the 
Monument could be impacted through increased predation. 

The effects of sound on desert tortoise are not well understood. However, 
detailed sound sensitivity curves have been determined for three species of 
tortoise. The tortoise, Testudo horsfieldi. was found to have excellent 
sensitivity in the range from 100 to 800 Hertz at 60 decibels (dB). The 
sensitivity at 20 dB ranged from 50 to 1500 Hz. Geochelone carbonaria 
exhibited the most sensitive frequency range at 80 to 400 Hz. The most 
sensitive of the species indicated within the biological assessment was 
Kinixys belliana. This species was found to have a sensitivity range for 30 
to 600 Hz (Yeaver 1978 after Recon 1991a). 

The frequency range of sound expected to be generated by the passage of trains 
is from 80 to 2,000 Hz (Recon 1991d). Based on information provided by Recon 
(1991a), the very low frequency ground vibrations (2 to 10 Hz) created by the 
impact of train wheels with rail joints are below the expected level of 
sensitivity of the desert tortoises ear. In an experiment conducted by Yeaver 
(1978 after Recon 1991a) no auditory response to vibrations introduced at a 
turtle's leg was detected. However, it seems likely that they feel these 
vibrations. 

Based on information provided by Recon (1991a), the expected noise level of 
passing trains along the Eagle Mountain rail line will likely fall within 74 
to 95 dBA range at a distance of 50 feet. At a given point along the tracks, 
this maximum noise level is expected to last 55 to 73 seconds for each train 
trip. 

Several surveys were conducted along active rail lines in an attempt to 
determine the impacts of train noise on desert tortoise. According to Recon 
(1991a), a 2.5 mile portion of the Southern Pacific Railroad tracks were 
surveyed between Mojave and Searles, California. A total of 22 
burrows/pallets, 19 of which were determined to be active within the last 
year, were recorded along this transect. Moreover, 18 of the 22 sign records 
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were 40 to 60 feet from the tracks along a large drainage control berm north 
of die tracks. 
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For the second survey, die Atchison Topeka and Santa Fe rail-line between 
Mojave and Barstow, California, was used. At diis site, 11 tortoise burrows 
(7 judged to be recently active) were found along die south face of the berm 
supporting die tracks. The north face of the berm was not surveyed. This 
track averages 20 ._ trains per day (Waters, pers·. comm. ·1991 after Recon 1991a) . 

In a furdier attempt to assess train related impacts to desert tortoise, a 6 
mile portion of die Union Pacific railroad tracks running between Barstow, 
California and Las Vegas, Nevada was surveyed. This line handles an average 
of 20 trains per day (Waters, pers. co1111;1. 1991 after Recon 1991a). The 
results of diis survey found 20 desert tortoise burrows along the tracks while 
only 8 burrows were observed along die parallel transect 0.25 miles away from 
the tracks. The surveyed portion of habitat at the tracks and 0.25 miles away 
from the tracks were both 30 feet wide and 6 miles long. 

The results of these surveys support the idea that desert tortoise do make use 
of habitat adjacent to active rail-lines. Moreover, diey provide anecdotal· 
evidence diat desert tortoise occur in higher densities along rail-lines due 
to the availability of potential burrow sites. However, further assessment is 
necessary to determine any deleterious effects of active rail-lines. It is 
possible that active rail-lines may be functioning as a sink. That is, desert 
tortoise may be continually lost at a significant rate due to the passage of 
trains. 

If active rail-lines are chronic death traps for desert tortoise, it is 
instructive to compare and contrast die density and distribution of desert 
tortoise along active roads and highways to diose found along active rail• 
lines. Based on current information, desert tortoise populations have been 
found to be depressed along highways (Nicholson 1978). This effect diminishes 
with distance from the road and is apparently gone at about one half-mile 
(Nicholson 1978). There are a variety of potential reasons for die difference 
in desert tortoise density and distribution between highways and rail-lines. 
Mortality of desert tortoise along highways alone may account for the reduced 
population along these corridors. However, collection by people in itself or 
in conjunction with direct mortality along highways may account for the 
pattern of distribution and abundance. 

Conversely, mortality along rail-lines may not be high enough to have revealed 
its long-term effect on adjacent desert tortoise populations or the rate of 
mortality due to rail-line use may be so low as not to constitute a 
significant impact on a population's ability to sustain itself. Even if 
mortality due to rail-line operations is in itself not intense enough to 
reduce a population's ability to persist, other small impacts, in addition to 
the rail-lines impacts, could in combination reduce or prevent the persistence 
of a desert tortoise population widiin the rail-line's zone of influence. 

The effects of vibration generated from passing trains on the integrity of 
desert tortoise burrows were also evaluated. Based on the information 
provided by Recon (1991a) no increase was detected in die percentage of 

,. 
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decerioraced (i.e., collapsed) burrows in the railroad track berm (6 miles of 
Union Pacific rail-line) as compared to the burrows encountered along the 
transecc located .25 miles away. It is instructive to note that the tocal 
number of collapsed burrows were the same for both transacts though there were 
more burrows in the berm . 

The applicant's proposed mitigation/compensation measure (i.e. the tipping 
fee) is also imp~tant in this analysis of impacts. In analyzing the effects 
of the action, the Service 1~ required to assess all activities, private and 
federal, that may directly or indirectly impact a listed species. In 
decermining if the action would reasonably be expected, directly or 
indirectly, to reduce appreciably the likelihood of both the survival and 
recovery of a listed species in the wild, the Service considers the effects of 
the action on the species' reproduction, numbers, and/or distribution. The 
Service must also consider all past or present impacts (regardless of source) 
on the species within the action area in making its final determination. 

The project proponenc/Bureau proposed mitigation measures along with the terms 
and conditions of this biological opinion should greatly reduce the potential 
for the direct killing of desert tortoise. Additional applicant proposed 
compensation measures (i.e. the tipping fee) would help support the collection 
and analysis of data related to direct and indirect impacts. This information 
would help guide appropriate corrective measures. Moreover, this compensation 
measure would help support the consolidation of desert tortoise habitat within 
the region. This consolidation would help in the protection and conservacion 
of this important desert tortoise population. 

The Service believes the impacts described above are not likely to jeopardize 
the concinued existence of the desert tortoise. ~e present this conclusion 
for the following reasons: 

1) The amount of occupied desert tortoise habitat which will be directly 
impacted by the proposed project is small in relation to the overall 
area occupied by this species in the Chuckwalla Bench and vicinity. 

2) The monitoring program should provid~ information necessary to direct 
corrective action. That is, activities of the landfill may need to be 
adjusced depending on the information obtained through research designed 
specifically to address direct and indirect landfill related impacts to 
desert tortoise. 

3) The proposed mitigation/compensation proposal should adequately offset 
impaccs to this species by improving the biological integrity of the 
desert tortoise population through appropriate mitigation and land 
acquisition. 

Desert Pupfish 

The proposed action could result in impacts to this species. The possibility 
exists for there to be impacts associated with a train derailment and any 
associated fuel spill. Furthermore, activities associated with rail 
maintenance or a derailment (e.g. track mending, lifting of railroad cars, 
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etc.), if not planned for, could have negative impacts on this species through 
material falling into the species habitat. 

Another issue related to rail-lines is the potential use of herbicides. 
According to the Biological Assessment (Recon 1992a) no such materials will be 
used. That is, all weed/plant removal will be done by hand. 

Maintenance or rer;·onstructiori- ·of the trestle at some time during the life of 
the project could=impact this species if water quality was effected. This 
biological opinion can not access these impacts at this time due to the lack 
of information. Therefore, any work associated with the trestle which may 
impact desert pupfish will require further consultation prior to commencement 
of construction activities at some later time. 

During normal rail-line operations the potential exists for fuel and/or oils 
to leak from the locomotives and enter desert pupfish habitat. Moreover, 
rail-cars incorporating oil/wick wheel bearings provide an additional source 
of contaminants if leaking. Toxicity of these materials are high for both 
invertebraees and desert pupfish. 

The Service believes the impacts describ~d above will not jeopardize the 
continued existence of the desert pupfish. Ye present this conclusion for the 
following reasons: 

1) Occupied habitat within the vicinity of the action area should not be 
adversely affected by normal activities of the proposed project. 

2) No herbicides will be used to control plants along the rail-line. 

3) Contaminants associated with this proposed project should be precluded 
from entering this species habitat. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

Cumulative effects are those impacts of future State and private actions 
affecting endangered and threatened species that are reasonably certain to 
occur in the action area. Future federal actions will be subject to the 
consultation requirements established in section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act (Act), and therefore are not considered cumulative to the proposed action. 

Desert tortoise 

An activity anticipated to affect this species within the project's action 
area within the foreseeable future are vehicle strikes along Interstate 10. 
Moreover, new jojoba farms could impact occupied desert tortoise habitat if 
the market improves for the plant's oil. There is also heavy off-road vehicle 
activity in this region of the desert tortoise's range which undoubtedly 
results in the mortality of individuals of this species. Yith the exception 
of illegal take, no additional loss of occupied habitat is anticipated unless 
and until a permit is issued under section lO(a)(l)(B) of the Acc. 
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Desert pupfish 
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There are only a few activities anticipated to affect this species within the 
foreseeable future within the action area of this proposed project. This 
includes tamarisk removal programs along Salt Creek and illegal off-road 
vehicle activity within and adjacent to the creek. With the exception of 
illegal take, -no loss of occupied habitat is anticipated unless and until a 
permit is issued ~der section l0(a)(l)(B) of the Act. 

INCIDENTAL TAKE 

Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act prohibits the take of listed species 
without special exemption. Taking is defined as harassing, harming, pursuing, 
hunting, shooting, wounding, killing, trapping, capturing, collecting, or 
attempting to engage in any such conduct. Harm is further defined to include 
significant habitat modification or degradation that results in death or 
injury to listed species by significantly impairing essential behavioral 
patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Under the terms of 
sections' 7'(b)(4) and 7(0)(2) of the Act, taking that is incidental to and not 
intended as part of the agency action is not considered to be prohibited 
taking under the Act provided that such taking is in compliance with this 
Incidental Take statement. The terms and conditions described below are non
discretiona.ry, and must be undertaken by the agency or made a binding 
condition of any grant or permit, as appropriate. 

Desert Tortoise 

1. One (1) adult desert tortoise may be killed due to direct and indirect 
effects of the action on a yearly basis for the life of the project. 

2. One-hundred and sixty (160) desert tortoise may be taken in the form of 
harassment during the course of moving them out of harm's way on a 
yearly basis. 

Desert Pupfish 

l. One (1) desert pupfish may be taken due to direct and indirect effects 
of the action. 

If, during the course of the action, the amount or extent of the incidental 
take limit is exceeded, the Federal agency must reinitiate consultation with 
the Service immediately to avoid violation of section 9 of the Act. 
Operations must be stopped in the interim period between the initiation and 
completion of the new consultation if it is determined that the impact of the 
additional taking will cause an irreversible and adverse impact on the 
species, as required by 50 CFR 402.14(1). The Bureau should provide an 
explanation of the causes of the taking. 

Reasonable And Prudent Measures 

The Service believes that the following reasonable and prudent measures are 
necessary and appropriate to minimize incidental take. 
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Desert Tortoise 
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1. Safe access for desert tortoise shall be provided across Eagle Mountain 
Road and the railroad tracks. 

2. Effects of the landfill shall be monitored as they pertain to the 
persistence and recovery of desert tortoise within the action area and 
corrective a~tion taken as appropriate. 

3. A contingency plan shall be established to provide formal guidance in 
the event of a train derailment or fuel spill. 

Desert Pupfish 

1. A contingency plan shall be established to provide formal guidance in 
the event of a train derailment or fuel spill. 

2. Contaminants associated with this project shall be kept out of this 
species habitat. 

Terms And Conditions 

In order to be exempt from the prohibitions of section 9 of the Act, the 
project applicant and/or Bureau are responsible, as appropriate, for 
compliance with the following terms and conditions, which implement the 
reasonable and prudent measures described above. A portion of the following 
terms and conditions have been incorporated from the mitigation measures 
contained in the Biological Assessment or otherwise proposed by the proponent 
for the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project. 

Desert Tortoise. 

1. To mitigate for direct impacts to 150 acres of desert tortoise habitat, 
the Bureau shall receive 375 acres of desert tortoise habitat from 
Kaiser. 

2. If the project proponent fails to comply with the reasonable and prudent 
measures or any of the terms and conditions of this biological opinion, 
the Bureau shall suspend the· rights-of-way for the proposed action until 
such time that the proponent is in compliance with these terms and 
conditions. The Bureau shall also notify the proponent at that time 
that failure to comply will lead to revocation of their rights-of-way. 

3. The Bureau shall ensure that ballast or other suitable material is 
placed within the railroad tracks to facilitate movement of desert 
tortoise out of the interior of the tracks. 

a. These areas shall be distributed every 100 feet along the rail 
line while within Bureau designated Category I and II desert 
tortoise habitat and shall contain at least 20 linear feet of 
ballast. 
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b. These areas shall be distributed every 100 yards while in 
Bureau designated Category III or non-designated desert 
tortoise habitat. 

c. These areas shall be inspected monthly during the months_ of 
March through September and repaired immediately (i.e. prior 
to.the next monthly inspection). 
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4. The Bureau sball ensure that a preconstruction survey for des~rt 
tortoise shall be conducted within one week of commencement of 
construction and/or maintenance activ~ties for each portion of track to 
be repaired. All occupied burrows within 100 feet of the track shall be 
examined for the presence of desert tortoise and conspicuously marked by 
a qualified biologist. These burrows shall be inspected on a daily 
basis during construction and/or maintenance activities that could cause 
their collapse. Any occupied desert tortoise burrows that collapse 
during repair and maintenance activities shall be immediately excavated 
and the desert tortoise translocated to an artificial burrow the minimum 
distance necessary to ensure protection. Any above-ground desert 
tortoise found within harm's way along the rail-line corridor during 
repair procedures shall also-be translocated the minimum distance 
necessary to ensure its safety. 

5. The Bureau shall ensure that new culverts shall be placed in areas where 
current tortoise use of the railroad track berm is concentrated. The 
design of all barriers and culverts, and their locations, shall be 
approved by the Service and the Bureau. Tortoise proof barriers, if 
found to be needed by the Service, shall be placed parallel to the 
tracks and oriented to guide desert tortoise to the culverts. Culverts 
shall be monitored for indications of desert tortoise use. The culverts 
shall be monitored regularly and kept clear of obstructions for the life 
of the project. 

6. The Bureau shall ensure that where culverts are needed to provide for 
flood flows, their size shall be such as to allow unobstructed movement 
of desert tortoise under the railroad tracks. 

a. The mouth of the culverts shall be tied into the natural 
terrain to facilitate unobstructed movement of desert tortoise 
under the railroad tracks. 

b. These culverts shall be monitored yearly (prior to each 
spring's desert tortoise activity period) and corrective 
action taken (prior to each spring's desert tortoise activity 
period) to maintain an unobstructed path for desert tortoises 
through the culverts. 

c. Immediately following storm events, during the desert 
tortoise•s··activity period, all culverts shall.be inspected 
and repaired as necessary to maintain an unobstructed path to 
this animal's movement. 
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7. The Bureau shall ensure that each train trip becween February 1 and 
October 31 shall be preceded by a qualified biologist to survey and 
remove any desert tortoise found on or adjacent to the rail-line. 
Removed desert tortoise shall be placed off the rail-line berm. All 
desert tortoise that are found within the immediate vicinity of the 
tracks shall be moved off the tracks the minimum distance necessary to 
ensure their safety. These animals shall be placed in the shade of a 
shrub on th~ side of the tracks which corresponds with the direction 
they were hiading. Thi~ monitoring/protection program shall be 
conducted for a minimum of three years. A report shall be submitted 
within 30 days to the Service following the first desert tortoise 
activity period which coincides with rail-line activity. The monitoring 
data shall be evaluated to determine which areas warrant placement of a 
barrier/culvert system. Exact locations and designs of barriers and 
culverts shall be selected in the field with the direction of Service, 
Bureau, and Department personnel. 

8. Culvert passage areas shall be provided at least once every mile. These 
culvert passage ·areas shall be placed along Eagle Mountain Road from the 
intersection of Interstate 10 and Eagle Mountain Road north along a 
distance of approximately 4.5 miles. A minimum of four crossing, 
comprised of a minimum of three culverts each (each culvert being no 
smaller than 18 inches in diameter), shall be provided. 

9. Fencing shall result in a non-breachable barrier and its support 
structure may be comprised of a variety of materials. Galvanized 
hardware cloth of 1/8 inch diameter, or smaller, shall be used along the 
base of the fence and be buried 24 inches underground and extend at 
least 18 inches above ground. Where burial is not possible, the bottom 
1/2 of the fence shall be laid flat on the ground, opposite the road, 
and secured in a way which prevents desert tortoise from gaining access 

· to the road. 

10. This fencing shall be tied into the culvert/bridge system so that desert 
tortoise moving along the barrier will be passively guided to safe 
passage points under the road. 

11. This fencing shall be monitored yearly (prior to each spring's desert 
tortoise activity period) and corrective action taken (prior to each 
spring's desert tortoise activity period) to maintain the integrity of 
the barrier to desert tortoise. In addition, following storms, the 
integrity of the fence shall be determined and repaired immediately if 
found to be damaged. 

12. In washes and other areas susceptible to flash-flooding events, •break
away• tortoise fabric may be installed. These segments will be loosely 
tied to the fence on higher ground, permitting them to •break away• in 
the event of substantial surface flows. 

13. If desert tortoise are found not to make use of the culverts under Eagle 
Mountain Road, then other measures shall be developed as necessary. 
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This may include the construction of several low bridges over the washes 
to facilitate movement of desert tortoise across this barrier. 

14. If monitoring shows an additional need for culvert crossings further 
north along Eagle Mountain Road, they shall be installed within one year 
of that determination. 

15. At the end of each working day, all trash shall be ·covered with a 
minilllWll of 6"inches of dirt/mine tailings. Furthermore, the active 
portion of the landfill shall be fenced to aid in controlling wind-blown 
trash. 

16. To mitigate potential increases in common raven populations from the 
presence of trash at the landfill site, a common raven monitoring 
program shall be conducted for the life of the project. This includes a 
minimum of two years of preparation and post-closure monitoring. 
Monitoring shall continue throughout the. life of the project or until 
the agencies (i.e. the Bureau and Service) determine that it is no 
longer necessary. Moreover, the Bureau shall ensure that the common 
raven population along Eagle Mountain Road shall be regularly monitored 
as part of the project-wide monitoring program. If the regional raven 
population is found to increase due to landfill activities, then an 
active raven control program shall be instituted. An active raven 
control plan, along with appropriate depredation permits, shall be 
developed and. in place before use of rights-of-way begins. 

17. Road-killed wildlife species found along the road shall be promptly 
removed to reduce the attraction of ravens and other potential desert 
tortoise predators to the area. 

' 18. Prior to construction or maintenance activities, a desert tortoise 
survey shall be completed. All desert tortoise found within the impact 
area shall be removed. 

a. All surveys shall be consistent with Service protocol. 

b. For desert tortoise found within the impact area of the road 
alignment, if an existing burrow of the correct dimensions is not 
available, an artificial burrow shall be constructed outside of the 
road alignment and the animal shall be released at that site as 
soon as the exclusion fence is in place. 

19. All staging areas shall be clearly marked. No habitat damaging activity 
shall be permitted outside of these designated areas. 

20. \Jhile in or adjacent to desert tortoise habitat and outside of areas 
cleared of desert tortoise and enclosed by a desert tortoise proof 
fence, operators shall inspect under all vehicles, equipment, and 
supplies for desert tortoise prior to·their·movement. If a desert 
tortoise is present, the appropriate party permitted to handle desert 
tortoise shall be summoned to remove the animal from harm's way per the 
terms and conditions of this biological opinion. 
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21. An authorized biologist (a professional biologist with demonstrated 
experience with desert tortoise involving techniques to locate desert 
tort~se and their sign, including correct tortoise handling) shall be 
present on-site during the clearance survey(s). This biologist should 
have experience in marking (acrylic paint/epoxy technique) desert 
tortoise for future identification. The biologist shall provide a full 
report to the Bureau.and Service of all desert tortoise which are found 
and moved from harms way. This information shall include: 1) the 
locations (narrative and maps) and dates of observations: 2) general 
conditions ~nd health, any apparent injuries and state of healing and 
whether animals voided their bladders when handled; 3) locations moved 
from and locations moved to; 4) diagnostic markings (e.g., 
identification numbers or previously marked lateral acutes. 
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a. Tortoise that are encountered in the summer shall be held until 
temperatures have dropped to or below 90°F and then released at the 
relocation site at an empty burrow or an artificial burrow after 
appropriate information (i.e., weight, length, width, height, sex, 
apparent health, and identification number) has been collected. 
These animals shall not be held more than 24 hours. Desert 
tortoise found during the winter shall be held and isolated from 
other desert tortoise by containing them in individual cardboard 
boxes and kept in a cool place, yet protected from freezing 
temperatures, until the following spring at which time they shall 
be released at the relocation area after the required information 
is collected. The release site shall be next to an empty desert 
tortoise burrow or an artificial burrow and the animal shall be 
placed in the shade of a shrub. Under certain circumstances (i.e. 
episodes of warm weather), with prior Service approval, desert 
tortoise removed from harm's way during the winter may be released 
and not held for the duration of the winter. 

b. Desert tortoise that are handled shall be marked for future 
identification. An identification number (using the acrylic 
paint/epoxy technique) shall be placed on the 4th costal scute 
(Fish and Wildlife Service 1990). Additionally, a 35mm photograph 
(slide) of the carapace, plastron, and the 4th left costal scute 
will be taken. Notching is not authorized. 

c. Artificial burrows shall be approximately 5 feet long and two feet 
deep at the distal end. The angle of decline for the burrow floor 
shall not be more that 20° from the mouth to the distal end of the 
burrow. Other burrow dimensions may be used as deemed appropriate 
by a desert tortoise expert with prior Service approval. 

d. All desert tortoise that are handled shall be marked using epoxy 
and a tag which incorporates the Service's consultation number for 
this biological opinion (i.e. 1-6-92-F-39) and an individual 
specific identification number. 

22. Only persons authorized by the-service under the ·auspices of this 
Biological Opinion shall handle desert tortoise. The authorized 
person(s) shall be approved by the Service prior to the onset of 
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activities that would impact desert tortoise. The Bureau/project 
proponent shall submit the name(s) and credentials of the person(s) that 
will handle desert tortoise to the Service for review and approval at 
least five (15) days prior to the onset of activities. 

23. Desert tortoise that are relocated o~ otherwise handled due to project 
related activities shall be handled in accordance with the procedures as 
detailed in The Interim Techniques Handbook £or Collecting and Analyzing 
Data on Desert Tortoise Populations and Ha~Ltscs (Service 1990), Chapter 
III, •Protocols for Handling Live Tortoises,• which identifies specific 
handling techniques and precautions to be employed to protect tortoise. 

. . 
24. The Bureau shall ensure that a long-term desert tortoise monitoring 

program shall be instituted that will monitor changes in the populations 
as the project proceeds. The intent of the monitoring program is to 
detect the long-term effects on the desert tortoise population from both 
direct and indirect impacts associated with the project. This program 
shall be approved by the Service and the Bureau. The program shall 
include two years of preconstruction monitoring. 

25. All landfill associated employees shall participate in a desert tortoise 
education program. The program shall be developed by the project 
proponent prior to implementing all authorized activities. Employees 
shall be advised of the potential impact to the desert tortoise and the 
potential penalties for taking a threatened species. The content of the 
education program shall be submitted to the Bureau for review at least 
30 days prior to the presentation of the program to employees. At a 
minimum, the program shall include the following topics: occurrence of 
the desert tortoise and general ecology, sensitivity of the species to 
human activities, legal protection for desert tortoises, penalties for 
violations of federal and state laws, reporting requirements, and 
project features designed to reduce the impacts to desert tortoises and 
promote the species long term survival. 

26. A Desert Tortoise Procedure Card (to be distributed to all employees) 
shall be developed to reflect the measures necessary to comply with the 
threatened status of the desert tortoise. The card shall reflect the 
current status of the desert tortoise and the prohibition of take. The 
card shall identify the person(s) authorized to handle this species. 

27. The project proponent shall designate a field contact representative 
(FCR.) who will be responsible for overseeing compliance with protective 
measures for the desert tortoise and for coordination on compliance with 
the Bureau's stipulations. The FCR. shall have the authority to halt all 
associated project activities which may be in violation of the 
stipulations. 

28. To avoid the possibility of this type of accident, refueling equipment 
should be ·maintained·at the·junction of the Eagle Mountain rail-line and 
the main tracks. 
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Desert Pupfish 

29. The Bureau shall ensure that a contingency plan will be in place prior 
to the movement of a locomotive engine on the rail line. 

a. The Bureau shall be the lead agency who will coordinate the 
corrective actions/activities in the event of a derailment. 

22 

b. The bureau shall coordinate the.identification of the 
responsible parties and their roles in the event of a spill or 
other project related activity. 

c. The participating parties shall be signatory to the 
contingency plan 

30. Prior to each passage of a locomotive engine over the rail-line, an 
inspection of the fuel and lubricant holding tanks shall occur. All 
leaks shall be fixed prior to passage over Salt Creek. A log of all 
such inspections shall be kept and provided to the Bureau or Service 
upon request. 

31. A non-porous material or other suitable material or structure capable of 
containing petroleum products shall be incorporated into the rail-line 
at the Salt Creek trestle. The integrity of this material shall be 
inspected on a daily basis to help prevent the possibility of petroleum 
products entering Salt Creek. Drainage shall be established so runoff 
from the trestle or adjacent rail-line does not enter desert pupfish 
habitat. 

32. All landfill associated employees will participate in a desert pupfish 
education program. The program will be developed by the project 
proponent prior to implementing all authorized activities. Employees 
will be advised of the potential impact to the desert pupfish and the 
potential penalties for taking an endangered species. The content of 
the education program will be submitted to the Bureau for review at 
least 30 days prior to the presentation of the program to employees. At 
a minimum, the program will include the following topics: occurrence of 
the desert pupfish and its general ecology, sensitivity of the species 
to human activities, legal protection for desert pupfish, penalties for 
violations of federal and state laws, reporting requirements, and 
project features designed to reduce the impacts to the species and 
promote its long term survival. 

33. A qualified biologist shall be on site during all maintenance, 
construction, and emergency activities which may impact desert pupfish 
or their habitat. 

34. If maintenance of the trestle or railroad in the Salt Creek tributary 
must occur, mitigation measures shall be incorporated into the project 
plans to avoid impacts to desert pupfish. Furthermore, mitigation plans 
for construction or major maintenance activities shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Service, the Bureau, and the Department prior to 
implementation. 
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35. If construction is required on the trestle or rails crossing the 
tributary, construction plans shall include designs and specifications 
that shall avoid impacts to desert pupfish, including prohibition of 
construction during the fall when pupfish populations are most 
restricted and vulnerable . 

36. Storage and staging areas shall be placed in locations which will not 
effect the h~bitat, and measures to avoid any discharge of pollutants 
shall be incorporated. 

37. A qualified biologist shall be on-site whenever any maintenance work is 
conducted on or near pupfish habitat. 

38. In the event of a rail accident in the vicinity of desert pupfish 
habitat, a qualified biologist shall be included as a response and 
cleanup team member. The Service, Bureau, and the Department shall be 
notified immediately (same day). Cleanup operations shall be moni~ored 
by the biologist so that additional adverse impacts are not incurred by 
the cleanup operation. 
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39. Measures to restore pupfish habitat in Salt Creek and its tributary in 
the event of an accident shall be incorporated as part of the response 
plan. This plan shall include provisions for the removal of any portion 
of the streambed that is contaminated and the replacement of such 
material such that the hydrology of _the stream is not altered. 

40. If an accident causes the loss of the local pupfish population, the 
habitat shall be restocked as soon as biologically appropriate with 
pupfish of the same genetic strain. 

Disposition of Sick, Injured, or Dead Individuals 

The Service's Carlsbad Office (619-431-9440) must be notified within three 
working days should any listed species be found dead or injured in or adjacent 
to the action area. Notification must include the date, time, and location of 
the carcass, cause of death or injury, and any other pertinent information. 
In the event that the Bureau suspects that a species has been taken in 
violation of the terms and conditions contained within this biological 
opinion, such situation shall be reported to the Service's, Division of Law 
Enforcement, Torrance, California at (310) 984-0062. 

CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

Section 7(a)(l) of the Act directs federal agencies to utilize their 
authorities to further the purposes of the Act by carrying out conservation 
programs for the benefit of endangered and threatened species. The term 
"conservation recommendations• has been defined as Service suggestions 
regarding discretionary agency activities to minimize or avoid adverse effects 
of a proposed action on listed species or critical habitat or regarding the 
development of information. The recommendations provided here relate only to 
the proposed action and do not necessarily represent complete fulfillment of 
the agency's section 7(a)(l) responsibility for these species. 
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Desert Tortoise 

1. The Bureau should conduct ecological studies designed to detect and 
quantify the affects of the proposed project on the desert tortoise 
population found within the action area of the project. 

Desert Pupfish 
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1. The Bureau should conduct ecological studies designed to detect and 
quantify the affects of the proposed project on desert pupfish found in • 
Salt Creek. A routine water quality assessment is needed to help 
determine the affects of an active rail-line on desert pupfish. 
Furthermore, this assessment needs to include an analysis of organic 
compounds and their quantification. 

In order for the Service to be kept informed of actions that either minimize 
or avoid adverse effects or that benefit listed species or their habitats, the 
Service requests notification of the implementation of any conservation 
recommendations. 

CONCLUSION 

This concludes formal consultation on the proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill 
Project. As required by 50 CFR. 402.16, re-initiation of formal consultation 
is required if the action is significantly modified in a manner not discussed 
above, if new information becomes available on listed species or impacts to 
listed species, or if the incidental take limit is exceeded. We would 
appreciate notification of your final decision on this matter. Any questions 
or comments should be directed to Arthur Davenport of my staff at (619) 431-
9440. 

Attachment 

• 
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EDIBIT E 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 

Pormal section 7 conference (Critical Habitat) 

u.s. Department of the Interior 
Pish and Wildlife service 

Dated: Septeml>er 20, 1993 

The BLM conferred with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
concerning the current proposal o~ critical habitat for the 
desert tortoise within the project area. The Service concluded 
the original Biological Opinion adequately addressed impacts to 
habitat and that the widening of Eagle Mountain Road and the 
operation of the rail line is not expected to adversely modify or 
destroy critical habitat • 
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_ ..... LE __ ,__ ___ c __ arlsbad, California 92008 
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Surname by ____ _ 
Return to _____ _ 

September 20, 1993 

MEMORANDUM library _____ _ 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

State Director, Bureau 
California 

Field Supervisor 

Request for Initiation of a Formal Section 7 Conference on the. 
Eagle Mountain Landfill, Riverside County, California 

This aclcnow_ledges your request, dated September 1, 1993, for formal conference 
relative to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act), 
for the subject proposal. Your request was received by the Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Service) on September 3, 1993. As stated in your memo, the reason 
for the request is due to the recent proposal of critical habitat for the 
desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii)" within the project area. 

In this particular instance the Service concludes that the original Biological 
Opinion adea13tely addressed impacts to habitat which has recently been 
proposed as 'critical habitat for the desert tortoise. The particular area 

•' where proposed critical habitat is an issue is along Eagle Mountain Road and 
is due to the proposed road widening associated with the proposed project. 

• 

·• The mitigation measures proposed by the Bureau of Land Management, the project 
proponent, and the terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion (1-6-92-F-
39), adequately offset iaspacts to proposed critical habitat along this road. · 
Therefore, should critical habitat be listed, the Service finds that the 
Biological Opinion is adequate in all pertinent respects, and, as such, shall 
be adopted as the Biological Opinion. If critical habitat is listed in its 
current proposed configuration, formal consultation under section.7 of the Act 
would have been mandated due to project related activities and the resultant 
adverse modification and destruction of critical _habitat. The operation of 
the rail line is not expected to adversely modify or destroy proposed critical 
habitat. Therefore, formal consultation would not be required under section 7 
of the Act for this activity at the time critical habitat was designated. 

This concludes formal conference on the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project. As 
required by 50 CFR. 402.16, re-initiation of formal consultation is required if 
the action is significantly modified in a manner not discussed within the 
Biological Opinion. Re-initiation of formal consultation is also required if 
new information becomes available on listed species or impacts to listed 
species, including impacts that would result in adverse modification or 
destruction of designated critical habitat, or if the incidental take limit is 
met or exceeded. Any questions or comments should be directed to Arthur 
Davenport of my staff at (619) 431-9440. 
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BDIBIT P 

BAGLB KOUH'?AIB LANDPILL PROJECT 

Opinion on Campsite/Millsite Reverter 

u.s. Department of the Interior 
Office of the Solicitor 
Pacific southwest Region 

Dated: Pabrua:ry 2, 1993 

As discussed in Section 4.4.1 of the Record of Decision, the 
selected lands include an interest in a tract of land containing 
approximately 460 acres which was conveyed to Kaiser under Patent 
1153422 for campsite and millsite purposes, pursuant to Private 
Law 790 enacted by the United States congress on Julys, 1952. 
The patent, as provided in the Act, contains a reversionary 
clause that if the lands are not used for a continuous 7 year 
period for mining related purposes, the land would revert to the 
United States. The 460 acre tract of land is occupied by the 
mining town of Eagle Mountain which is owned by Kaiser. The 
opinion of the Regional Solicitor, Pacific Southwest Region, on 
the matter of the reversionary interest of the United States 
follows • 
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~o: state Director, Bureau of Land llanagement, C&lifornia 

raOK: Jllsvlun~l Solicitor, ~ac1%1c sou'thvest kegion 

SUBJECT: Eagle Mountain Project - Kaiser Steel Exchange 

Your :memorandum of January 19, 1993, requests my opinion an 
several questions of law concerning the proposed exchange of 
land& vitb E•.l.11H1r steel corp. The p@lic lancls and in't.erest in 
the lands proposed for disposal, were patented to Kaiser Steel 
Corporation pursuant to the authority of Private Law 790 (66 
stat. AiZ9) and conta1nac1 a reservation or all minerals and a 
revarsionary clause wbic:h provided for the return of title to the 
United States if Kaiser or its successors did not use the 
property tor a cont1nu0W1 periOC1 or seven years as a camp site or 
mill site or for other incidental purposes in connection with 

·Kaiser's mining operations. You have also advised that Kaiser 
• 1saue4 a surrace lease tor ue operation of a correctional 

facility and received compensation therefore. 

To properly answer your inquiry, one must determine what interest 
Kaiser has in the property and what interest remains in the 
United States. An examination of Private Law 790, supra, and the 
patent isaue4 to Kaiser discloses that Kaiser received. the 
surface estate, subject t~ the possil,ility that that estate might 
revert to the Onitad States. The control of the reveraion rests 
with Kaiser, however, I am of the opinion that the surface estate 
will not revert to the United States automatically, .but would 
only revert upon the election of the Secretary, based upon a 
finding that tbe facts support the applicability of the 
reversianary clause. The factual evidence furnished by Xaiser 
leads to the inescapal)le conclusion that the conditions of the 
reverter have not been trigqered. 

In view of the fact that Kaiser received fu1l and complete title 
to the surface estate, subject only to the possibility of 
reverter, I am of the opinion that Kaiser's lease of a portion of 
the property for the operation of a correctional facility was 
well within the rights· ;ranted to Kaiser by -the patent. Kaiser 
received full possessory interest in the surface of tbe property 



and had the right to utili~e that surface at its discretion, 
subject only to the conditions of the reverter clause. 

'l'he remcining question concerns the value to ~e yiv~n to Kaiser's 
interest in the property. The United States has reserved title 
to the mineral estate in the property and has the right to 
reacquire the surface e~tate o! tbu property should Kaiser not 
utilize a portion of the property as a mining camp, mill site, 
etc. Kaiser may exchange only its surface estate with the United 
States and may be- given. '-=~·ud1L only tor the value of the surtace 
estate less the improvements placed upon the property by Kaiser. 
I will be pleased to work with your appraiser in properly valuing 
Raiser's interest in this property. 

i=~W. B ~!' ~II /2 . C OU . e Regi~ 

,/ ~ ~ ,._,,. __ . _ _,-/'e,.,,~ 
By urton J ley 

Assista t Regional Solie~ or 
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Dear Reader: 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Palm Springs - South Coast Resource Area 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
Post Office Box 2000 

North Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

Attached is the Final Environmental Impact Statement and Environmental Impact Report ( EIS/EIR) 
for the proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill Project in Riverside County. This Final EIS/EIR includes 
minor modifications to the proposed action based on public comment, new regulations, and further 
analysis. Responses to all public comments and statements given at the various public hearings are. 
also included. 

The Bureau of Land Management served as the federal lead and the County of Riverside served as 
the state lead. in the preparation of this document. The joint document has been prepared pursuant 
to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act and the California EAvironmental Quality 
Act. The attached printed and bound environmental document represents the joint Final EIS/EIR. 
The Final EIS/EIR will be used to decide on the various discretionary. actions by the Bureau arid the 
County. A Record of Decision (ROD) will be prepared by the Bureau, however, a decision will not 
be made until after the Bureau has received the Biological Opinion from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. It is expected that the Biological Opinion will be received and a decision made before the 
end of November, 1992. •• 

Comments on the environmental documents or the project will be accepted by the Bureau for a 30 
day period following the release of the Final EIS/EIR. Your comments will be considered in arriving 
at our decision on this proposed action. Please send your comments to: 

Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs • South Coast Resource Area 
63-500 Garnet Ave. 
P.O. Box 2000 
North Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

We wish to thank those persons who have contributed their time and knowledge to this project. We 
appreciate your interest and your commitment to participating in this process. 



' ' 

r 

FINAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
· ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT NO. 323 

FOR THE 
EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 

Specific Plan No. 252 
State Clearinghouse No. 8908413 

- (Volume I of Ill) 

Applicant 

KAISER STEEL RESOURCES, INC.-· 
and 

MINE RECLAMATION CORPORATION 

Prepared for 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

.,·',_//-;,?'~~ -
EdHastey 
California State Director 

~o_ a ,~ t-3-1':i. 
JoseA.Riards Date · 
Plan ing Director 

BLM-CA-PT-91-015-2200 

Tilis document printed on recycled paper:·. 



Eagle Mountain Landfill Project, Riverside County, California 
Federal Land Exchange and Right-of-Way Approval 
County General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan 

Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 

Lead Agencies: 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
California Desert District 
Palm Springs-South Coast Resource Area 

County of Riverside 
Riverside, California 

Cooperating Agencies: 

National Park Service Bureau of Mines 
Joshua Tree National Monument Western Field Operation Center 

Prepared By: 

RECON 
Regional Environmental Consultants 
Job Number 2100E 

For Information Contact: 

ii 

Steve Nagle 
Bureau of Land Management 
400 S. Farrell Drive, Suite B-205 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 
(619) 323-4421 

Abstract: 

David Mares 
County of Riverside 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 
(714) 275-3290 

The Eagle Mountain Landfill Project is a proposed Class m nonhazardous solid waste 
landfill in an unused open pit mine located at Eagle Mountain in northeastern Riverside 
County, California. Eagle Mountain is located in the California Desert Conservation Area. 
The project site is comprised of about 4,684 acres of federal and patented lands. Under the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), about 3,271 acres of Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) lands will be transferred to Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc., in exchange 
for land currently owned by Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc. The BLM lands are necessary for 
the operation of the landfill and the Kaiser lands contain desirable quality wildlife habitat 
on the ChuckwallaBench. Also, a new FLPMA right-of-way would be issued for the entire 
length of the Eagle Mountain rail line, the existing Eagle Mountain Road, and the proposed 
Eagle Mountain Road Extension, which begins just south of the Metropolitan Water District 
(MWD) pumping station. 
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The landfill itself will comprise 2,262 acres. At full-scale operations, the landfill will accept 
an inflow of up to 20,000 tons of solid waste per day from throughout southern California 
for approximately 115 years. Of this total, 18,000 tons per day will be shipped in containers 
along the Southern Pacific main line to a rail junction at Ferrum, from which it will be 
transported along the 52-mile Eagle Mountain rail line to the project site. A total of 2,000 
tons per day of containerized waste will be delivered by truck. The project will be served 
by a network of rail and truck transfer stations to be located throughout southern California. 

The Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan amends the Riverside County General Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance and Map to facilitate initiation of a landfill operation at the Eagle 
Mountain iron ore mine site. The Specific Plan zone is being created to support the addition 
of landfill and associated land uses on the project site. The design of the landfill includes 
the use of a composite liner on the entire bottom and side slopes of the pit; a leachate 
collection, recovery, and treatment system; and a gas collection system. Measures for dust 
control and a number of other planning and monitoring requirements would also be included 
in the project. All on-site drainage improvements for protection of run-on into the landfill 
will be sized to accept 500-yearflows. The Specific Plan discusses the relationship of these 
activities to the project. 

The project would contribute particulates and vehicle emissions to the Southeast Desert and 
South Coast air basins, and would also contribute to the cumulative overdraft of the region's 
water resources. These are significant impacts which cannot be entirely mitigated. All 
other potential adverse impacts to the environment either would not be significant or would 
be mitigated below a significant level through design aspects of the project, implemented 
either prior to construction of the project or as conditions of county, state, and federal permits 
applicable to the project. 

Other Federal and State Actions: 

Endangered Species Act, Section 7 consultation between Bureau of Land Management and 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Clean Water Act, Section 404 permit from U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Solid Waste Facilities Permit from the County of Riverside Department of Health (the Lead 

Enforcement Agency) and certification by the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board 

California Department of Fish and Game Code, Section 1603 agreement 
Discharge Requirements from the Lower Colorado River Regional Water Quality Control 

Board 
Authority to Construct/Permit to Operate from the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District 
Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
California Fish and Game Code, Section 2081 permit 

iii 
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Executive Summary 

Executive Summary 

Mine Reclamation Corporation (MRC) proposes to develop a Class III nonhazardous solid 
waste landfill in an unused iron ore open pit mine at Eagle Mountain in northeastern Riverside 
County, California. The landfill at peak operations would receive up to 20,000 tons per day 
(tpd) of solid waste: 18,000 tpd by rail and 2,000 tpd by truck. The project is the construction 
of the landfill and access improvements, and opt!ration of the landfill including railroad and 
truck transport of refuse from opening to closure and post-closure monitoring. 

In addition to the proposed action, several project alternatives were considered in detail in the 
draft environmental impact statement/environmental impact report (EIS/EIR): ( 1) the Reduced 
Landfill Operations alternative allows for the disposal of up to 16,000 tpd in a reduced landfill 
area. The -reduced landfill area would be the same as the proposed project's area, less those 
areas containing the deepest portions of the East Pit. It would allow for the disposal of 14,000 
tpd by rail and 2,000 tpd by truck; (2) the Proposed Action with Rail Access Only alternative 
would limit the project to 16,000 tpd of solid waste, delivered by rail only. It would avoid the 
effects attributable to the 100 truck deliveries per day; and (3) the No Project alternative would 
leave the project area in its present disturbed condition and avoid the potential effects of the 
proposed landfill. It would require continued reliance on existing or new landfills in southern 
California. The Bureau of Land Management's preferred alternative is the proposed action, as 
modified, including the mitigation described in Section II.C. cif this EIS/EIR. 

Description of Actions 
The federal lead agency is the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), from whom approval 
would be required for ( 1) a transfer of BLM lands at the project site to Kaiser Steel Resources, 
Inc., in exchange for Kaiser-owned lands along the Eagle Mountain rail line, and (2) granting 
of a new Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) right-of-way for access to the 
landfill over the entire length of the Eagle Mountain rail line, Eagle Mountain Road, and the 
proposed Eagle Mountain Road Extension. The state lead agency is the County of Riverside, 
from whom approval would be needed for a General Plan Amendment, a Zone Change, a 
Specific Plan for the landfill, revision of the Mine Reclamation Plan approved in 1978, and a 
Development Agreement. Other actions necessary to implement the project identified and 
covered by this EIS/EIR include: 

• A solid waste facilities permit issued by the Riverside County Department of Health (the -
Local Enforcement Agency [LEA]) and the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board; 
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• Waste discharge requirements issued_ by the Colorado River Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB); -·· 

• Authority to Construct and Pennitfo Operate the landfill gas disposal system issued by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District; 

• BLM consultation under Section 7 of the~federal Endangered Species Ac.t with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for potential effects on federally listed:threatened and 
endangered species; 

• A streambed alteration agreement with the California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) pursuant to Section 1603-ofth~~~~te Fish and Game Code; 

~-~ ;f,~~:~~. ~~~i1~1 - ... 

• A Management Agreement with the CDFG under the California Endangered Species Act 
(Sectfon 2081. o{the state Fish and Grune Code); 

• Compliance with Section I 0~ of ,the National Historic Preservation Act; 

• Possibly, a pennit from the U.S. Anny Corps of ~ngineers under Section 404 of the federal 
Clean Water Act; and 

• . Any other pennits and actions necessary to implement the landfill and rehabilitation of the 
_ . __ existing railroad and truck road. 

The landfill would receive refuse from a number of off-site solid waste processing and transfer 
stations (materials recovery facilities, or MRFs). This project includes the transport of solid 
waste and the transport and temporary storage of some recyclable materials from the MRFs, 
but not the construction _and_ operation of the MRFs themselves, which will require separate 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance. 

Modifications to the Project 
A draft EIS/EIR was prepared and circulated for public and agency review from July 19, 1991, 
to September 17, 1991. Sin'ce the draft EIS/EIR was issued, minor modifications have been 
incorporated in the project as a result of new regulations, responses to public comments, or 
other engineering considerations. These changes are nonsubstantive and do not change any of 
the impact conclusions of the draft EIS/EIR. They consist of changes in the landfill contain
ment system and reduction in truck traffic:.to:-the landfill. 

' •·. - . '.{ ;'.: -it'.i..i" ~ ~:J.!:1½~':~j";Y- ) 
' . --~~r~,:t;:; ... tr~ 

Changes in the Containment System.-Jhe project was originally proposed with a clay and 
high-density polyethylene (HDPE))iri'ei'tiri1aer the deepest portions of the landfill as a part of 
the overall containment system. To meet the requirements of new federal regulations and 

,t:.."':·i......,_,___ ·- !"',;.t1\~~~5:~it-
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· Executive Summary 

RWQCB recommendations, the proposed composite liner will underlay refuse within the entire 
landfill area, including side slopes. This composite liner will consist of an HOPE flexible 
membrane liner (FML), which is underlain by a layer of low-permeability soil or material with 
equivalent properties. A foundation and vadose zone monitoring layer will be placed under 
the composite liner. A blanket drainage system for leachate collection and removal will be 
placed above the composite liner, rather than the leachate collection pipes earlier proposed. A 
filter and a protective soil layer will be installed over the leachate collection and removal 
system. A landfill side slope liner is also proposed, consisting of an FML installed over a layer 
of low-permeability soil. 

Reduction in Truck Traffic. Originally, 200 truck round trips per day were proposed during 
peak operations to haul refuse from several locations in San Bernardino and Riverside counties. 
As now proposed, the project would set a limit of 100 truck round trips per day from all sources. 
After three years of operation, there would be no more truck-hauling of waste from outside the 
desert communities relatively near the landfill, and the limit of 100 truck round trips per day 
would apply throughout the life of the project. Limits on truck trips would not apply in 
emergency interruptions of railroad operations. 

Major Impacts and Mitigation 
The EIS/EIR identifies major impacts on air quality, water quality, biology, and cumulative 
effects on water supply. Mitigation identified in the EIS/EIR would reduce impacts for these 
and all other issues. For air quality and cumulative effects on water supply, but for no other 
issues, impacts would remain significant after mitigation. Major impacts and recommended 
mitigation are briefly discussed below. A complete list of impacts and mitigation measures is 
in Section D.C. of the final EIS/EIR. 

Air Quality. Air pollution emissions, even after mitigation, would still exceed most thresholds 
used to determine regulatory actions over point sources. Therefore, air quality effects of the 
project are considered a significant impact The EIS/EIR requires the landfill operator to retain 
a qualified air specialist to supervise all air quality mitigation and report to trustee or regulatory 
agencies. Mitigation measures are consistent with the best available control technology, and 
include operational measures for landfill equipment with combustion engines; electrification 
of landfill equipment where practical; control of fugitive dust by paving, use of dust 
suppressants, and suspension of operations in high winds; maintenance and operating strictures 
for truck and locomotive engines; shutdown, maintenance, operating, and emission control 
procedures for heavy waste-handling equipment; and installation of a landfill gas recovery 
system with regulated flare or energy-recovery disposal of collected gases. 

Cumulative Effect on Water Sugply. Use of groundwater for the landfill, considered together 
with that of other users, would perpetuate an overdraft condition in the aquifer. Mitigation 
measures to reduce the demand for water include recycling wash water and surface water which 
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may come in contact with refuse, but the project would still contribute to overdraft of the 
aquifer. 

Water Quality. The major potential impact to water quality would occur if leachate or landfill 
gas from the landfill .were to migrate into and contaminate groundwater, or if runoff were to 
contact refuse and subsequently contaminate surface waters. For the protection of ground
water, mitigation measures in the EIS/EIR include screening of incoming waste to eliminate 
hazardous·. materials, iristalfation of a composite liner under all areas underlying refuse, 
installation of a leachate collection and disposal system, installation of a landfill gas emissions 
and m·igr,ation control system, installation of groundwater pollution detection and monitoring 
wells,.and installation of a vadose zone monitoring system beneath the liner. For the protection 
of surf ace water, mitigation measures include the construction of a drainage system to conduct 
runoff away from the landfill and all refuse-handling areas, prompt compaction and cover of 
refuse, and use of a:low-permeability final cover and grading restrictions to reduce infiltration 
of precipitation into the landfill. 

Biology. Construction and operation of the landfill, access roads, and railroad could adversely 
affect the federally endangered species desert pupfish and the federally threatened and state 
endangered species desert tortoise. The EIS/EIR requires the landfill operator to retain a 
qualified biologist to supervise all biological mitigation and report to trustee or resource 
agencies. For desert pupfish, mitigation would consist of reviewing plans and monitoring all 
construction and maintenance work in the Salt Creek drainage; avoidance of weed abatement 
with chemicals near the habitat; evaluation of railroad operations on the pupfish with appro
priate mitigation satisfactory to USFWS and CDFG, if needed; and development of an 
emergency response plan to minimize impacts in case of a rail accident near the habitat. For 
the desert tortoise, mitigation for the potential loss of tortoises due to road and railroad traffic 
include monitoring tortoises near the road and railroad, relocating tortoises; and constructing 
barriers and passages to keep tortoises off the traveled ways. An extensive control program 
for ravens, coyotes,·kit foxes, and other potential tortoise predators is recommended. Mitiga
tion is also required for potential impacts to other sensitive species, including the California 
leaf-nosed bat, Eagle Mountain scrub jay, Alverson's foxtail cactus, Orocopia sage, and 
Nelson's bighorn sheep. 
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I. Introduction 

I. Introduction 
This is the final EIS/EIR for the proposed Eagle Mountain landfill project. It incorporates 
information contained in the addendum presented to the Riverside County Planning Commis
sion on June 17, 1992. The federal lead agency with responsibility for the project is the Bureau 
of Land Management, and the state lead agency is the County of Riverside. This final EIS/EIR 
has been' prepared pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), which apply to the federal actions, and the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), which apply to the state and county actions. 

Volume I of this final EIS/EIR contains a description of the proposed action (Section II.A.) 
including modifications resulting from new legislation and public comments on the draft 
EIS/EIR (Section II.B.). The potential environmental impacts of the proposed action and 
alternatives, and mitigation measures intended to reduce impacts are summarized in Section 
II.G. of Volume I. Section VI of Volume I summarizes the major issues of concern raised 
during the public comment period, with a brief description of actions and conclusions in 
response to public comments. Also contained in Volume I is a detailed response to each 
comment letter received (Section VII). 

Volume II of this final EIS/EIR contains all of the public comment letters reproduced in full 
with a document identification number in the upper right-hand comer of each page of the letter. 
Individual comments within each letter are identified by marginal numbers indicating the 
beginning of the specific comment. The comment letters are preceded by an index which 
includes the document identification number for each letter and the name of the individual or 
agency who produced the letter of comment. 

Volume III of the final EIS/EIR contains three appendixes: (L) Updated Drainage Report; 
(M) Updated Air Quality Information; and (N) the Biological Assessment for BLM's Section 
7 Consultation with the USFWS. It should be noted that two volumes of technical appendixes 
(A through K) were released with the draft EIS/EIR. 

Numerous references are made throughout these documents to the draft EIS/EIR and to 
Volumes I and II of the Appendixes. These documents were previously circulated with the 
draft EIS/EIR and are not being reproduced. Copies, however, are readily available for 
inspection at the locations identified in Section V.D. of the final EIS/EIR. 

A. Background 
The proposed project site is located on a portion of the Eagle Mountain open pit iron ore mine 
which was operated by Kaiser Steel Corporation until 1983. Three large open pits (approxi
mately one to two miles long) were excavated during Kaiser's operations at the Eagle Mountain 
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Mine. These are named the Black Eagle Pit ( westernmost), ·Central Pit, and East Pit (formerly 
known as the North-South Pit). The past mining activities have resulted in the creation of 
significant stockpiles of spoils material on the site. Mine Reclamation Corporation has leased 
approximately 8,300 acres of the former Eagle Mountain mine from Kaiser Steel Resources, 
Inc. for a period of 100 years. MRC proposes to develop approximately 4,684 acres of this 
property to operate a Class Ill nonhazardous sanitary landfill, of which 2,262 acres would 
contain the landfill itself. The East Pit, which is proposed for use for landfilling, is approxi
mately two miles long in an east-west direction, 2,000 feet wide north to south; and 400 to 800 
feet deep. The proposed action will involve a land exchange between BLM and Kaiser Steel 
Resources, Inc. and the conversion of the existing 52-mile Kaiser railroad right-of-way and 
Eagle Mountain Road right-of-way to new FLPMA rights-of-way. The Kaiser railroad would 
be reactivated-to allow for rail transport to the site. 

B. Purpose 
The purpose and need for this project are ( 1) to develop new Class Ill waste disposal facilities 
needed to accommodate estimated future demand throughout southern California and (2) to 
provide capacity in a remote desert setting which reduces land use compatibility and landfill 
gas emission problems faced by existing landfills in proximity to residential and other urban 
uses. 

A number of publications have documented the need for new refuse disposal facilities is Los 
Angeles, San Bem~dino, Riverside, and Orange counties. This information is summarized as 
follows.-

State Assembly Bill (AB) 939, a recently enacted statute requiring mandatory recycling for 
residential ~olid waste, is expected to reduce the severity of the disposal capacity shortfall in 
Los Angele~ <;gunty, as this program is:implemented over the next few years. The goal of AB 
939 is to divert·25 percent of solid waste from landfills by· 1995 and 50 percent by the year 
2000. Historically, successful curbside residential recycling programs have resulted in the 
di version of ·12-15 percent of the residential waste stream from landfills. If these results are 
achieved in the city of Los Angeles, for example, curbside collection may result in the diversion 
of 900 tpd. This sayings would reduce_ the total waste landfilled in the city by 5 percent. 
Additional savi~gs will be achieved as the City implements planned yard waste composting 
and other diversion programs. 

The Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) for Los Angeles County Integrated 
Waste Management System (1990) characterizes three scenarios in predicting L.A. County's 
waste generation and diversion rates. In all three scenarios it is assumed that the amount of 
waste generated will .increase at a rate of 1 percent per year due to population growth and at 
an a~ditional rate of 1 ;5 percent due-to per capita increases. The three scenarios are ( 1) assum
ing 1990 waste generation and diversion rates·and current recycling levels, the County will 
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encounter a shortfall in solid waste disposal capacity in 1991; (2) assuming AB 939 goals are 
met, the shortfall would be delayed until 1992; and (3) assuming maximum compliance with 
AB 939 and full expansion of all existing landfill sites, the shortfall would be delayed until 
about 2002, and would remain relatively small until about 2005. Regardless of which scenario 
proves most accurate, it is a virtual certainty that a serious shortfall in disposal capacity for 
solid waste will emerge by 2005, and perhaps much earlier. 

As of 1987, the valley area of San Bernardino County (with 80 percent of the county's total 
population) was generating and disposing approximately 3,900 tpd of nonhazardous solid 
waste in five County-owned landfills. If per capita waste generation increases at the same rate 
as elsewhere in southern California, existing capacity may be exhausted in approximately six 
years. The County is evaluating the potential to expand an existing landfill and to site new 
facilities to meet its long-term disposal needs (Southern California Association of Governments 
[SCAG] 1988:1-16). 

The Riverside County Waste Management Generation Study (June 14, 1991) estimates total 
solid waste generation in the county during fiscal year (FY) 1989-1990 at 1,861,495 tons. On 
a six-day-per-week basis, this means almost 6,000 tpd are landfilled in the county. The 1989 
Riverside County Solid Waste Management Plan (CoSWMP) projects that waste generation 
will almost double between 1987 and the year 2005. This projection is based almost entirely 
on projected growth and a constant rate of per capita waste generation. Although projects other 
than Eagle Mountain could conceivably meet future demand within Riverside County, the 
Board of Supervisors has reserved up to 2,000 tpd in its existing agreement with the project 
applicant The El Sobrante, Lamb Canyon, and Eagle Mountain landfill sites are tentatively 
identified as future regional disposal sites in the CoSWMP ( 1989:XI-40). 

Of all the southern California counties, Orange County has the most permitted disposal capacity 
relative to anticipated demand. At the current waste disposal rates of approximately 12,900 to 
16,100 tpd, the permitted capacity of existing landfills will last for approximately 11 years. 
The recent approval of a new major landfill at Bee Canyon will increase the site life of existing 
facilities to approximately 18 years. The County is currently attempting to site a new facility 
in the northern portion of the county to replace the existing Olinda Landfill. Without this new 
facility, however, a capacity shortage within northern Orange County may occur in 1994 when 

. the remaining capacity at the Olinda Landfill is fully utilized. 

In addition to the need for additional landfill space as outlined above, recent regulations.could 
reduce the number of expansions of existing disposal facilities in the area thereby increasing 
the disposal capacity shortfall. As a result of the new Environmental Protection Agency, (EPA) 
regulations for landfills (Subtitle D, October 9, 1991 ), a composite liner is required for all ne\Y 
municipal solid waste landfills and lateral expansions. Compliance with the new ruling wilt 
thus significantly increase costs presently incurred from owning and operating a landfill. The 
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premature closure of numerous existing. landfills is therefore possible, which would further 
reduce·the overall refuse disposal capacity and the site life of remaining disposal facilities. 

C. Actions· Covered 
Actions identified and covered by this EIS/EIR include: 

1. Bureau of Land Management land exchange and right-of-way grant pursuant to the 
FLPMA. Federal lands currently within the project area are shown in the California Desert 
Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan as being in the following Multiple-Use Classes: Class I 
- Intensive, Class M ~ Moderate, and Unclassified. In the original CDCA Plan, nonhaz-
ardous waste disposal sites were allowed in Class I and M, but a subsequent amendment , 
( 1985/#4) prohibits use of public lands for disposal of either hazardous or nonhazardous 
waste (BLM 1989). Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc. has selected those public lands it wants 

- to be transferred to private_ownership. Land currently owned by Kaiser Steel Resources, 
· Inc. will be offered in exchange for those selected lands. The land exchange will be made 

pursuant to FLPMA;· Title II, Section 206; A Mineral Potential Evaluation will be 
. '. completed, and a current fair market appraisal will be made on both the selected and offered 
lands. The acreages will be balanced according to these values. 

2. County of Riverside General Plan Amendment, Zone Change, and Specific Plan adoption 
for purposes of establishing the landfill and associated uses. The Mine Reclamation Plan 
approved in 1978 must be revised and a Development Agreement approved. 

3. Subsequent permits and actions necessary to implement the landfill and rehabilitate the 
existing-raj.lroad-and truclc road, including a soiid waste facilities permit to be issued by 
the Riverside County Department of Health (the Local Enforcement Agency) and the 
California Integrated-Waste Management Board, waste discharge requirements to be issued 
by the Colorado River Regional Water Quality Control.Board, and Authority to Construct 
and Permit to Operate for the landfill-gas disposal system to be granted by the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District. 

4. Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is required by Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act, because the proposed land exchange and resumption of intensive 
use of railroad operation could affect populations of the federally .endangered desert 
pµpfish and the federally threatened desert tortoise. The Biological Assessment was 
transmitted to the USFWS on April 21, 1992. The biological opinion issued by the USFWS 
inay result in changes to the proposed action and the incorporation of terms and conditions 
to protect the threatened and endangered species; The final results of the consultation will 
be included in the BLM Record of Decision." 
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5. An agreement (pursuant to Section 1603 of the California Fish and Grune Code) with the 
California Department of Fish and Grune for the alteration of any strerunbed. Also, a 
Memorandum of Understanding under the California Endangered Species Act, California 
Fish and Grune Code Section 2081. 

6. Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

7. A Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

8. A Section 401 permit from the State Water Resources Control Board. 

9. Written approval of the MWD wherever the proposed project's improvements cross an 
MWD right-of-way. 

D. Actions Not Covered 
Several related discretionary actions are identified but not covered by this draft EIS/EIR. They 
include: 

1. County of Riverside General Plan Amendment, Zone Change, and Specific Plan adoption 
for purposes of establishing the townsite of Eagle Mountain and its associated activities 
would be required. 

2. Operation of the project would depend on the transfer of waste from a system of MRFs or 
processing and transfer stations located throughout the areas served by the landfill. Some 
of these exist and others would be developed in the future. Each of these stations requires 
its own local land use permit (a conditional use permit in most cases) and its own solid 
waste facilities permit. These actions associated with the off-site transfer stations are not 
covered by this draft EIS/EIR and will require separate CEQA compliance. 

3. Limited mining activities may continue during proposed landfilling operations. These 
mining activities have not been assessed in this draft EIS/EIR and may require additional 
NEPNCEQA environmental review and agency approval. 
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II. Proposed Action, Modifications, and Alternatives 

II. Description of Proposed Action, 
Modifications, and Alternatives 

A. Proposed Action 
Mine Reclamation Corporation proposes to develop a Class III nonhazardous solid waste 
landfill which would accommodate up to 20,000 tons per day. State law and regulations 
(Chapter 15 of Division 3 of Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) regulate the 
disposal of four types of wastes: hazardous waste, designated wastes, nonhazardous solid 
waste, and inert wastes. This project will accept only nonhazardous solid waste and inert 
wastes. As defined in Chapter 15, nonhazardous solid waste consists of garbage, trash, refuse, 
paper, rubbish, industrial waste, ashes, appliances, food waste, and other materials provided 
that such wastes do not contain wastes which must be managed as hazardous waste or wastes 
with soluble pollutants in concentrations that exceed clean water quality standards. 

Refuse destined for landfilling at Eagle Mountain must comply with the provision of AB 939, 
the Recycling Bill. Such compliance means that the refuse has been subjected to an inspection 
program for the removal of recyclables and hazardous materials. If refuse does not comply, it 
will not be taken to Eagle Mountain. Therefore, several off-site solid waste processing and 
transfer stations (MRFs) will be necessary to serve the landfill; however, they are not part of 
the proposed action and are not discussed in detail in the final EIS/EIR. 

The landfill site would be located in an unused iron ore open pit mine at Eagle Mountain in 
northeastern River~ide County, California (Figures 1 and 2). The existing mine at Eagle 
Mountain is located on approximately 4,684 acres, of which 3,271 acres are under public 
ownership. These public lands will be transferred out of federal ownership to Kaiser Steel 
Resources, Inc., in exchange for lands owned by Kaiser along the existing Eagle Mountain 
railroad. The project includes the conversion of the railroad right-of-way granted to Kaiser 
Steel for mining uses between Ferrum Junction on the northeast coast of the Salton Sea and 
Eagle Mountain. This rail line is approximately 52 miles long, 32 miles of which exist on a 
legislatively authorized right-of-way, and would be used to transport waste-filled containers 
from the Southern Pacific line at Ferrum Junction to the project site. A new rail spur, 
approximately two miles long, would be built from the Eagle Mountain rail line to a container 
handling yard located adjacent to the southeast portion of the landfill site. 

During peak landfill operations, truck transport of 4,000 tons of refuse, as originally proposed, 
would have resulted in approximately 200 daily round trips (400 one-way trips) between several 
locations in Riverside and San Bernardino counties and the Eagle Mountain landfill site. In 
response to traffic concerns voiced by the residents of the Coachella Valley, the truck haul 
component of the project has been reduced by one-half. Additionally, to reach the maximum 

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 7 



" . .- ~ 

_,,.- ____ . 

' :,::-s/.~ .. ,::•::--c,~f _;·:::·-' :;_.::•.~~~;~i::~r~~~y~ .~"•~:t·-':~>:,: .. .,. ·;', ' ., ! ; ..... :~~~-i, ·- ~' 
• . , . . ,... . . ,_ , ~~~. ..., ............ ~«·"a-u BERNA"~ c· o l ' _:,··-,·I f . i ........ ,," I : 
•-. . ! •.•»•>-,\,! f'!""!'\!""!lt'~:>il@!i~'.J/1. • ~:.i:,.~• • "'°'· .. :;;,,.,.,. "~~~~,. • ,·· ·--I~ • I ' • .. -·------- ' A .... , -~'~•~·-----· -. 1:.,.- - :---- .. ,,,,, I - - • --- A: • ., ...... 

: \ : :J .,' : ' : " , • ' '..,,; H •1 ,- •Ar f ~ I, • "1, i ' , " p{, , , . !, p,,~ : 
:· '{ ,, • r \ • ' ·~ ' ,. I- · ' "' I .. * · ~ '' ··- •J.J, ' 
·; ?!"'·~- .:~•1 _'-<·\, ::.:· ·:v_-::_,y~f:1Siqe,.po.\J.',,,.~•-~-'r"_ 'z_ ... --;· ct·· :'.·:.2;-~>.~···~ j' __ .... , ... _.~---· I "" 

_., : r_ • ~ i ~-- (-t :"-1 _'•,w, t.i);',>11111:• .J*~c;4 '1'1 - ,_.,..".s,-, • j"i• l., / I ,...._ .... , _ __! 

· :JOHHU'At · •!· ·, ,,.. ·· lrio~~+M~-,""tjt ''i~:uM .. E ~ r ·-·· ··· ... · '.,.-.-· (~~-- . ; ·' · ! 
.:~ ( {;t· 

_R \ 

0 

FIGURE 1. PROJECT LOCATION RELATIVE TO EASTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

5 

I ., 

·- , .. -.. 
._ ..... - .-."""' .-.--•"""" •'-.-.-•"-•-'-•"""" •.;.;. ........ -■ • .;_ •......; •;.;;.. .-.-.-.-_ ...... - .-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-_..,.. .-.-.-.-_...,. .-.-.-.-.-.-_.,..,. _...,. .-• ..,,.. .= .. -.-.. -.. ....,.. _..,,... --.-• ...,._--,-r;;·•--;;--;;--.·-.-.-.-_.,.... .. - .-.-.-.. ~ REC'1JN 
R-2100E 2/81 



I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
! 

r 

~ 
I 
I ,, 

,·, 

ll 
I\ 
Ii 

ll ,, 
: ~ 

!( 
l 
! 

I 

l 
I 
I 
I 

f 

i 
I 

-~11 

' ---- -q , ... . ....... c.---!:1"<-' :.:. ' - ' 
'' 

. .2--.,;,\~ -~~ ... _ ' j !-
~~, i'IIIP!rii"-illlti1111c0J <'.,r-· 

·~-:·- .·· '-i·-" \ -, '~-~~ ''': [ -- . ,-t : ,, .:.,--~ ,i.._ ,Z-..::..'.:"·'h.•\~S\ ;,•n:!l ;,- ' , ~'.ti---;'.: .. ! • .: \;.. · • .:~f;~, -~~~ 
~ r-;' ~."'I.,. 

miles .,___.;..i;:-~.i,,,~~!~::~LE ;,g~:rrvv ~.:--;:; ~.~-~:::,~:;_ -"i~/0~-: ,_,,>j ~~ -:--:.., ~? • \- ~ .. ,.,,,.c ._ _____ ...,. __ ..;.. _______ ~ 

FIGURE 2. PROJECT LOCATION ON U.S.G.S. 1 :250,000 SCALE MAP, 
SAL TON SEA SHEET ._ __________________________ fEC(lJN 

R-2100E 2/81 



.. 
, 

·,,. · ... 

. II. Proposed Action, Modifications, and Alternatives 

capacity allowable at the landfill (20,000 tpd) while reducing the truck trips by one-half from 
4,000 tpd to 2!000 tpd, the amount of refuse transported via train would increase by 2,000 tpd, 
from 16,000 tpd to 18,000 tpd. The details of this modification are included in Section II.B. 
of this EIS/EIR. 

Waste received by truck would access the site via an extension of the existing Eagle Mountain 
Road and an existing on-site haul road. A new Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
right-of-way would be issued over the entire length of the existing, legislatively authorized 
Eagle Mountain rail line right-of-way, the existing Eagle Mountain Road, and the Eagle 
Mountain Road Extension, which begins just south of the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) 
pumping station. The existing Kaiser Truck Trail legislatively authorized right-of-way would 
be abandoned. Additionally, the Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan would amend the 
Riverside County General Plan and the Zoning Ordinance and Map to facilitate initiation of a 
landfill operation at the Eagle Mountain Mine site. 

All federal, state, and county standards regarding design, construction, and operation of the 
landfill would be incorporated into the project. These include requirements for lining the 
bottom and sides of the East Pit before placing refuse and for installing systems for collection, 
recovery, monitoring, and tr~atment of landfill gas and leachate that may be produced during 
the life of the project. Additional details of the proposed containment system required by new 
federal EPA regulations and RWQCB requirerrients are included in Section II.B. of this 
E~S/EIR. Mitigation measures for dust control and many other planning and monitoring 
requirements would be included in the project. Closure procedures and post-closure monitor
ing and funding would be prov~ded by the project. 

The project would also provide for the transport and temporary storage of recyclable materials 
collected at MRFs. The landfill footprint and adjacent land uses ar~ shown in Figure 3. 

B. Modifications to the Proposed Action 
Minor modifications to the proposed action have been incorporated in the project as a result 
of ·new regulations and responses to public comments. These modifications are included in 
thls section of the-EIS/EIR; they do not change any of the impact conclusions of the draft 
EIS/EIR. 

1. Changes in the Containment System 

Figure 4 illustrates the containment system, and the following discussion summarizes its salient 
points, with an emphasis on design modifications on the projects. 
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FIGURE 3. PROPOSED LANDFILL SPECIFIC PLAN AREA 
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II. Proposed Action, Modifications, and Alternatives 

As a requirement of new federal Environmental Protection Agency regulations for landfills 
(Subtitle D, October 9, 1991) and Regional Water Quality Control Board recommendations 
(see Comment 0002-4), a composite liner will be. installed over the entire area underlying 
refuse, not just some portions as discussed in the draft EIS/EIR. This liner system will include 
a high density polyethylene liner, also referred to as a flexible membrane liner, placed on top 
of a layer of low-permeability soil. Material suitable for use as a liner is described as follows: 

Earthen materials used in containment structures. . . shall consist of a mixture of clay and/or 
other suitable fine-grained soils which have the following chan1cteristics, and which, in 
combination, can be compacted to attain the required permeability when installed. Liners 
made of such material are referred to as "clay liners" in this subchapter (23 CCR 2541 (d)). 

As discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (pages 59 and 320), this low-permeability soil layer could 
be constructed using compacted fine tailing material available on the site. Bentonite or other 
material may be added to decrease natural permeability (Appendix C of the draft EIS/EIR). 
Additional detail describing the installation and testing of the liner is provided in Responses 
0001-4 through 0001-10 of the final EIS/EIR. Current state regulations call for this type of 
soil liner to have a minimum thickness of one foot and a permeability of 1 x 1 o-6 cm/sec or 
less. The federal regulations call for a permeability of 1 x 1 o-7 cm/sec. The project will comply 
with the most stringent applicable regulations. 

A possible option to the use of the compacted fine tailing material for the low-permeability 
soil layer would be to substitute a manufactured geosynthetic clay liner in some portions of the 
landfill. A geosynthetic clay liner is typically constructed of bentonite sandwiched between 
two sheets of geosynthetic fabric. The permeability of a typical geosynthetic clay liner is on 
the order of 1 x I o-9 cm/sec, or about 1,000 times less (better) than the state performance 
standard and 100 times. less (better) than the federal performance standard. Besides lower 
permeability, this approach would also result in lower fugitive dust emissions and less water 
use for dust control. Whether a low-permeability soil liner is comprised of compacted fine 
tailings materials or geosynthetic clay liner, a composite liner represents the state-of-the-art in 
landfill liner system design. 

Also, in response to public comments, an engineering decision was made to design the leachate 
collection system using a blanket drainage system, rather than a series of interconnecting 
leachate collection pipes operating under a gravity system in the higher elevations and a pump 
system in the lower elevations as discussed in Section IV.F. of the draft EIS/EIR. The FML, 
which will be placed between the leachate collection and removal system and the low-perme
ability soil liner, will have a nominal thickness of 60- to 80-mil. A protective geotextile filter 
fabric will be placed above the FML to provide protection for the FML from the drain rock, or 
its equivalent, to be used in the leachate collection and removal system (LCRS) blanket drain. 

A foundation and vadose zone monitoring layer will be placed beneath the landfill containment 
system. The layer will range from one to five feet thick and will contain a monitoring system 
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to monitor the unsaturated zone beneath the landfill containment system. To protect the 
foundation and monitoring layer from infiltration of fine particles from the low-permeability 
soil liner, a foundation geotextile filter fabric acting as a separator will be placed between the 
upper surface of the foundation and monitoring layer and the overlying low-permeability soil 
layer. 

Although no leachate is predicted to be generated at the Eagle Mountain landfill, the site will 
be provided with a leachate collection and removal system. The LCRS will include a layer of 
drainage material, or its equivalent, placed above the FML. The LCRS layer will be placed on 
a protective geotextile filter fabric. A second geotextile filter fabric will be placed over the 
upper surface of the LCRS blanket drain to control infiltration of fines from the protective soil 
cover above the LCRS material. The protective soil cover will maintain separation between 
the Iefuse and the LCRS liner system. The protective soil cover will be designed to avoid 
damage to the underlying drainage system and liner during construction and during initial lifts 
of refuse filling. The side slope liner will also consist of a low-permeability soil liner having 
a permeability of 1 x 10-7 cm/sec or less and a 60- to 80-mil FML. 

2. Reduction in Truck Traffic 

During peak landfill operations, truck transport of 4,000 tons of refuse, as originally proposed, 
would have resulted in approximately 200 daily round trips (400 one-way trips) between several 
locations in Riverside and San Bernardino counties and the Eagle Mountain landfill site. The 
"truck haul" component of the project has been reduced by one-half in response to comments 
regarding traffic concerns voiced by the residents of the Coachella Valley. The following 
project revisions relate to truck traffic: 

a. Set a maximum daily limit of 1,00 on the nuinber of trucks from all sources (this total 
includes trucks origin_ating from outside and from within the desert communities). This 
would reduce truck trips by one-half, to a maximum of 100 round trips (200 one-way trips) 
per day. 

b. Set a "sunset" on all trucks which originate from outside of the desert communities, 
·beginninfihree years after the date on which the landfill commences operations. That is, 
three years after start-up of the landfill, there will be no more truck-hauling of waste from 
outside the desert communities. 

c. Set a limit on the number of trucks that may originate from within the desert communities 
throughout the life of the project at 100 trucks per day maximum as stipulated in item 1 a., 
above. That is, even after the third year "sunset" on truck haul of solid wastes goes into 
effect, the desert communities may generate all the truck-hauling deemed necessary to 
serve the needs of the community, provided the total number of trucks per day does not 
exceed 100. 
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II. Proposed,Actio11, Mi:>di.fidtipns, .and· Alternatives 
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d. Set no lirni~ qn<the n,µ,,m~% ?{ ~~~i~P1~i~f 1~rin~ "emer~~-IJCY· op~rations" s~ch ~ 
tho.se resulung from acttyitt~~:(acts of naJU~e;-'strgces,,:etc.)_;whi~h m~y interrupt railroad 
operatio,is. ' _ . 

• •, ,,.; -• • ' I ' -~, ,-, . .• 

To reach th,e maximuro,;~.~pa:ci,tyiall_owable 'a~ the landftll:;(ZQ;0Q9 tp~);~hile ~ducing the _truck 
I ' ••••• \ :J, .. , .. ,? - ; ! • ·. '· • • • ",: .L ·.> ,l• ... -,..·-:,,'•· ... ., .. , ' ' . 

trips by half fro.n:i-4,0Q0-tpd to· 2;000 tpd, ·~he.am mint J>(refuse~tiftn~poited. via. train .-wou_ld 
increase by 2,060 tp,d.(iliat is, 12·percent), from 16;00.0"tpct'toJ,S;bocnpd(Th~ .. ~alysis''of the 

prop_osed_a~~?~ -~-~F &art EISIEIR, assu~ed __ a,.~~,~tjl:'.9f}i?.C}f~.2~:pei: ~~f(ex"ce~t for air 
quality), w~th ·a maximum of 20,000 tpd (pp. 31,039,~-49./ 5.0;, ~nd ~5) -~d that teach tram would 

. carry a'.pprbximately,3~500 tons of refuse (p. SQ):" ,Tnetefciij! aj_l~!¥. P~ft~ttxc~pt for air quality' 
associated with the trarisport·of. i8;000.-q,d vfa train (with a~cciriiiriued :maximum of six train 
trips per day) would re'rri~n within' a reasonable 'range'l'~r thcise· impa6ts;:-an'c1- alte111ati~es 
anaiyzed in the··dr~ EIS/EIR. · · - · .. -· -' · 

The air quality analys~s in th~ d~t EIS~~B,.Jpage 75/App¢iidix. E).:,assumed that up· to 16,450 
tons of trash per day could beJfauled·by 4:7 trains· (3,500 tpd per .4.Ttrains).·· An analysis of 

air quality itrip~cts due to "the pro~~ct rev~s_io~ ~!.}~~-~990~!?.?.~-,P~~-1iY;.,o.tf[~J\o.n 4.7 trai~~ a,f1d, 
2,000 tpd of ~ash on 1_00 tru~~}.~ .. JO~tame~,~ A~~~m~r!-}glf7,~~p~n~i:~, ~ o{~h~:A~~ .. 
EIS/EIR. This analysis req01res · addiqgv330 tpd per 4~ 7 traJ.ps to tlie ongmal analysis to 
accomplish hauling 18,000 tpd 'for the reduced t:n:icic modification: = . 

The analysis in Attachment 10 o_f Appendix;_M .o.,f th,e ~nal '3~S~~ 4isc~~e1 i'n detail that wi~ 
mitigation ~e to~ nitrogen,. o~~e,~ -~N(?x) ~d· carb.9b,;·~~i1'~~,id~}~9>:_ernission_s fg~ !~e' 
reduced truck modificatiqil are':apprqxitpately.},pe~9}1t highei\ftiM:.{o,(ihe p,ropos,~fprNect . 

·'as discussed in the draft EIS/EIR. This'is because the NOx and{CO'·~inissfon factors foi.-rail 
hauling• are, slightly higher than for:;truck hauling per ton/niil~ ((pe~e~t and 4 percent, 
respectively). In addition, the re_duced'truck mod;ification resu!ts ~ 2t000 t~J!~ .9f s~lid waste 
per day being transported a longer distarice .than for,the proposecFpfoject 9f t1Je _di:aft EI~/EIR 
(146 miles by rail versus 75 miles-by truck). Theref6re, the c~mbirtatidn;ofhigher,-NOx arid 

• 1 ,, •• •• 1 "·• • ."I{. I •• •, t, .._,';:•I,,'·• 'Jo,.-,- ' ••,· 

CO emission factors for rail hauling and'"a longer hauling distan~e "fqr th~ 2,000 tons of waste 
per day results in higher NOx and CO emissions for the re·duced truck modification. 

In contrast, total volatile organic chemicals (VOC), s_ulfur dioxide_.(SO2); and .IO-micron 
particulate matter (PMIO) emissions for the reduced ~ck\nodification are lower than for,the 
propose4 project in the draft EIS/EIR. This is.because the voc,_.sdi, and PMl0 emis~ion 
factors for rail hauling are significantly_ l9wer than· fo_r truck hauling per ton/mile ( 45, 80, and 
35 percent, respectively). As a result, eveniwitlr a longethaul distµtce for 2,000 tons of $Olid 
waste per day' the re~uced truck rnodificatio,~ has ·1owefoveral~•:VOC 6.5 p~rcenO, SO2 (0.6 
percent), and PMIO (1.9 percent)etriis~ions:than the proposecl'pr.~je~t in the draft EIS/EIR. 

The voe, S{n, an_d PMl0 e~i~sioh dec_rease~ ~s~ci_ai§(~i~;:t~p modifi~_d-~rgje_ct would, 
therefore; result in a slight rediicpon ·in•air·quality"impacts,:while the·in'creases in NOx and CO 
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II. Proposed Action, Modifications, and Alternatives 

emissions represent a· sligh\,~or~e~µig of impacr.t ' Mitigatio~ measures developed through 
the environmental review Pr~cess ¥e nq! influenced by these slight changes. The draft 
EIS/EIR' s conclusion that air quality impacts would be significant, even with mitigation, would 
remain valid. · 

In ligh_f ~f the above, th~ ,,project- modification to decrease truck tonnage and increase rail 
_tonnage, which is proposed ·in response to public comments, does not constitute a substantial 
change in the 20,000 tpd project described and analyzed in the draft EIS/EIR. 

C. Mitigation ·Repnrting/Monitoriµg ·Program 

1. -Introduction 

Under both federal and state environm(?ntal law, a rnitig_ation;rilonitori_ng and reporting program 
is required.for any approve~ project for which~ EIS' or EIR is prepared.- The lead agencies 
for preparation of the environmental document are responsible-for developing and implement
ing the pi:o.gram. For this PWj~ct, the lead ~g~ncylin,c!er:NEPNis the federal·•Bureau of Land 
Management, and the ,lead agency under CEQA is the County of Riverside. For both federal 
and state projects, the mil!gation monitoring and reporting program requires a procedure or 
mechanism for assuring·'~that all mitigation specified in_ the environmental document and 
required by the terms of project approval is-acc_omplished as ~pecified, and that.the lead agency 
is informed of its accomP,ij~hnfont. For BLM, · the re,qtH.reirieni'ts .discussed in Chapter VI of 
the National Environmenta_fP,olicy Handbook (Bl:,M Handbook H-179_0-·1); for the County of 
Riverside, the statutOl)'.._requir_~ment is Section 21081.6 of the Califo.rnia Public Resources 
Code (CEQA). 

From a regulatory persp~ctiv~. th~ Eagle Mountain,_landfill,p~ojec.t is.co11Jplex, with a number 
of agencies, each having'jurisdictibn, over certain kinds of resources, involved in the approval 
and permitting process. . ~~se:'agin~ies often have _regulatory oversight, enforcement, and 
reporting requirements that,forresp6nd c;losely ~o-the ''iii'onitoring and reporting of mitigation 
required by NEPA artd ·cEQA. ; · · · 

2. How to Use th~iN.iitigatiort·Reportirtg/Momtoring 
Program 

The program has been designe4 to _includ~ all mitigatiqn.~eco~meng~d in the final EIS/EIR, 
arranged by the issues as ~ey'·ar~ ·di~u-~sed 'in the document-waler quality, m~plic health. and 
safety, ~d sci on'. Because}here ~e ·~o :~~g9,ifiCJlilt impa~ts identified in t_he two)~~-es of-growth 
inducement and socioecono~ics and -~f p1ltural resources, there is no mitigation required and, 
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II. Proposed Action, Modifications, and Alternative" 

hence, neither section is identified in this program. Codes, abbreviations, and acronyms used 
in the program are identified at the end of this discussion. 

The first column lists each potentially significant environmental effect identified in the 
EIS/EIR, and for each effect, the second column lists corresponding mitigation measures. If 
adopted by the lead agencies in approving the project, these measures will become legal 
requirements for inclusion in the project. In most cases, they would be stated as conditions or 
obligations of the applicant in some project-specific document or permit, or would be required 
by some more generally applied regulation. The third column identifies the applicable 
document, permit, or regulation. 

The heading "Checkpoint" is intended to identify the place in the activity under consideration 
where the monitoring or rep~rting of mitigation will occur, and by a coded entry, the action 
(such as a field check or report) of the mitigation and reporting p~ogram that would occur at 
that point "Monitor Period" indicates the phase or stage of the project in which monitoring 
will occur. The overall project includes operation of the landfill itself and a number of related 
and off-site activities. The coded entry in the Monitor Period column indicates whether the 
entry applies to the landfill itself, or the particular other activity indicated in the statements of 
effect and mitigation. "Report Frequency" lists whether reporting is intended to be done once, 
at regular periods, or when triggered by an event. 

As already noted, one or several agencies responsible for particular resources or services may 
have an obligation or interest in the accomplishment of mitigation. In some cases, more than 
one agency may have responsibility for tracking a given measure. These agencies are entered 
in the program's next-to-the-last column, and are the ones with particular interest in the 
accomplishment of the measure, either through the agency's special responsibility, or because 
the document bearing the condition is that agency's responsibility, or both. The column 
contains acronyms that are usually readily identifiable but are included in the code list at the 
beginning of the program. One acionyin may rieed aoditional explanation: the Local Enforce
ment Agency is established by the Caiiforni~ Code of Regulations specifically as a local agency 
with responsibility for tracking and enforcing the regulation of solid waste dispos~l. For the 
Eagle Mountain landfill project, the LEA is the Riverside County Department of Environmental 
Health. The last column in the program contains a coded entry for the sanctions to be applied 
in• the case of noncompliance with the stated mitigation· measure. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Game are named 
for most biological mitigation, with USFWS also responsible for conditions· of the U.S. 
Endangered Species Act Section 7 permit. Since the Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan 

· No. 252 is a Riverside County planning document~ the Riverside County Planning Department 
is named as the monitoring and reporting agency for a number of measures required in the 
Specific Plan. Regardless of the particular agency named in the program, however, BLM and 

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 17 

i 

.I 



·:~L· 
,:::, . ~- .. 

.:_,. 
i-

:;; 
·,, 

II. Proposed Action, Modifications, and Alternatives 

Riverside County have overall responsibility for enforcing all mitigation measures, including 
the power to seek whatever legal remedies may be necessary for noncompliance. 

3. Citizen's Oversight Committee 

As a means of providing a forum for citizens to review the operation of the landfill, the County 
of Riverside will establish a project oversight committee as a condition of approval for the 
Specific Plan. The general functions and possible composition of this oversight committee are 
outlined below. 

a. Purposes 

• To review and report on the effectiveness of mitigation and regulatory measures that 
have been mandated by the various responsible public agencies. 

• To assure that state and local regulatory agencies are fully apprised of local concerns. 

• To provide an easily accessible public forum for community concerns. 

• To provide reports to the regulatory agencies and the media regarding the status of 
the project and the mitigation measures. 

b. Membership 

Appointments: 

• Four members appointed by the Board of Supervisors, at least two of whom must 
reside in the Eagle Mountain/Lake Tamarisk/Desert Center area and at least one of 
whom shall be a member of a recognized environmental group. 

• Two members appointed by Coachella Valley Association of Governments. 

• One member appointed by the Western Riverside County of Governments. 

• One member appointed by MRC (ex officio). 

Procedures for Appointment: Appointing agencies shall publicly advertise for citizens inter
ested in filling vacant positions on the committee and shall not appoint members of the 
appointing agency or its staff. 

18 Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 
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II. Proposed Action, Modifications, and-Alternatives 

Rules of Procedure 

• At its first committee meeting, all members shall draw lots to establish staggered 
terms for board members. Four members'of the first committee shall serve terms 
for four years, and three members of the first committee shall serve terms of three 
years. Thereafter, all members shall serve four-year terms. 

• The committee shall establish its own rules of order. 

• The committee shall elect its own chairperson. 

• The committee shall act by consensus whenever possible. 

• The committee shall meet at least quarterly, but at more frequent intervals should 
the conditions warrant At least one-half of all of its meetings shall be held in the 
Eagle Mountain/Lake Tamarisk/Desert Center area. 

• The committee may establish ad hoc committees, such as technical advisory com
mittees, made up of persons not belonging to the committee at large to address 
specific issues. 

• Meetings shall be open to the public, and the minutes will be filed with the County 
Administrator's office. 

• The committee shall produce an annual report on its activities and concerns, shall 
file the same with the County Administrator's office, and shall make the report 
available to the media. 

d. Mine Reclamation Corporation 

• MRC will provide meeting space accessible to the public. 

• MRC will provide the committee with copies of all final applications submitted to 
any regulatory body, copies of all permits issued by all such bodies, as well as copies 
of any notice or citation issued by any regulatory body alleging any violation of any 
law, statute, regulation, or condition of approval. 

• MRC will provide the committee with copies of all written complaints received by 
it from any source. 

• MRC will provide reasonable access to the landfill, subject only to site safety 
requirements. 

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 19 
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• MRC will provide secretarial services fo~ the taking of minutes and correspondence . 

e. County of ,Riverside 

Upon request of the committee, the Board of Supervisors shall consider special appropriations 
on a periodic and as-needed basis for-the hiring of special ·experts when such exper.tise is not 
available within existing County departments, and when, in the opinion·of the;committee and 
the Board of Supervisors,the independent expertise of outside consultants is-required to enable 
it to fulfill its purposes. 

The establishment of this committee· is expected to accomplish several desirable ends. First, 
it would enable the lead agencies. to ·efficie~tly' accorhplish;,their responsibility-for mitigation 
tracking and_ reporting. Second, it could- act as a lead agency decision.::tracking authority to 
assun?that alf 1J1itig~tiqn~; including that which ~ not-within. the responsibility of a particular 
resource agency,' is;duly :accomplished.'·".fhird~~it ·would .provide'a, forum-for all responsible 
agencies (including ·the l~~d agericies) to: disseminate ·infcfrmation·:and ··act in .concert to 
discharge the respons1b'tiity for'.'rri'o~itoring !lli?g~tion. 

The EIS/EIR for tb~.proposed Eagle Mountain landfill identifies many mitigation measures 
for impacts to biological.resources;· There-remains among agencies such as the National Park 
Service (NPS), however, a concerii~that long-term, subtle changes which may or may not occur 
iri the desert ecosystem have not' been adequately.addressed; in part ·because such-impacts are 
not predi~table and in· part because· CEQA and_ NEPA tend to i ocus on listed or candidate 
species as the measure of ail impacC-s significance. Therefore, a long-term ecosystem moni
toring effort will be established. 

Establishment of a monitoring team recognizes that all of the long-term, often subtle impacts 
of the-landfill operation on adjacent desert eco~ystems cannot be fully predicted. There is, 
then, a need to es~blish reliable b~seline data and' monitor changes o{:ie:i-'iime·uillizing carefully 
design,ed meth~4i:itgg~~~ an_d research protocols to be able to identify chan~~-s in the ecosystems 
and ~e causes 'of iliose ·changes in a manrier that also indicates the' probable solutions to the 
identifie.d prob_lellls. This 'moniiotjng effort, while designed to help mitigate potential, long
term inip'acts, ai.so provides the posit1Ve benefit bf advancing scientific understanding of desert 
ecosystems in a way which enhances various resource agencies•·abiliti.es to effectively manage 
and ptJ)teCt those ecosystems. 

It is proposed that the monitoring team consist of three full-time field biologists ( one from NPS 
and BLM and~ •~~~·biologist or team leader from USFWS) functioning as ~·interdisciplinary 
team with ·additional ·seasonal assistance. The monitoring team ·would-be overseen by a 
Monitoring 'and Research Methodology. Oversight Committee composed of academic experts 
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II. Proposed Action, Modifications, and Alternatives 

who would serve .as volunteers, reimbursed only for travel expenses. The committee would 
fulfill three primary functions: (1) developing research protocols and methqdologies, 
(2) reviewing and approving the monitoring team's annual work plan and its annual report, 
and (3) providing expertise and .access to other experts for the monitoring team. The basic 
purpose of the monitoring team is as follows: 

The monitoring team would implement monitoring and complete inventories of animals and 
vegetation on the BLM and Monument lands adjacent to the proposed landfill. All components 
of natural systems would be ~o.nsidered including species not already protected by listed status. 
The team would look at biodiversity, present distributions of organisms, and use geographic 
information system (GIS), satellite imagery, or, other remote sensing tools for mapping. 
Monitoring protocols and guidelines would be developed by a technical advisory committee 
in cooperation with university experts such.as those already inclu-ded in the NPS's Cooperative 
Park Studies Uni~ (CPSUs). These professional contacts would assure accessible advice, 
detailed peer review, and objective i111plementation of experimental designs. 

The MRC staff biologist responsible for implementation of species specific mitigation mea
sures would maintain close coordination with the monitoring team. All data and information 
generated by the monitoring team_ would be public information, readily available to the 
Environmental Oversight Committee, MRC, and other agencies and _user groups. 

5. Changes ·in the Mitigation.Reporting/Monitoring 
Program 

Over the course of the project, it is likely that events will occur which will lead to revisions to 
the Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program. Refinements or adjustments in specific mea
sures which result from monitoring activities are likely. For example, monitoring along Eagle 
Mountain Road or the Eagle Mountain railroad may identify adjustments necessary in the 
installation of barriers ·and culverts installed to protect desert tortoise. Newer technologies may 
become available for groundwater protection or the reduction of air emissions. Enforcement 
responsibility and available sanctj.ons for noncompliance may change over time. These, and 
other changes, may lead to revisions in the Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program. These 
modifications would have to be ·prepared and reviewed by the oversight committee, and 
appropriate regulatory agencies. Any changes that would constitute significant amendments 
to the Specific Plan or other discretionary permits associated with the project would also be 
subject to a new environmental review. Coordination of effort among responsible agencies is 
particularly important because of the number of agencies involved and because several 
mitigation measures apply to different issues. Compaction of trash into the landfill face and 
prompt cover with six inches of earth material, for instance, is listed as a mitigation measure 
under biology, water quality, air quality,.and visual issue~. It will be required under the solid 
waste facilities permit, for which the primary responsible agency is the Riverside County LEA. 

Eagle Mountain Specific-Plan #252 EIS/EIR 21 
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II. Proposed Action; Modifications, and Alternatives 

Through the oversight committee, other responsible agencies could be assured that certain 
mitigation measures are being implemented without unnecessary duplication,of the monitoring 
effort . 
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CONDITION OF: 

AC/PO 
AER 
BP 
EMTSP 
GP 
MRF 

MSWFP 

NA 
NPDES 
pp 

S7 
SP 
SPac 
SWFP 
WDR 

CHECKPOINT: 

p 
C 

r 

,-.. -
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,._ ---- ---- - -~-:_EAGL£ IViOUNTAiN.LANDflLL,PR~jECr (S~ECi_~~iS_.tLAJ~_Ng.)sf) CQNifffI9~~ Q,f Afr!'-OYAL_;: __ __:_ 
& MITIGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CHECKLIST 

Authority to Construct/Permit to Operate 
Air Emissions Regulations 

Building Permit 
Eagle Mountain Townsite Specific Plan 
Grading and Improvement Plans 
Contract of landfill operator with materials recovery 
facility/transfer stations 
Solid Waste Facilities Permits of material recovery 

facility/transfer stations 
Not App~icable 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit 
Plot Plan 
Section 7 Permit (U.S. Endangered Species Act) 
Specific Plan 
Contract of landfill operator with Southern Pacific 
Solid Waste Facilities Permit 
Waste Discharge Requirements 

Inspection, plan or field check 
Payment 
Consultation 
Report 

CODES - Page 1 "f 1 

MONITOR/REPORT AGENCY: 

APCD 
ARB 
CDFG 
CHP 
DMV 
LEA 
NPS 
RCBS 
RCDB&S 
RCDEH 
RDFD 
RCFCD 
RCPD 
RCTD 

RWQCB 
SBCM 
SCAQMD 
USEPA 
USFWS 

Air Pollution Control District 
Air Resources Board 
California Department of Fish and Game 
California Highway Patrol 
California Department of Motor Vehicles 
Local Enforcement Agency 
National Park Service 
Riverside County Board of Supervisors 
Riverside County Department of Building and Safety 
Riverside County Department of Environmental Health 

Riverside Cciunty Fire Department 
Riverside County Flood Control District 
Riverside County Planning Department 
Riverside County Transportation Department 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 
San Bernardino County Museum 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servfoe 

REPORT FREQUENCY: 

a 
al 
b 
C 

d 
e 

Once on completion 
On completion, each event 
On violation 
As required, needed, or conditioned 
Specified period 
At discretion of regulator 

MONITORING PERIOD: SANCTIONS: 

1 LA 
LB 
LC 
LD 

LE 
LF 
PA 
PB 
PC 
PD 
T 

Preconstruction of landfill 
Construction of landfill 
Operation of landfill 
Closure of landfill 

Postclosure of landfill 
As needed, required, or conditioned 
Preconstruction of particular activity 
Construction of particular activity 
Operation of particular activity 
Completion of particular activity 
Throughout project 

2 
3 

Withhold permit, certificate, or authority to proceed 
Stop work order, violation notice, cease and desist order 

Monetary 

_ ... ·• -.< '.' -----, - -. ' •• , . -



Potential Significant 
Environmentai Effects 

-1. Potential for pollution of 
groundwater due to 

- migration of leachate or 
·_-- land fill gas. 

-'..!· __ -._ 

Mitigation Measures 

a. The acceptance of hazardous waste is 
prohibited at this landfill. Leachate-causing 
material, such as free liquid and high
·moisture waste, and·hazardous wasie 
material will be diverted from the landfill 

.through a waste inspection program, 
. C'stiiblished both at the landfill and at all 

waste processing facilities sending waste to 
this landfill, in order to minimize the 
pollution potential of these materials. All 
waste loads shall be screened at the 
respective facilities by trained personnel. 

Incoming.waste will.-also:_·b~' periodi~ally 
. checked by specialists wiih RCDEH. 

Identified hazardous ~aste ~ill be collected, 
temporarily ste>red on-site in a special 
containment area provided by the operator 
for a perio,ct not to exceed 90_ days, and later 
transported and disposed in accordance with 
State and,Federal regulations. All hazarous 
materials waste inspection programs shall be 
approved by the RCDEH and will be subject 
to periodic inspection to determine 
compliance. Costs associated with _these 
activities shall be borne by the operator. 

b. A composite liner, composed of a high
density polyethylene (HOPE) flexible 

· geomembrane a minimum ,thickness of 80 
mil., or other technologically-sup_erior liner, 
placed over two (2) feet of soil with ·a 
maximum permeability of 10·7 cm/sec shall 
be installed below all refuse deposits and 
including side ·slopes. A protective 
geotextile filter fabric shall be placed above 
the flexible geomembrane_liner. 

c. A leachate collection and removal system 
will be installed above the bottom liner using 
a blanket drainage system and protected by 
an additional layer of geotextile fabric and a 
minimum of two feet of compacted soil 
cover to allow removal of any accumulated 

"·" C -'leachate from'the lariilfill:·-·,-:• . -~ . -··. - ... , .. 

d. A drainage control system will be 
designed and constructed to divert surface 
water flow from adjacent_ areas around the 
landfill a"rea to prevent\un-oii'to' tb'e landfill. 

Condition 
of 

SWFP,MRF, 
pp 

SWFP,WDR 
pp 

WDR,SWFP, 
pp 

WDR,SWFP, i 
pp 

Plans Installed 

Checkpoint 

Complet
tion 

"• ;...,. 

Per 
Event 

Discre
tion 

Monitor 
Period 

LC,PC 

LB,PC 

LB,PB 

LA,LB,LC 

Report 
Freq. 

e 

C 

C 

C 

Monitor/ 
Report 
Agency 

LEA, 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB 

LEA,RCDEH 
RWQCB 

LEA, 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB 

LEA, 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB 

•,•,•··.•· 

Sanctions 
for Non

Compliance 

2 

1,2 

1,2 

1,2 

.'•• 
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Checkpoint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions . 
Environmental Effects Mitigation Measures of tion Event tion Period Freq. Report for Non-

Agency Compliance 

e. Final landfill cover shall be constructed in SWFP,WDR, i i i LD,LE al LEA, 1,2 
accordance with EPA, Subtitle D, RCRA pp RCDEH, 
Regulations and shall consist of a minimum RWQCB 
two-foot-thick compacted soil_ foundation 
layer, a minimum IS-inch-thick soil layer 
with a maximum permeability of I x 107 

cm/sec, and a minimum one-foot-thick 
vegetafr"!e "(erosion) cover or design which is 
agreed to be technologically superior. The 
final ·grade shall have a minimum three 
percent slope .. 

f. A minimum 12-inch-thick compacted SWFP,WDR, i i i LC C LEA, .. .. 2 ·.I .. 
intermediate soil cover designed to minimize pp RCDEH, 
the percolation of rain water into refuse shall RWQCB 
be installed over landfill areas expected to 
remain inactive for more than six (6) months 
after refu~ placements. 

g. A landfill gas emissions and migration SWFP,WDR, i i i LC C LEA, 1,2 
control system shall be installed to control all AC/PO,PP RCDEH, 
gas emissions. RWQCB, 

SCAQMD 

h. The foundation and vadose zone WDR,SWFP, i i LB al LEA, 1,2 
monitoring layer shall be placed a minimum pp RCDEH, 
of SO feet above the highest historically RWQCB 
knowri groundwater level. Landfilling -
operations shall be phased to avoid disposal 
in the deepest part of the East Pit for a 
minimum of 2S years after the start of 
landfilling operations, in order to record 
potential future higher groundwater levels. 

Prior to approval of landfilling within the 
east end of the East Pit (Planning Area No. 
lb), a further environmental assessent must 
be performed, which includes submission of 
slope stablility analysis and at a minimum, 
ground water investigations demonstrating 
the feasiblity of the proposal in this area. 



Potential Significant 
Environmental Effects 

2. Potential for windblown 
litter to pollute surface 
waters off-site. 

" 
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EAGLE MOUNTA.1N{ftkifii;~koJECT <SPECIFIC PLAN No. 2s2).c0No1T10:\'s OF APPROVAL 
& MITIGATION REPORTI~G/MONITORING PROGRAM CHECKLIST 

. A. \\I ATER QUALITY AND USE - Page 3 of 5 

Checkpoint 

Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor 
Mitigation Measures · of lion Event tion Period 

The operator should anticipate that prior to 
landfilli_ng the East Pit, the bottom elevation 
shall be raised by filling with overburden or 
coarse tailing material to a level of at least 
50 feet above the highest recorded ponding 
level. Waste shall not be deposited within 
Planning Area No. I b without review by the 
Planning.Commission and approved by the 
County Board of Supervisors. A permit 
revision from the LEA will be required for 
an expansion into the east end of the east pit. 

i. ·A system of groundwater detection and WDR,SWFP, i i LB,LC 
monitoring wells consisting of at least six (6) pp 

down gradient wells and one (I) up gradient 
well shall be installed prior to initial landfill -
operations and monitored near the landfill 
margin and down gradient, in accordance 
with state and federal regulatory 
requirements. 

j. A foundation and vadose zone monitoring WDR,SWFP, i i i LB,LC 
layer a minimum of three feet thick pp 

containing a lysimeter monitoring system 
will be installed to monitor the unsaturated 
zone beneath the landfill containment system. 

a. Container-transported waste will be SWFP,MRF i LC,PC 
compacted to minimize the escape of refuse. 

b. Closed containers will be used to transport SWFP i LC,PC 
waste to the working face of the landfill. 

c. Waste will be compacted into the working SWFP i LC 
face of the landfill as soon as practicable and 
covered promptly. 

d. A minimum of six inches of compacted SWFP i LC 
soil shall be used to cover refuse cells as it is 
placed and will completely cover refuse at 
the end of each working day. 

e. A daily litter pickup and disposal program SWFP,SP i i LC 
shall be implemented at the landfill area and 
in adjaceJ!t off-site areas. 

,.-... _ _·:,o,.<;:.i..::.-.::;=:::_--:. i..--:·-..,;.; --- ... ,· -- -- ...... - ., . .... --- .-..,_:. - I- r-,--.·· . . .... -,~-.:. ·. -· -- --.::-. 

f. Litter control fencing will be installed SWFP,SP,PP i i i LB,LC 
around all landfill and waste-handling areas. 
A standard of zero escape of litter from the 
j:,ennitt~d '1aridfiii area' shall b•e,•e;tabli;hed. - . - ' . 

__ :_,_ .. ·_ 

Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Freq. Report for Non-

Agency Compliance 

d,e LEA, 2 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB 

d,e LEA, 2 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB 

e LEA, 2 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB 

e LEA, 2 
RCDEH 

e LEA, 2 
RCDEH 

e LEA, 2 
RCDEH 

e --LEA, 2 
RCDEH, 
RCPD 

. -- . -- . . -....,,, .. ~ .. -·· .. ... "_, -· - .. 

e LEA, 1,2 
RCDEH, 
RCPD 

- .J. 
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A. WATER QUALITY AND USE - Page 4, of S 

Checkpoint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Environmental Effects • Mitigation Measures of lion Event lion Period Freq. Report for Non-

Agency Compliance 

g. Measures to control fugitive dust shall be SWFP, i i T e LEA, 2 
implemented, that may include, but are not AC/PO RCDEH, 
limited to, paving of haul roads, water or APCD 
chemical treatment of dirt roads, duststorm 
watch, and cessation of all activities when 
instantaneous or average wind speeds exceed 
limits set by AQMD rules. 

h~ Truck and container wash water will be SWFP, i i i T e LEA, 2 
treated to remove pollutants and the water WDR,NPDES RCDEH, 
shall be recycled. RWQCB· 

i. A drainage control system will be installed SWFP,WDR, i i i LB,LC e LEA, 2 
to divert surface flows from the landfill area NPDES,PP RCDEH, 
away from ponded water in the East Pit. RWQCB, 

RCFCD, 
RCDB&S 

3. Potential for storm water a. Storm water from refuse disposal and SWFP,WDR, i i i LA,LB,LC e LEA, 2 
to come into contact with handling areas will be collected and sent to NPDES,PP RCDEH, 
refuse and pollute on-site det~ntion and evaporation basins or, RWQCB, 
groundwater surface waters, if storm water has contacted refuse, it will be RCFCD, 
including the Colorado River treated as leachate. RCDB&S 
Aqueduct. 

4. Wastewater collected at a. Incoming wastewater and washwater al the SWFP,WDR, i i i LC e LEA, 2 
the landfill site and treated at treatment plant shall be pretreated to remove NPDES RCDEH, 
the existing Eagle Mountain oils, greases, and orga~cs, to lower RWQCB 
treatment plant could biological oxygen demand. 
contaminate treatment plant 
discharge. 

5. Potential for runoff on a. A low-permeability final cover, as SWFP,WDR i i LD a LEA, 2 
completed landfill to specified in Mitigation Measure A.I .e., shall RCDEH, 
permeate landfill mass and be placed on completed side slopes with RWQCB 
produce leachate. gradients no steeper than three to one and on 

the top of the landfill with gradients no less 
than three percent. 

b. The top layer of the final cover will SWFP,WDR i i LD a LEA, 2 
consist of vegetative soil to assure RCDEH, 
revegetation for erosion resistance. RWQCB 

c. A system of groundwater extraction and SWFP,WDR i i i T e LEA, 2 
monitoring wells shall be installed, in RCDEH, 
accordance with Riverside County Ordinance RWQCB 
No. 682, and EPA, Subtitle D, RCRA 
Regulations and/or Article 5, Chapter 15, of 
the California Water Code. 
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& MiTiGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CHECKLIST.:·· I 

· ' A. WATER QUALITY AND USE·_ Page 5 of 5 

.. 
Checkpoint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Environmental Effects Mitigatio~ Measures of· lion Event tion Period Freq. Report for Non_-

..... -- ,., .. ' Agency Compliance 

6. Potential for water a. Groundwater m~nitoring, and·a·ny SWFP, i i i LE e LEA, 2 
quality degradation from the · corrective ac':tioris'ori groundwater · AC/PO, RCDEH, 
landfill after its closure. coniamination; gas 

0

collecti~ri ~nd · control, WDR RWQCB, 
a~d ·maintenance' of. iandscapin'i'a~d. drainage APCD 

' ,· ' ' . ' •' - .. ~ . . .. 
shall be continued for 30 years, or as · 
additionally, re°qui;ed by State' or Federal 

• : " . f-,- ... ' . ; 

regulation~ a~~r,_final _closure!_),Vith a 
certified a·vailability of funds for the above 
·postclos~re activities defined'prior to ·.-:. 

initiation of each discreet landfill unit. 
_, 

. . 

7. Potential for ground water a. ,The:·~Jplican_t shall install low-".olume SP 
.. 

i i T e -RCDB&S 1 
overdraft. toilets, faucets, and shower heads in all 

futuni ii~ildings, a~d-~et~fit ali e~isiing 
• • • I • • • 

toilets, faucets and-shower heads in all -
\~uildings within the,-project boundary. 

·_b.-·'tif~ aprlicant shall prepare a ground SP i r T d RCBS 2 
water·overdraft status report on the 
c~~£k~~i1~ B~s_in ev:ery 5 yea~s and submit · 
the report to the County Board of 
Supervisors, suirun~~ing ground water 
trends and revealing new and ongoing 
measures to minimize the impact. 

c. Truck and container wash water .will be SWFP,WDR, i i i T e LEA, 2 
.. . - ·j• .- '--~• -- - ··- . ,._ 

treat_e_d · to rem(?ye p~llutants and_ the water NPDES, RCDEH, 
shall be recy_£le~: (see A.2.h.) RWQCB 

d. Landfill lin~/coiistruction d~ring evening SWFP,WDR, i 
: -· i T 'LEI\/' 2 a 

ho~rs in tii/~~~e·r months shall be Pp RC~~H, 
enc·ourageci to riii:iimiie iiioisture eyaporation RCPp, 
withi

0

n the 1iwcpe~eability clay-like soil RWQCB 
layer. ·•· 

L.!" 

,...-:-.. 

.. ·,:.....;, 
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Potential Significant 
Environmental Effects 

I . Potential impact to 
workers from exposure to 
household hazardous 
materials in the waste 
stream. 

2. Potential worker safety 
and explosion impacts from 
the migration of landfill 
gases into work areas and 
enclosed spaces. 

- -,-1-"'.AG(E" MOl)~:r ~ !N. _LA~on,X'i>R()ji;;Cr :{Sffe!Fic:J>LAN'.No:j~n COl'!!)!T!ONS .OF.APPROVAL~- ... 
-----. ---- -- ·- -. &"MITIGATION-~EPORTING/MONITORING.PROGRAM CHECKLIST . - ' ---- ----- ---- . - ... --.--.-•., ...• --.-- -···•'. 

Mitigation Measures 

a. Through contracts with the landfill 
operator, all transfer station and material 
recovery facility (MRF) operators using the 
landfill ~ill be required to develop a plan of 
operations including a waste inspection 
program that allows for the safe detection 
and removal of hazardoiis waste materials. 

b. Ara<lioactivity:detection device shall be 
employed at the landfill site to detect the 
presence of radi_o!'~tive materials, which ·will 
be removed fronf_the waste st~a_m, stored, 
and transported to a safe disposal site 
accord_ing to applicable regulations. 

c. All focal waste delivered to the landfill 
shall be sc~ened for the presence of 
hazard_ous ~J~ria_ls at an on-site inspection 
·station. 

d. ~/1 i!lcoming \\'.aste shall be subject to 
regula._tc>ry spot c~e.cks for hazardous 
materials. 

e. The landfill operator shall develop and 
implement safety-enhanced operat!onal 
proceedures·tiiat allow for the safe handling 
of h~;,ioui;-waste:by' t~ined personnel. 

a. A landfill gas collection and removal 
system will be installed at the landfill, in 
accordance with plans and specifications 
approved by· the SCAQMD. 

b. A co~o;it~ liner including a high-density 
polyethylene flexible geomembrane to restrict 
doi.vnwa;,i and l?teral movement of landfill 
gases will be installed on the bottom and 
sides· of the landfili. 

c. All new enclosed buildings constructed in 
the specific plan a~ within one mile of the 
ultimate landfill footprint shall have an 
impermeable membrane barrier below the 
foundation slab. 

d. All new enclosed buildings in the specific 
plan area within one mile of the ultimate 
landfill footprint shall have active or passive 
subfloor ventilation. 

B. PUBLIC HEAL TH AND SAFETY - Page I of 4 

Condition 
of 

PP,MRF, 
MSWFP 

SWFP,PP 

SWFP,PP 

SWFP,PP 

SWFP,PP 

SWFP, 
AC/PO,PP 

SWFP,PP 

PP,BP 

PP,BP 

Plans Installed 

Checkpoint 

Complet
tion 

Per 
Event 

Discre
tion 

Monitor 
Period 

PA,PC 

LC 

LC 

LC 

LC 

Report 
Freq. 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

LA,LC,LE e 

LB,LC e 

PA,PB al,e 

LC,PA,PB al,e 

Monitor/ 
Report 
Agency 

Sanctions 
for Non

Compliance 

LEA,RCDEH 2 

LEA,RCDEH 2 

LEA,RCDEH 2 

LEA,RCDEH 2 

LEA,RCDEH 

LEA, 
RCDEH, 
SCAQMD 

LEA, 
RCDEH 

RCPD, 
RCDB&S 

RCPD, 
RCDB&S 

1,2 

1,2 

2 
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EAhLE MOUNTAIN i.(~~DtJLL PROJECT (SPECIFIC PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
' & MITIGATiON REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRA.i\1 CHECKLIST 

. . ·o. PUBLIC HEAL TH AND SAFETY - Page 2 of 4 

Checkpoint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Environmental Effects Mitigation Measures of tion Event tion Period Freq. Report for Non-

Agency Compliance 

e. All new enclosed buildings constructed in PP,BP i i LC,PA,PB al,e RCPD, I 
the specific plan area within one mile of the RCDB&S 
ultimate landfill footprint shall have special 
explosion-proof seals for all utility conduits 
entering frorn below grade. 

f. All new enclosed buildings constructed in PP,BP i i LC,PA,PB al,e RCPD, I 
the specific plan area within one mile of the RCDB&S 
ultimate landfill·footprint shall have 
monitoring probes in the subfloor 
environment to verify system effectiveness. 

g. Permanent subsurface LFG monitoring SP,PP, i i PA,LC, e RCDB&S, 1,2 
wells or detectors/alarms shall be placed near SWFP LE LEA, 
any existing and/or ilew enclosed structures RCDEH 
within one mile of the ultimate landfill 
footprint when directed to do so by the 
RCDEH. The wells will be constructed to 
allow monitoring to .a depth of 20 feet below 
grade. 

3. Potential impacts from a. Wells to monitor soils to a depth of 20 SP,SWFP, i i LC,LE, e LEA, 1,2 
landfill gas migration on feet will be placed on about l ,000-foot PP,AC/PO PA,PB RCDED, 
structures in the town of center~ along the northern town perimeter. RCPD, 
Eagle Mountain. SCAQMD 

b. An on-site emergency response plan will SP i i LC,LE e LEA, 2 
be d_eveloped by_ the landfill operator and RCDEH, 
submitted to RCPD, LEA and RCFD. This RCPD, 
plan will include adequate staffing and RCFD 
equipment. 

4. Potential for right-of-way a. A vegetation/weed abatement program for S7 i i i LC e USFWS 2 
fires along the railroad. the Eagle Mountain rail line from Ferrum 

Junction to the landfill site will be 
implemented, including regular inspection, 
selective thinning or removal of vegetation, 
and use of a ballast regulator instead of a 
herbicide. 

5. Potential for fires in the a. Incoming refuse will be screened and all MRF, i PC e LEA,RCDEH 2 
refuse load. burning ,or smoldering material will be MSWFP, 

removed or extinguished. SWFP 

.. ' -- .- ... ; ,-b. Transpol1;cc:,nl!liner~l!ste wiH b_e __ ... . ¥~f ... .. i PC e LEA,RCDEH 2 
compacted prior t;, loading to reduce air 

·-· --·- ~-•·· -. ..--------- ---- .- .... _ __.. __ 
MSWFP 

spaces capable of supporting combustion. 
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B. PUBLIC HEAL TH AND SAFETY - Page 3 of 4 

Checkpoint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Environmental Effects Mitigation Measures of lion Event lion Period Freq. Report for Non-

Agency Compliance 

6. Potential for subsurface a. A land fill gas collection and control SWFP, i i i LC C LEA, 1,2 
fires at the land fill due to system will be installed and operated at the WDR, RCDEH, 
presence of combustible landfill. AC/PO,PP RWQCB, 
materials. SCQAMD 

b. An emergency response plan for the PP,SWFP i LB C RCFD,LEA, I 
landfill will be-developed and implem~nted. RCDEH, 

7. Potential for surface fires ~-. An ~mergency respo~~ plan for thee PP,SWFP i i LB C RCFD,LEA, 1 
at the landfill. landfill will.be developed and implemented. RCDEH 

b. The landfill operator will be'required to SP i p LB e RCFD 1,2 
contribute on a fair-share basis to necessary -
local· fire service. improvements. 

8. Potential increase in a_. Waste will be compacted into the working SWFP,PP i LC b LEA,RCDEH 2 
vectors for diseases. face of the landfill:not more than one hour 

after it arrives-at the working face. 

b. A minimum of six inches of compacted SWFP,PP i LC b LEA,RCDEH 2 
soil shall shall be used to cover refuse cells 
as. !1 is.-placed and shall completely cover 
refuse at the end of each-working day. 

c. · The raven control program shall shall be S7 c,r T e USFWS, 2 
implemented at the landfall, as described in CDFG 
the mitigation measures for biological 
impacts in'this'table. 
. .... . 
d. A bird control program, in addition to the SWFP,PP i i T e LEA, 1,2 
raven control program, to address other RCDEH, 
nuisance birds, ie. sea gulls, shall be RCPD 

· implemented at the landfill site, in 
accordance with Title 14. 

9. Potential secondary a. Contracts for transfers irtations and MRF, i PC e LEA,RCDEH 2 
impacts for waste handling materials recovery facilities to use the MSWFP,PP 
workers to be exposed to landfill will require inspection and screening 
small amounts of hazardous of the waste stream, with safe-practice 
wastes at waste transfer removal, handling, storage, and disposal of 
stations and materials 
recovery facilities: 

any hazardous materials. 

10. Potential for exposing a. All employees will be trained in a SWFP,PP i PC e LEA,RCDEH 2 
landfill workers to accident standard set of safe operating procedures and 
or ha~ 

0

from heavy provided a written manual. 

·--

equipment operations, noise, 
b: On-site inspections will be conducied on a SWFP,PP i PC e LEA,RCDEH 2 

· odors, and dust. 
regular basis to ensure safe operating 

; conditions. 
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". Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed ·co~plet- Per Discre- Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
'Erivirortmental Effects Mitigation· Measures · of tion Event tion Period Freq. Report for Non-

' 
' 

Agency Compliance .. 

11. P~tential for iandfill a. Training of workers in standard safety SWFP,PP i PC LEA,RCDEH 2 
' workers to be exposed to procedures will include the use of protective 

I.;FG condensate due 'to . equipment, detailed job and operating 
accidental spills. descriptions, identification of safety 

equipment and procedures, training, and 
emergency response procedures and provided 
a written i:nanual. . 

12. Potential for workers to a. A landfill gas collection and removal SWFP,PP i i LC,LD e LEA, 2 : 
be exposed to land fill gas. system will be installed and applicable design RCDEH, 

features ·will be employed for landfill RWQCB, 
buildings ·as de~ribed earlier in _this section. .-SCAQMD ;, 

~ Potential for rail and · a:' 'Ad~uate staff wili be maintained 
0

on-site SP,SWFP i ., 'i .LC e ·,LEA, 2 
truck accidents to spill to provide clean-up support to Southern RCDEH, 

' waste. Pacific workers and locai emergency . - RCPD 
response' agencies. 

b. Local and state emergency plans will be exist. i,r T C RCPD,RCFD 2 
required by ·eicisting'statutes to include ' statutes 
appiopriate responsei·10 afc-ideitts involving 

- tiansported wastes. 

~otential for.delays in a'..C~niainei,i;°wili°be designed to be SWFP,PP i i LC e LEA,RCDEH 1 
ransport system due to ·transported by tiuck as well as rail to allow 

catastrophic events o~ . al_temate' 'means of ~railsportation to Eagle 
workers strikes. . Mountain or an alternate landfill site. 

_1 S. Potential for public a. If the transportation of vagrants to the site SP r T d RCPD 2 
safety. . via'l'!li~ becomes a probll,m, the opera~or 

shail take steps at approp'riate rail terminals 
to prev!il~fvagrants from tioarding the train 
and unloading at the site. An annual report 
shall be provided to the Citizen Oversight 
Committee t«:>gether with the actions taken 
for a period of S years, and as often 
thereafter as requested by the Committee. 

" ............ ,-= .. •-•,.~ ·..• ~ -· :,-- • -•. ·····1 

• •: ', ·.'••. J::..1 .... ~~----·-
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C. TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION - Page 1 of 1 

Checkpoint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Environmental Effects Mitigation Measures of tion Event tion Period Freq. Report for Non-.. Agency Compliance .. 

I. Potential conflict between a. Refuse trains will be scheduled.with SPac,SP i i LC a RCPD 2 
proposed and ongoing Southern Pacific on a contractual basis to 
railroad operations. prevent any conflict with ongoing rail 

·. operations, 

b. Train op~r~tions' will be scheduled during SPac,SP i i LC a RCPD 2 
evening, nighttime,'and early morning hours 
to avoid pe_ak-hour vehicle traffic. 

2. Pote'!tial safety hazard at a. Flashjng'lights w_ill be installed at the SP i i LB e RCPD, 1,2 
the proposed railroad railro~d :crossing of Kaiser Road. RCDB&S, 
crossing of Kaiser Road. RCTD 

b. Train ~p~rations will be scheduled during SPac,SP i i LC a RCPD 2 
evening;'nighttime, and early morning hours ' 
to ayo/~,peak-hou,r vehicle t~affic .. 

3. Degradation of street a. Maintenance of Eagle Mountain Road will SP i - ' p T e RCTD 1,2 
surfaces could occur due to be funded by.County revenue generated by 
the weight of the refuse the propose project on a fair share basis. 
laden trucks. 

4. Potential conflict of _a. Two-way stop signs will be installed at the SP i i T a RCPD, 1,2 
traffic at the Eagle Mountain new Eagle Mountain Road extension/Kaiser RCDB&S 
Road Extension/Kaiser Road Road intersection. 
intersection. 

5. Concerns of Coachella a. The limit on trucks hauling waste from all SP i r LC e,c RCPD 1,2 
,, 

. Valley residents over sources to the landfill will be 100 roundtrips 
increased traffic due to per day. 
trucks hauling waste to the 

b. Three years after start-up of the landfill, SP i r LC e,c RCPD 1,2 
landfill. 

there will be no truck-hauling of waste from 
outside the desert communities. 

C. The limit on t~~k~ hauling waste from the SP i r LC e,c RCPD 1,2 
desert communities to the landfill will be 100 
per day throughout the life of the project. 

d. There will be no limit on the number of SP i r LC e,c RCPD 1,2 
trucks employed during,emergency 
conditions which interrupt railroad ' 
operations. 



I ., 
Potential Significant 

Environmental Effects 

I . Supervision of air quality 
monitoring and reporting 

· program. 

2. Emission of pollutants 
from equipment with internal 
combustion engines during 

··site· preparation and initial 
construction. 

3'. Fugitive dust emissions 
during site preparation and 
initial construction. 

. Mitigation Measures 

a. A qualified consulting air quality specialist 
approved by the County will be retained by 
the landfill operator to supervise all aspects 
of the air quality mitigation monitoring and 
reporting·program. 

b. The.qu_alified air. quality· specialist will 
periodically file a report on the status of all 
air quality mitigation· activity with lhe 
County of Riverside and the SCAQMD. 

a. Op,eralional measures lo control emissions 
will be implemented, such as limiting idling 
lime for engines and conducting regular · 
preventative maintenance (MC-I). 

b. ·All diesel engines will use low ~ulfur and 
low aromatic fuel meeting Calif. standards 
for on-high~ay motor vehicles (MC-2). 

c. The f~sibility of using h~;~Y:-duty diesel 
equipment with engines that are certified by 
the CARB for use in on-highway trucks will 
be evaluated prior lo initial conslruclion, and 
auch ·equip"ment will be used; if feasible 
(MC-3). . 

d: Turbocharger and inlercooled diesel 
engines.with retarded injection timing will be 
used when available (MC-4). 

e. An electric version of the temporary 
asphalt plant will be used (MC-S). 

f. An electric version of the temporary 
concrete batch·planl _will·he.11sed (MC-6). 

a. Noo'-t;xic chemical dust suppressants 
• and/or water will be applied to all unpaved 

roads and parking lot surfaces during 
construction operations (MC-7). 

b. All trucks ·using off-site"°pa~ed haul roads 
will have covered loads or maintain a two
foot freeboard height (MC-8). 

Condition 
of 

SP 

SP 

SP 

SP 

SP 

SP 

SP 

SP,AER 

SP,AER 

SP 

Plans Installed 

c. Soil will be prewatered prior to excavation SP,AER i 

Checkpoint 

Complet
tion 

Per 
Event 

r,c 
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Parenth~tic _notation _c?rresponds to FEIR/ElS air quality technical report list of migitation measures. 
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Discre
tion 

r,c 

r 

T 

Monitor 
Period 

T 

LB,LC 

LB/LC 

LB,LC 

LB,LC 

LB,LC 

LB,LC 

LB 

LB,LC 

LB 

Report 
Freq. 

C 

d 

e 

e 

e 

e 

al 

al 

e 

e 

e 

: _______ .:, ···-. ·-.. -':' ~ . 

Monitor/ 
Report 
Agency 

RCPD, 
BLM, NPS 

RCPD, 
SC:AQMD, 

, NPS 

RCPD 

RCPD 

RCPD 

RCPD 

RCPD 

RCPD 

RCPD 

RCPD 

RCPD 

Sanctions 
for Non

Compliance 

1,2 

. 1,2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

·, 
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IT. Proposed Action, Modifications, and Alternative,_ 

hence, neither section is identified in this program. Codes, abbreviations, and acronyms used 
in the program are identified at the end of this discussion. 

The first column lists each potentially significant environmental effect identified in the 
EIS/EIR, and for each effect, the second columri lists corresponding mitigation measures. If 
adopted by the lead agencies in approving the project, these measures wili become legal 
requirements for inclusion in the project. In most cases, they would be stated as conditions or 
obligations of the applicant in some project-specific document or permit, or would be required 
by some more generally applied regulation. The third column identifies the applicable 
document, permit, or regulation. 

The heading "Checkpoint" isintended to identify the place in the activity under consideration 
where the monitoring or r~poiting of mitigation will occur, and by a coded entry, the action 
(such as a field check ~r report) of the mitigation and reporting program that would occur at 
that point. "Monitor Period" indicates the phase or stage of the project in which monitoring 
will occur. The overall project includes operation of the landfill itself and a number of related 
and off-site activities. The coded entry in the Monitor Period column indicates whether the 
entry applies to th~ landfill itself, or the particular other activity indicated in the statements of 
effect and mitigation. "Report Frequency" lists· whether reporting is intended to be done once, 
at regular periods, or when triggered by an event. 

As already noted, one or several agencies responsible for particular resources or services may 
have an obligation or interest in the accomplishment of mitigation. In some cases, more than 
one agency may have responsibility for tracking a given measure. These agencies are entered 
in the program's next-to-the-last column, and are the ones with particular interest in the 
accomplishment of the measure, either through the agency's special responsibility, or because 
the document bearing the condition is that agency's responsibility, or both. The column 
contains acronyms that are usually re.adily id~ritifiable but are include·d in the code list at the 
beginning of the progran1. Oqe acioriyin may ri6ed 'aaditional explanation: the Local Enforce
ment Agency is established by the Chlifofui~ Code of Regulations specifically as a local agency 
with responsibility for tracking· and enforcing the regulation of solid waste disposal. For the 
Eagle Mountain landfiirproject; the LEA is the Riverside County Department of Environmental 
Health. The last column in the program contains a coded entry for the sanctions to be applied 
in• the case of noncompliance ·with the stated mitigation·rri~asure. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Game are named 
for most biological'mitigation, with USFWS also responsible for conditions· of the U.S. 

' - - ,.,,._ ' ' ' . 
Endangered Species Act Secµon Tpermit. Since the Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan 
No. 252 is a·Riverside Cou~ty- planning document~ the Riverside County Planning Department 
is named as the monitoring and reporting agency for a number of measures required in the 
Specific Plan. Regardless of the particular agency named in the program, however, BLM and 

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #2S2 EIS/EIR 17 
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II. Proposed Action, Modifications, and Alternatives 

Riverside County have overall responsibility for enforcing all mitigation measures, including 
the power to seek whatever legal remedies may be necessary for noncompliance. 

-". 3. Citizen's Oversight Committee 

. , ' 

_., .. · 

•i'. · .. 
_(.,,' 

_!. __ , 

,:, . 

As a means of providing a forum for citizens to review the operation of the landfill, the County 
of Riverside will establish a project oversight committee as a condition of approval for the 
Specific Plan. The general functions and possible composition of this oversight committee are 
outlined below. 

a. Purposes 

• To review and report on the effectiveness of mitigation and regulatory measures that 
have been mandated by the various responsible public agencies. 

• To assure that state and local regulatory agencies are fully apprised of local concerns . 

• To provide an easily accessible public forum for community concerns. 

• To provide reports to the regulatory agencies and the media regarding the status of 
the project and the mitigation measures. 

b. Membership 

Appointments: 

• Four members appointed by the Bo_ard of Supervisors, at least two of whom must 
reside in the Eagle Mountain/Lake Tamarisk/Desert Center area and at least one of 
whom shall be ·a member-of a·recognized en_viioninental group. 

• Two members appointed by Coachella Valley Association of Governments. 

• One member appointed by_the Western Riverside County of Governments. 

• One member appointed ~y rv,:RC (ex officio) . 

Pro~edures for Appointment: Appointing agen_cies shall publicly advertise for citizens inter
ested lll filling· vacant positions 'oil 'the committee and shall riot appoint members of the 
appointing agency or its staff. 

18 Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/BIR 
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----· .. ,.&MITIGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM-CHECKLIST-'·-••·--:.-,-... 
D. AIR QUALITY - Page 2 of 7 

Checkpoint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Environmental Effects Mitigation Measures of tion Event tion Period Freq. Report for Non-

Agency Compliance 

d. Spray nozzles or filters will be used at all AC/PO i i LB,LC e SCAQMD 2 
open transfer points at the temporary asphalt 
plant (MC-10). 

e. Spray nozzles or filters will be used at all AC/PO i i LB,LC e SCAQMD 3 
open transfer points at the temporary _, 
concrete plant (MC-11). 

f. Inactive areas disturbed by construction SP,AER i i LB,LC e SCAQMD, 2 
will be compacted and chemically treated or RCPD 
protected with a fabric cover (MC-12). • 
g. Paved haul roads used· during construction SP,AER i LB,LC e SCAQMD, 2 
will be mechanically swept to remove the RCPD 
buildup of loose material (MC-13). 

h. All excavation, grading, and soil removal AER i i LB e SCAQMD 2 
operations during_the construction period will 
comply with SQACMD Rule 403 (M<;::-14). 

i. Blowsand areas·adjacent to paved h·aul SP i i LB e RCPD 2 
roads wiUlie chemically stabilized (MC-15). 

4. Fugitive dust impacts a. Two permanent PMIO monitoring stations AER,SP i i T e I RCPD, 2 _I 

during landfill construction ,will be installed either pursuant to provisions SCAQMD 
and operation. in SCAQMD Rule 403 or at locations chosen 

in consultation with NPS. 

5. Truck engines and diesel a. Waste haul trucks will comply with all AER i LC e ARB,DMV, 1,2,3 
locomotive exhausts will applicable California motor vehicle pollution CHP 
produce emissions during control regulations (AQ-1). 
transport of solid waste to 

b. Waste haul trucks will use diesel fuel AER i LC e ARB 2,3 
the landfill. 

which complies with all applicable California 
Air Resources Board (CARB) regulations for 
on-highway diesel motor vehicle fuel (AQ-
2). 

c. Waste haul trucks will be subject to AER i LC e SCAQMD, 2,3 
random checks for excessive smoke (AQ-3). CHP 

d. Waste haul trucks will be subject to AER i i LC e ARB,CHP 2,3 
pe"riodic checks for excessive smoke and 
emissions control system tampering (AQ-4). 

e. Waste haul trucks will be low emission AER i LC e SCAQMD, 1,2,3 
vehicles as defined in the CARB regulations ARB,DMV 
(AQ-5) 

Parenlhetic notation corresponds to FEIR/EIS air quality technical report list of migitation measures. 
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Checkpoint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor 
Environmental Effects · <. Mit_igation Measures of -

lion Event lion Period , 

f. Diesel locomotives on the Eagle Mountain SP, i i LC 
railway will be shut down when the engines 
are not needed for an hour or rilore and will 
receive regular preventative maintenance, in 
accordance with manufacturers' 
recommendations (AQ-6). 

g. Diesel l"acomotives on the Eagle ·Mountain SP,AER i i LC 
. railway shall be'~fueled._witli"diesel fuel which 

meets the requirements of CARB for on-
highway motor vehicle diesel fuel (AQ-7). 

h. Diesel locomotive ~ngines.purc!tased for AER i LC 
use on the E.agie'~C/~~ll!i~ 'rail~ay shall ' 
comply .. with all applicatile state and federal· '• 

emissions control ,.rec;fuii-ements (AQ-8) . 
..... 

i. Two feasibility studies_within six months SP i,r i LC 
· of cert/fica!ion of the EIR/EIS will be 

performed·to evaluate.'the potential for use of 
•, 

selective catalytic ·reduction (SCR) or natural 
gas fuels"'ib reduce locomotive·Nox 
emissions to approximately 2 grams per . 
brakeliorsepow.er-hou·r at maximum rated 
load. •,·, 

Either SCR or natural gas fuel option shall 
be selected by the County Board of 
Supervisors after \nput. and advise from 
SCAQM:D ~~d tlie landfill operator within 
six months of. receipt of the feasibility study • 
for final ·e~gineering and installation on one 

:1ocomotive.engine operating on the E.M. 
- railway. The County's.preference for the use 

·: of naturafg~s due to lower air emissions will 
'· be considered in this decision. 

The low emission locomotive demonstration 
program shall be operated for up to four 
years upon commencement of. la~filling 
operations. A wrillen report shall be _ 
provided by the operator to the Board of 
Supervisors which describes the status and 
the effectiveness of the demonstration 

~ii•-, .~. ··-•- . .. -·. ... _ :· progr~_m, a·;,_. 
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Report Monitor/ 
Freq. Report 

Agency 

e RCPD 
SCAQMD 

e RCPD, 

.SCAQMD 

al USEPA, 
ARB 

al RCPD 

S~AQMD 

,··:-.. ' .... ... _ .. _: '•l" h•t, ~ . ....,. 
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Sanctions 
for _Non-

Compliance 
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' 

2 

'• 

1,2 

2 

·, 
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Potential Significant 
Environmental Effects 

6. Air pollutants will be 
generated by the exhausts of 
heavy mobile and stationary 
equipment used m handling 
solid waste and materials. 

•_.,·. 

........ ,,.,.'. :,·-· ... ,-.,,. 
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Checkpoint 

Condition Plans Installed Complet-. Per Discre- Monitor Report 
Mitigation Measures of lion Event tion Period Freq. 

Upon achievement of the demonstration 
program objectives and at least a fifty 
percent (50%) reduction in NOx emissions 
from uncontrolled levels, the demonstration 
engine, shail be routinely operated with the 
installed low emission design. The selected 
low emission system shall be instalied on a 
second diesel locomotive engine within 12 
months of the completion of the ' 
demonstration phase and system installations 
shaJI continu!l at 12 month intervals until. all 
E.M_. railway _locom~tives have been.equiped 
with the low emission control system. 

If the demonstration program is 
unsuccessful o_r not feasible, alternatively, 
the NOx emissions from the diesel 
locomotives used on the E._M. rajlway shall 
not excee.d.6 gm/bhp-hr, or levels.allowed by 
the CARB, whichever is more stringent (AQ-
9). . . 

j. A cost-effectiveness· study of electrifying SP i,r i LC al 
. the Eagle Mountain railway will be 
conducted whe'! landfill gas generation is 
suffi,cient to warrant the construction of an 
energy recovery facility at the landfill 
(AQ-10). 

k. If upon completion .of _the initial cost SP i T d 
effectiveness study of the electrification of 
the Eagle Mountain rail line, it is detei:roined 
such electrification is i~feasible, subsequent 
studies shall be prepared every 10 years 
thereafter. However, if, upon completion of 
any of the subsequent studies, it is 
determined that the electrification of the 
Eagle Mo~ntain rail line is_feasible,-the 
applicant shall.electrify said rail_ line within 5 
years after approval of the environmental 
review for its installation. 

·a. Engines will be shut down if equipment SP i i LC e 
will be idle for 15 minutes or longer (AQ-
II). 

Parenthetic notation corresponds to FEIR/EIS air quality technical report list of migitation measures. 

Monitor/ Sanctions 
Report for Non-
Agency Compliance 

RCPD 2 

RCPD 2 

RCPD,LEA, 1,2 
RCDEH 
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Potential Significant 
Environmental Effects 
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,, . .. .-- D;_ AIR QUALiT\' - Page 5 oh 

Mitigation Measures 

b. Machines and operators will b_e scheduled 
to match the anticipated waste volumes, and 
the number of container haulers will be 
matched to the container hauling capability 
(AQ-11). 

Condition 
of 

SP 

c. Diesel~fueled heavy mobile and stationary · SP 
equipment will be mainiained in accordance 
with the engine manufacturers 
recommendations (AQ-11): 

d. A' record wiU be maintained of all visual SP 
instrunii:nt checks for excessive smoke, as 
welt:a~ ~lated repail'l! (AQ-11). 

~- Ali "ctie~i;~e.~~,r eQuipment St the site will 
- use diesel fuel that meets the requirements of 

the CARB for o~~high.,;..ay motor vehicle 
diesel fuei (AQ-12). __ -

f. The feasi~!lity ofpurchasjng_equipinent 
with engines certified by the·CARB for use 
in on-high~ay trucks will be,evaiuated in 
implemente4; if fea.sible (AQ-13). 

g. If there are no suitable on-highway 
equivalent engines, tumocharged and 
intercooled engines for any diesel-fueled 
landfill equipment will be purchased and 
1!18i'1tained with retarded injection timing 
(AQ-14). 

h. All landfill equipment will comply with all 
applicable federal and state emission control 
standards (AQ-lS). 

i. Wherever available, electric versions of 
landfill equipment, including overhead 
cranes, crushers, conveyors, and pugmills 
will be used. Where not available, alternstive 
fuel techn~logy will be used depending on 
air permitting standards (AQ-16). 

SP 

SP 

SP 

AER 

SP, 
AC/PO 

. \===.,-1•. 

Checkpoint 

Plans Installed Complet-
lion 

i i 

i i 

i i 

. Per Discre- Monitor 

Event tion Period· 

LC 

LC 

LC 

LC 

LC 

LC 

LC 

LC 

Parenthetic notation corresponds to FEIR/EIS air quality technical report list ofmigitation measures. 
' . -·· . _. ·:--~ ~ --~ - ---.. ~,,-.... -... --- 1_.. •• ~-. •. • I • '•. · ... •··= --··' ... -

Report Monitor/ 
Freq. Report 

Agency 

e RCPD 

e RCPD 

'. ,e RCPD 

-e RCPD 

e RCPD 

e RCPD 

e USEPA, 
ARB 

e RCPD, 
SCAQMD 

,:, 

Sanctions · 
for Non

Compliance 

2 

2. 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1,2 

,,_;:.· . 

-~ 
t-: 

" 

} 

., 

,. 

·1·, 

:1 ·-
, 

i 
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Checkpoint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Environmental Effects Mitigation Measures of tion Event tion Period Freq. Report for Non-

Agency Compliance 

j. A study covering both economic and SP i T d RCPD 2 
technical aspects shall be prepared every 10 
years for the potential electrification of all 
types of on-site mobile and stationary 
equipment. If it is detennined that the 
electrification of any of the equipment is 
feasible, the applicant shall electrify said 
equipment within three (3) years. 

7. Potential emissions of air a. When the flare.gas generation rate exceeds SP,AC/PO i i i LC,LE e RCPD, 1,2 
pollutants due to landfill five million (5,000,000) cubic feet per day SCAQMD, 
gases. (MCFD), an analysis of the technical and USEPA 

economic feasibility of recovering energy 
from the flared landfill gas will be conducted 
(AQ-17). 

f. 
r.· 

b. If the analysis indicates that energy SP,AC/PO i i i LC,LE · C RCPD, 1,2 
recovery is feasible, energy recovery SCAQMD, 
facilities shall be installed, and operating 

.. 
USEPA 

before the landfill gas generation ra~ 
exceeds 10 MCFD (AQ-17). 

c. If the analysis indicates that energy AC/PO i i i LC,LE e SCAQMD, 1,2 
recovery is not feasible and the landfill gas USEPA 
generation rate exceeds eight MCFD, an 
oxidation catalyst system will be retrofitted 
to the flares which-is capable of achieving at 
least an 80 percent reduction· in carbon 
dioxide emissions and a so percent reduction 
in non-methane hydrocarbon !'missions 
before the landfill gas generation rate 
exceeds 10 MCFD (AQ-17): 

d. If an energy recovery system is not AC/PO i i i LC,LE e SCAQMD, 1 
feasible and no oxidation caialyst system_ is USEPA 
commercially available before the landfill gas 
generation rate exceeds I<>"!d<;:FD, revised 
applications will be submitted to the air 
po\lution control agencies reflecting the 
higher carbon monoxide and non-methane 
hydrocarbon emission rates from the flares 
(AQ-17). -

Parenthetic notation corresponds to FEIR/EIS air quality technical report lial of migitation measures. 
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Potential Significant ' 
· Environmental Effects 

,· . 
··-.1 

;~J/ 
8. Excessive fugitive dust ,., 

, from handling and transfer 
' ' of solid waste and cover 
, ·:· material. 

Mitigation Measures 

e. If an ene~gy. recovery-facility is not 
constructed a'nd the landfill gas generation 
~te'~xJe~ds 45 MCFD,' ii u~a injection 
sysiein'(~·r eq~ivale~t) cap;iii{ of achieving 
k1~ast a ·30· percent red.uction in oxides of 
nit~gen 'emissions will b~'-retrofitted b'efore 
ihe:iandfill gas generatio~ rate so MCFD 

•(AQ~l7). .. .· .. , 

Condition 
of 

AC/PO 

Plans Installed 

Checkpoint 

Complet
tion 

Per 
Event 

Discre-
tion 

Monitor Report 
Period Freq. 

LC,LE e 

Monitor/ 
Report 
Agency 

SCAQMD, 
USEPA 

Sanctions 
for'Non

Compliance 

1,2 

2 ~~-w1ie~_w)11·b~ap~°iied'°as~tdust .· AER,SP LC e :_RCPD, 
suppres_sailt to all unpaved road and staging SCAQMD . ;;\ 

~·aiea\url"a~~s used ·temporarily (30 dayii' or . ·-::: 

·=.J ~ ... ·._:_1e_·s_s) __ ;..du_·n_:n_g_~-'-la_ri_dfi_·.1_·1_d_pe_ra_-_1io_ .. lt_s_(_A_~_-_1_8)_,_. _. --1---------------------------------------+-------+--------:-.;:~ 
-b.-Cii_e~ic~l.dust ~uppressants:.will;be applied AER.SP LC e RCPD, 2 . ' . 

.. 
...... 

ovei ~~_b,a~"e of.~,o~~cted '.~oa~e: ~\!ings on . SCAQ~D 
all-unpaved"road:surfaces used more than 30 
days, h~i peii~1cii1i'i reconstructed ~r 

_ , rel~ated_(~Q~l9):,_, ' 

·c: :All perrruinent'on-~ite ~dswill-be"paved 
. '~~d periodic~liy dii:aned:~iih _mechanical 
;· sweepe'"8 (AQ-20)/ -· - _--.·,. 

·\1·,.:,r~·iliilg pil~s-i>ill
0 

be."prewa~red'prior to 
• ex~a~ation(AQ-21).-. - • .. ;~·· - -

~-. _., >. . ' ·, . 

.._, ~t!~\:-•••:.. r,•--:." ~"'!"I,• 

~{~ate~-~it(be applie{~s ~;~us{ 
· suj>pressarit prio'"r:io cl~aririf ri-iateiial from 
pit beifohe's;-eicavating)iiridfill ·gas coll~ction 
ditch~s; i-ecqJ~ii:;'.icting_t~_(11itio~i roads; and . 
any othe·f operatii:iiis wliidtcould ~suit in 

, dust emissio~;:~i~}~I~ fro~_!oc"~tirins outside 
, '. th~ project bouridarj,J~Q~22):{ 'F~ 

t.' All haul t~cks ~fa ?i,~;s .th'roiJgh'oil~site 
wheeiawashing statio~s prior io leiMng the 
landfill. 

--·~·-

AER,SP,PP 

AER,SP 

AER,SP 

SP 

• .;,.:.. I .:. f ·-: •••• 1_.,.__ -••· 

P~renthetic notation corresponds to FEIR/EIS ai~--q~a-liiy technical ~p~rt Ii;, of migitation measures . 
,:. -• "-:,_;•,,.· ... ,_ 

LC e 

LC e 

LC e 

LC e 

. ........... 

RCPD, 
S~AQMD 

RCPD, 
SCAQMD 

-RCPD, 
SCAQMD 

RCPD, 
SCAQMD 

·2 

2 

2 

2 



Potential Significant 
Environmental Effects 

I. Landfilling would render 
existing iron ore reserves 
unrecoverable. 

2. Potential incompatibility 
with existing residential and 
correctional uses surrounding 
the landfill. 

3. Inconsistency of 
proposed landfill operations 
with the existing General 
Plan land use designation 
and zoning. 

4. Conflict between 
proposed use and the current 
BLM land classification. 

5. Potential incompatibility 
of proposed transfer stations 
with existing or surrounding 
uses. 

:EAliLE.MOUNTAiN tANuf•iLL l'KOjt:CT. (Sl'ECll<"'IC:PUN NO. 252).CO!'t,'DITIONS.OFAPPROVAL: 
·' & MITiGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CHECKLIST 

E. LAND USE - Page 1 of 1 

Checkpoint 

Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor 
Mitigation Measures of tion Event tion Period 

a. Landfill operations will be phased to SP,SWFP i i LC 
assure that the iron ore resources most 
feasible to mine are impacted last to allow 
for recovery, if economically justified. 

a. Landfill truck traffic will be restri9ted to SP i i T 
Eagle Mountain Road and Eagle Mountain 
Road Extension only. 

-b:; AIUandfill stiuciures will be set ba_ck a SP,PP,BP i i i . LA,PA, 
minimum of 25 feet- from the landfill T,PB 
boundary. 

.. 

c. ·All landfill.structures will be limited to a SP,PP,BP i i LA,PA, 
maximum height of 60 feet. T,PB 

d. The base of the landfill be at lease one SP,PP i i LA,LC 
half-mile away from the nearest residences. 

e. The landfill will opera~ under a AC/PO i i i LA,LC, 
R9ui.rement to e'!:lploy the "Best Available LD 
Control Technology" to control fugitive dust, 
including visible dust, under South Coast Air 
Quality Management District rules. 

f. The appearance of the later phases of the SP i i LC,LD, 
landfill will be. designed to blend with nearby LE 
areas by revegetation and control of color, 
tone, and texture of the final cover. 

a. Approval of a County of Riverside Project i LA 
General Plan Amendment and Rezone will be Approval 
required for project implementation. 

a. Approval of a land exchange between Project i LA 
• BLM and the project proponent that would Approval 

divest the BLM of reversionary interest in 
the project site will be required for project 
implementation. 

a. Siting of all. transfer stations will require • • • • • • • 
approval of local jurisdictions, including 
environmental review under CEQA. 

•Local jurisdiction review and approval process. 

Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Freq. Report for Non-

Agency Compliance 

e RCPD,LEA, 1,2 
RCDEH 

e RCPD,LEA, 2 
RCDEH 

e RCPD, 1,2 
RCDB&S 

,· 
. ,.,.~ 

e RCPD, 1,2 
RCDB&S 

e .RCPD,LEA, 1,2 
RCDEH 

e SCAQMD 1,2 

e RCPD 1,2 

a RCPD 1 

a RCPD 1 

• • • 
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Potential Significant 
Environmental Effects 

I. Potential for increased 
le_achate and adverse effect 
on groundwater if storm 
water infiltrates the land till. 

........ .- .... , ......... \" ... . ........ ,-....: 
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN LAND_FILL PROJECT (SPECIFICnAN NO. 252).CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
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F. SURFACE DRAINAGE/FLOODING - Page I of 2 

Checkpoint 

Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor 
Mitigation Measures of tion Event tion Period 

a. A temporary drainage ditch will be SWFP,WDR, i i i LC 
constructed around the up-slope perimeter of pp 

each working area of the landfill to divert 
storm water flows around and away from the 
fill area as tilling occurs. 

b. As each area is filled, it shall be capped SWFP,PP i i LC 
with a low-permeability soil cap. Capped 
areas will have side slopes with an average 
steepness of 3: I with intervening benches. 
Bench drains shall ~e constructed to 
discharge surface runoff into perimeter 

.drains north and south of the landfill. 

c. All drainage facilities within the waste SWFP, i i i LC 
management unit will be sized to handle NPDES,SP, 
runoff from a storm of IO0-year frequency pp 

and 3-hour duration and a 500-year 
frequency will be adopted for review of 
channel freeboard design. 

d. For Stage I perimeter drainage, Eagle SP,PP, i i i LB 
Creek will be piped under the haul road NPDES 
south of the landfill, the existing upper 
detention basin will be opened, and a channel 
will be constructed along the north side of 
the haul road to discharge into the west bowl 
of the East Pit. 

e. For Stage 2 perimeter drainage, Bald SP,PP, i i i PB 
Eagle Creek will be intercepted by NPDES 
constructing a perimeter channel on the north 
edge of the landfill to discharge into a 
natural watercourse. On the south, the Eagle 
Creek drainage will be extended to discharge 
into the east bowl of the East Pit. 

f. For permanent, completed landfill SP,PP, i i i PB 
perimeter drainage _on the south, a channel NPDES 
and detention system will be constructed 
along the southern borders of Planning Area 
Nos. 4 and 5 and under the railroad in a box 
culvert to discharge into a natural 
streamcourse through an energy-dissipating 
structure designed to avoid erosive velocities 

c•atlh~-Mwr, aq~ediici'crosiiiifi:' .,., · -~-· - , . -~ -~ ...... _ ...... . ·-·· -· ~ . "\.•I'• ..;,;., ••.:,··~ ~ ........... ,._...,. ,-c,,,,,.,. .... __ ._.. .:.·:,,_ ................. ., ... :, -ot::w:: . ' 
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Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Freq. Report for Non-

Agency Compliance 

e LEA, 2 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB 

e LEA,RCDEH 2 

e LEA, 2 
RCDEH, 
RWQCB, 
RCFCD 

a RCPD, 2 
RCFCD, 
RWQCB 

,a : RC~D. 2 
RCFCD, 
RWQCB 

a RCPD, 2 
RCFCD, 
RWQCB 

:..-,'"T-• ... ,_· ?,u ••.i.-...-. .-,.~'". "' • 
._,_, ., ~-- . ·:' 



. .: :_"EAGLE MO_UN'fAIN LANU1''1LL PROJECT (SPECiFIC PLAN.NO. isltCONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
. . . . & MITIGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CHECKLIST-

··:-··---,· •. -r·· --... ·-· 
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- Checkpoint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Environmental Effects Mitigation Measures of tion Event tion Period Freq. Report for Non-

Agency Compliance 

g. For permanent, compl~ted_landfill SP,PP, i i PB a RCPD, 2 
perimeter drainage on the noi;th, runoff from NPDES RCFCD, 
the northern slope of the landfill and Bald 
Eagle Creek will be collected i-.:i. a channel 

RWQCB 

and detention system to the' east through an 
energy-dissipating structure. 

--
h. Final landfill slope will be a minimum of SWFP,PP i i LD a LEA,RCDEH 2 
three percent to promote drainage. 

i. Final landfill.cover will consist of a SWFP,PP i i LD a LEA, 2 
minimum ihickness of four and one-half feet, RCDEH, 
including a minimum two--foot thick RWQCB 
compacted soil foundation layer, a minimum 
18 inch-thick low-permeability soil layer and 
minimum one-foot thick vegetative layer 
which maximizes the stability of the slope 
for the longest term possible, with minimum 
mainienance. The final cover shall include 
small islands of thickened vegetative layer 
and plantings throughout the landfill which 
will support local microbiologic resources. 
Also see A. I.e. 

2. Potential for a. Storm waters that would enter operational SWFP, WDR, i i i LC e LEA, 2 
contamination of runoff by areas from off-site will be intercepted and NPDES RCDEH, 
storm water contact with conducted into existing, modified, or RCFCD, 
refuse in landfill operational constructed drainage systems discharging into RWQCB 
areas. natural waiercourses off-site. 

b. Runoff from landfill operational areas SWFP,WDR, i i LC e LEA, 2 
handling refuse will be collected and diverted NPDES RCDEH, 
into a detention facility for testing: RCFCD, 
Unconiarninated runoff will be routed into RWQCB 
the storm channel system. Contaminated 
runoff will be cla~sified as leachate and 
processed through·a onsite treatment facility. 

3. Flooding, erosion, and a. In all cases, the drainage system will be SP,PP, i i T e RCDB&S, 2 
effects on biological designed to di_scharge into natural NPDES RCFCD, 
resources from discharge of . watercourses_ through energy-dissipating RWQCB 
storm waters collected from structures with peak flows reduced below 
aro~nli the landfill. per-rnini_ng conditions. 

4. Potential for flooding in a. Collection, diversion, and discharge of SP i i T e RCFCD I 
Eagle Mountain townsite as storm waters through the landfill drainage 

southerly flow patterns are system will eliminate the potential for 
reestablished because of flooding of the Eagle Mountain townsite due 

diversion of storm waters to construction of the landfill. 
around the landfill. 
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, Checkpoint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed -- Complet- Per 1 Discre- Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Enviroiunental Effects Mitigation ~ea~ures of tion Event lion Period Freq. Report for Non-

Agency Compliance 

A. General a.· A qualified consulting biologist will be SP i r,c r,c T C RCPD,BLM, 1,2 
I. Supervision of retaine,d by ~e l,andfill operator to supervise USFWS, 

biological monitor and all aspects of the biological-mitigation CDFG 
reporting program. monitoring ~nd _.r~porting program in 'r'· 

cooperation with' the NPS/BLM monitoring 
team. 

b. The consulting biologist will file annual SP i r T d --~ffD,BLM, 2 
reports on the status of a!l ,bi?logical -.USFWS, 
mitigation activity and related information CDFG,NPS 
for the preceding year with the County of 
Riverside, the BLM, the CDFG, and the 
NPS. ., : 

B. Desert pupfish a. Plans for construction or ·major 
.. 

2 S7 i i PA al USFWS, 
I . Impacts to desert , maintenance will be reviewed by a qualified CDFG 

pupfish p~pulations during biologist and will include designs and 
repair and (!lBintenance of specifications that will avoid impacts to 
the.rail lfne:near the Salt desert p_upfish, _to the satisfaction of the 
Creek trib~tary'. USFWS a~d,CDFG." · 

b. Storage and ~taging a_reas will be placed in S7 i i i PA,PB, al USFWS, 2 
location~_ w_h_ich will nc:,t a,ffect the habjtat, PC CDFG 
and ~C!'sure_s_ to avoi~ any discharge of 
pollulllnts wm· be incorporated. 

c. Construction activities will be prohibited S7 i i i T b us~s. 2 
during the fall; when pupfish populations are CDFG 
most restricted and· w,Inerable. 

d. A quaiifieil' ti"iol~gist will be retai~ed to S7 i T C USFWS, 2 
~oni\~r. Jri)', ~l'~tenance work conducted on .CDFG 
oi' n*ar p~pfish habitat. 

i. Potential impacts to 8.' 'AII,weed/plan removal w\U be done by .S7 i T b USFWS, 2 
desert.pupfish during weed hand.-: No· herbicides or other chemicals will CDFG 
abatement program. be used. . ,:.;),+-· 

3. Possible but unlikely a. Data from ongoing <:;DFG f!Urveys of S7 C PA,PC C USFWS, 2 
impact on pupfish from train pupfish in the Salt Creek drairuige will be CDFG 
operations. assessed to determine w'hethe"r.:'rail~ad 

'o\l • 

operations are affecting pupfish. 

b. If the assessment of data suggests impacts S7 C PC C USFWS, 2 
on pupfish, corrective actions will be CDFG 
developed in consultation with USFWS and 
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Potential Significant 
Environmental Effects 

4. Potential impacts to 
desert pupfish in the Salt 
Creek habitat area from a 
railroad accident. 

Mitigation Measures 

a. In the event of an accident near pupfish 
habit_at, a bi~logist will be \ncluded as a 
response·and clean-up team member and 
USFWS,;_BLM;·and CDFG.will be notified 
immediately. 

b. Measures to restore the pup fish habitat i~ 
Salt C~ek arid its trib~tary in the ev·~nt of an 
accident shall be incoipo'rated as part of ihe 

··~~i,o~se.•.' 0 .',_: "· 

c_. If restocking of pupfish is requi~d in the 
aftermaih of an accident; the.riearesi suitable 

· g~'riJi[{ sili;in;~f pupfish-~ill be iht source of 
th'e't111niii1antation.J'~entiai riist°"king · 
soiarceii shall be reporieil'.to the USFWS at 5 
year' irikrvais. - :. -

_.;:; IP d. ~l emerg~ncy procedures will ~e 

S7 

S7 

S7 

S7 

Condition 
of 
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Checkpoint . 

Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre-
lion Event tion 

i i 

C 

c,r 

Monitor 
Period 

PA 

PC 

PA,PC 

T 

Report 
Freq. 

a 

C 

C 

C 

Monitor/ 
Report 
Agency 

USFWS, 
CDFG 

USFWS, 
CDFG 

USFWS, 
CDFG 

µSFWS, 
,-CDFG 

Sanctions 
for Non

Compliance 

2 

2 

2 
'It ptopo~ to'and approved by USFWS·and 

CDFG p
0

ri_or ·to 'impiementation. ~----------------------------------e.·R.eports of a)re~rgeiicy procedure results S7 r PD c USFWS, 2 
~ will be ~ubmitted to the USFWS and CDFG CDFG 

C. Desert tortoise 
I . Possible direct impacts 

on tortoises during 
construction, ·and loss of 150 
acres of tortoise habitat, 
from improvements and 
widening of Eagle Mountain 
Road. 

2. Possible impacts from 
predation on juvenile 
tortoises by ravens, coyotes, 
kit foxes, and other 
predators attracted to the 
landfill. 

upO!) cofupletion. 

a. A'precon~truction survey will be 
c_on~~c~~-by;a q~~!ified l!iologist.who will 
remov~ ali'tortoiKS within the 150-foot 
con~niciiori i~~e-to ~- safe distance (300 
f~et> in tlid.ini1!1~diate vi~inlty. . 

b. The landfill. op_erator will purchase 375 
acres .of tortoise habitat selected BLM and 
transfer .owne~ip of the habitat to BLM. 
All compensation acreage will be within the 
Chuckwalia_Management Area. 

a. A raven in~nitorinj( program, including a 
minimum.of~() 'years:of preoperation 
monitoring, wiil be devel~ped and enacted in 
confo~nc~ with BLM metllodologies. 
Monitoring of ravens will continue 
throughout the life of the landfill project or 
u~til BLM, USFWS, and CDFG determine it 
is' no longer n_ecessary .. 

b. The perimeters of all landfill and waste 
handling areas will be fenced with fencing 
designed to exclude predators such as 
coyotes and kit foxes. 

S7 

S7 C 

S7 

S7,PP 

PA 

PD 

c,r T 

T 

/ 

a 

a 

e 

C 

USFWS, 
CDFG, 
RCDB&S 

USFWS, 
CDFG 

USFWS, 
CDFG 

RCDB&S, 
USFWS, 
CDFG 

2 



Potential Significant 
Environmental Effects 

3. Potential loss of desert 
tortoises during regular 
maintenance of rail track. 

Mitigation Measures 

c. A minimum six-inch covering of 
dirt/tailings will be placed over deposited 
refuse on a daily basis to. minimize_ attracting 
ravens to refuse. 

d. A nonlethal raven control program will be 
conducted, including hazing at the landfill 
site,. prompt removal of road~killed wildlife 
along access !'<>Bds; and the possible 'u'se of 

- bird repellant methyl anthranilate. 

e. it necessa_ry·, ~nd subj4?9t to the approval 
of.SLM, USF\VS, and. CDFG, a raven 
control program' will be implemented that 
may include nest _destruction, shcioiing, 
poisoning and alterations of landfill 
ope;riitions: . 

· f. A raven monitoring committee will be 
esablished to o~ei-see the· raven monitoring 
and control program. 

, a. Prior to scheduled track maintenance, all 
occupied burrows·within 100 feet of the 
track will· be examined for the presence of 
tortoises and marked by a qualified biologist. 
Any·burrow that collapses· during repair and 
maintenance· activities'will be imm-~iately 
excavated, and any tortoise found will be 
translocated to an artificial burrow iio less 
than 300 feet from the original burrow site. 

b. A qualified biologist will translocate any 
above-groun~ tortoises found within the rail 
corridor during repair activities· to an 
abandoned or artificial burrow no.less than 
300 feet from the rail line, if determined 
necessary. 

c. During maintenance and repair to the 
railroad, the storage of equipment and 
materials, parking of vehicles, and other 
staging activities will be confined to three 
currently disturbed sites at Ferrum, Red 

Condition 
of 

SWFP,PP 

S7 

S7 

S7 

S7 

S7 

S7 

Checkpoint 

Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre-
' tion Event tion 

•· 

i 

C 

C 

C 

Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Period Freq. Report for Non-

Agency Compliance 

LC b LEA,RCDEH 2 

LC b USFWS, 2 
CDFG 

LC b USFWS, 2 
CDFG.· 

I 

LC b US_f\VS, 2 
:CDFG,NPS 

PA al USFWS, 2 
CDFG 

PB al USFWS, 2 
CDFG 

PB b USFWS, 2 
CDFG 

~lou!I and Su_mmit_. _ . 
.. --~ --... ,i,..;.d-.--Al-l_w_e __ e_d-.. c-o_n_t~----l-w_i_th_i_~---th-.e---ri-gh.a..,-~-f-,~w-a_y _____ s-.7-.. -------.---_-_ ... _,... ___ c ________ -_.-. ------.• -... -.~--~-----.,-__ ...,_1-~----~-------.--.-.. --.-.---""' ..... -T-~---.-,-.. -.--.. •---T---""-,,-.. ~-~----~-,-e-_-.. -.• --~---:;_U_S_FW_:.-.s-;-.;._-._~---.C.+._-2-·--.---.. -,--.-.• -·:..'"'· 

will be done by hand. No herbicides will be CDFG 
used;·· 

. I.--•-•••-•:- -•• ••.••••.~-.~-•--•.•.-1-.•••• --•-~"<-'-•••:•.~• 

,.·r 
-~-

)i 

,, 
~ 

~! 
·! 

,. 
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., 
~: 
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Checkpoint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Environmental Effects Mitigation Measures of tion Event tion Period Freq. Report for Non-

Agency Compliance 

4. Potential impact to desert a. Existing culverts will be cleaned out and S7 i i LA a USFWS, 2 
tortoise populations due to repaired under the rail line to allow use as CDFG 
train kills of tortoises and crossings by to'rtoises. 
fragmentation of habitat by 

. b. At an appropi;iate interval before each S7 i PA al USFWS, 2 
operation of the Eagle 

train trip on the· Eagle Mountain rail line, a CDFG 
Mountain Railroad. 

qualified biologist' will survey and remove 
tortoises on or.adjacent to, the.railroad right-

. of-way .. ~emoved tortoises ~ill be p~iiced. !)IT 
the rail.line berm. 

c. Records will be evaluated within three S7 C PC C USFWS, 2 
years to ·assess.optimum loc9:tions for CDFG 
culverts and barriers, if needed. A 
barrier/culvert system will .be constructed at 
appropriately _identified locations; 

d. Ballast will be placed between the tracks S7 i i PB al USFWS, 2 
at 100-foofjntervals in tortoise habitat areas CDFG 
to ai\~w tortoises caught between the tracks 
to e~ape. 

e. A lorig7term tortoise population S7 C i T e USFWS, 2 
monitoring prdgram utilizing sampling CDFG 
methods approv~d by the USFWS adjacent to 
the E.M. Railroad and Eagle Mountain Road 
rightlH>f-way will be developed to monitor 
changes in tortoise population as the project 
proceeds. This monitoring program will 
continue for the life of the project. 

5. Potential loss of desert a. Tortoise-proof barriers will be installed on S7 i i PB a USFWS, 1,2 
tortoises due to road traffic. both sides· of Eagle Mountain Road for the CDFG, 

first four miles north of lntersiate 10. RCDB&S 

b. Culverts will be installed under Eagle S7 i i PB a USFWS, 1,2 
Mountain Road at a minimum of one per CDFG, 
mile of road. RCTD 

c. A qualified biologist will monitor Eagle S7 i T C USFWS, 2 
Mountain Road and Kaiser Road for tortoise CDFG 
activity throughout the life of the project. 

d. Biologists will survey Eagle Mountain S7 i T C USFWS, 2 
Roa_d on a daily basi~ and tortoise CDFG 
encountered will be moved 300 feet from the 
right-of-way, including tortoises reported by 
truck· drivers and local residents. 



· .. ,- ., 

,, 
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Potential Significant 
Environmental Effects 

6. Potential cumulative 
impacts to desert tortoise 
regional population from 
habitat fragmentation and 
raven predation. 

7. _ Indirect impacts to 
to~ises associated with an 

: increase in human activity 
_.including vandalism, illegal 
· . collection, and off-road-
· ~~hi~le use. 

·n. California leaf-nosed bat' 
1. Impacts to the California 

leaf-nosed bat could occur 
due to loss of roost in the 
la.rge adit location _in an area 
to be landfilled in 
appro_xiinately JS years. 

., ·.=.c. .... ,, .... _ ... ....s::, ..... ~==-- .. ... -:-. 
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Checkpoint 

Condition Plans Installed Comj>let- Per Discre- Monitor Report Monitor/ 
Mitigation Measures of lion Event tion Period Freq. Report 

Agency 

e. A speed limit of 35 miles per hour will be SP i i PA,PB a RCPD, 
set and enforced along Eagle Mountain Road RCDB&S 
until barriers are in place. 

' 
f. A ~ndatory local worker and truck driver SP,~i7 i r T C USFWS, 
education program will be implemented prior CDFG,RCPD 
to commencement of landfill• operations, with 

-voliintary"participatioii by tow"iisite' residents. 

a. Me~sures described ab~ve will lie See C.2.4. & 
implemented to ~ligate potential cumulative 5. above 
impac·ts from-habitat fragmentaiion and raven 

· predation due to this project. Development 
of a desert iortoise' hiamigement plii"n 'for:"the 
Joshua"Tree National Moiiuciie~t ii"n~ ·ci~sure 
of tli\':Desert c;e11ter landfill would also help 
mitigate cumulative impacts,' bui-these 
·measure·s·caimot be 'implemented as a 
conditiori· of this project. All mitigation 

. riieiisures iinplim"e°nteit for this: project will 
be al~~;:if.1;1eces~ry, 'to c~nfo.:m to the 
USf'.WS p~~it Tortoise Recovery_ Plan . 

a. A ·mandatory-local worker and truck See C.S.f. 
driver education program with ~~hintary above 
townsite resident participation will be 
implemented. ., 

a. Spring and winter monitoring surveys of S7 i r LA C USFWS, 
bat activity at the adit will be conducted CDFG 
prior to commencement of landfill 
operati!)ns. 

b. Monitoring will be continued until the S7 i r PB,PC C USFWS, 
landfill reaches the area of the adit. CDFG 

c. When filling reaches the adit, the· mouth S7 i i r PC a USFWS, 
of the adit · will be extended upward and/or CDFG 
outward above any landfill deposits. 

d. The conduit material used to extend the S7 i i PC a USFWS, 
adit will be impermeable to landfill leachate CDFG 
and gas. An_ impe~eable liner will be used 

'"'if ~ec~ssacy'.;_,,.- •. , :_,-_. ,< .. '-s~,:..--.---:,.:,::~- -- ~~:c·,, s'·, - . , _...,,..._ ::::::-,...• - . .:..--; .. ; . ..;:.:-.:: -~- -~··-:..:-- ·-. :~"':"-- .. -~- ~..:-:::.--: --.... -~-,1o.--•. - .. --,.-,.--~- -.::,::,-.-....;. .. '"',"....:,; .... :_,._':.=:::lc;-.-:<e-- ~-:- ... ----=-... ~~ 2·~•·;-.:;_ ..... --~- ..... -:_:...: 

e. The adit entrance will be gated to allow S7 i i PA,PB a USFWS, 
free exit and-entry of bats, but prevent CDFG 

-human intrusion. - . - -· - . - -- -- ---- _,_ -- -
--

··- --· -- ·-·-- ..... -- -- - - -- ·.:-..:.._-.,___ __ . - •·· .. ·•·· ·' . -- .. 

Sanctions 
for Non-

Compliance 

1 

1,2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

, .. __ .:,.-._. ~ 

2 ( 

- ---
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,, 

-.,.i 

i 

... "': . 
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Checkpoint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Cornplet- Per Discre- Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Environmental Effects Mitigation Measures of tion Event lion Period Freq. Report for Non-

Agency Compliance 

f. Bat monitoring will be continued through S7 · i i PA,PB a USFWS, 2 
the life of the landfill operation. CDFG 

E. Eagle Mountain scrub a. Raven control measures for impacts to See C.2.a.-e. 
jay desert tortoise will also mitigate the potential above 

1. Potential increase in impact on the Eagle Mountain scrub jay. 
regional ra".ei:i pop~lat_ion 
could result in raven 
predation of ~rub.jay.eggs 
and young. · '· · · · ' 

F. Alverson's foxtail cactus a./,pproximately 157.4 acres of Alv~rson's S7,SP,PP i i LA a USFWS, 1 
1. Impacts to 125 acres of foxt,ail,cactus habitat in Specific Planning CD,f'G, 
Alverson'& foxtail ca~tiis Area)E _will ·be preserved· in a con~;;n,ation RCPC 
habitat within Eagie ~reek easement.· 
Wash by constnic_t\on of the 
landfill and° to· lipp~ximately b. A 2 year test cactus transplantation study S7.SP i PA C USFWS, 2 
33 .3 acres of habitat b{the . shall be conducted to dete~ine the viability CDFG, 
proposed Eagle Mountain of relocating cacti. If the test study RCPD 
Road extension and railroad · determines viability, a transplant program . -
spur. will be ccmducted on suitable areas within 

the project boundary as a research program 
OD cactus habitat rehabilitation using 
Jr •t 

transplants from impact areas. 

G. Orocopia sage a. Prior to commencement of construction S7,SP i PA C USFWS, 2 

1. Potential impacts to activities, a-qualified biologist wilhneet with CDFG, 
Orocopia sage along the the construction supervisor to discuss RCPD 
Eagle Mountain Railroad avoidance and mini'!llzalion of impacts. 
right-of-way: b. Speci~c area to be avoided will be S7,SP i PA C USFWS, 2 

delineated before construction by flagging or CDFG, 
other means. RCPD 

c. Maintenance and construction ~tsging S7,SP i i PA,PB a USFWS, 2 
areas will avoid areas containing Orocopia CDFG,· 
sage. RCPD 

d. Roads adjacent to the rail line will be kept S7,SP i i PA,PB C USFWS, 2 
to their current width. CDFG, 

RCPD 

e. Employees will be alerted to avoid off- See C.5.f. 
road travel and other disturbances in areas above 
where sage is present. 



Potential Significant 
Environmental Effects 

H. Nelson's bighorn sheep 
1. Loss of three permanent 
and one temporary bighorn 
sheep watering sources. 

2. Loss of about 994 acres 
of bighorn sheep habitat due 

·· to project implementation. 

3. Potential impacts from 
increased human presence, 
including landfill operations, 
residential uses, poaching, 
pets, and domestic livestock. 

_..::,., .=...-.r"-,,c::,,-c., --=--:-..:.,c,.,,,....c::"~,,.,._,...,_,--c 
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Checkpoint 

Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor 
Mitigation Measures of tion Event tion Period 

a. A preconstruction telemetry study will be S7 i.r LA 
conducted to identify new locations to place 
permanent water sources, based on herd 
movements. 

b. Three new permanent water sources will S7 i i,r LA,LB 
be placed at sites approved by BLM and 
CDFG away from the mine site. 

c. Buzzard Springs will be rehabilitated and S7 i r LA,LB 
cleared of tamarisk. 

d. If necessary' sheep will be translocated to S7 i,c LA,LB, 
areas near the new water sources. LC 

e. New .. and-rehabilitated water sources will S7 i T 
be maintained through the life of the landfill 
and ·replaced ir' necessary. 

f. Telemetry studies will be continued after S7 r C LC 
operations begin to assess sheep use of new 
watering sources until USFWS and CDFG 

1 are satisfied that sheep water-source use has 
stabilized. 

a. Creation end rehabilitation of water See H. l.a.-f. 
sources will allow expansion of_sheep ranges above 
into new habitat. 

b·. Approlci~tely 744 acres of bighorn sheep S7,SP,PP i i LA 
habitat on-site will be preserved in open 
spai:e uusable habitat and a buffer area 
between the landfill and relocated sheep 
population. 

a. Information on.bighorn sheep will be See C.5.f. 
incorporated in the mandatory local worker above 
and truck drivJr e·duc~ti"anal program 
described above as mitigation for desert 
tortoise impacts. 

b. Only authorized individuals will be S7,SP i i T 
allowed to possess firearms on the landfill 
site. 

c. Dogs will be prohibited on the landfill site S7,SP i i T 
unless they are confined or restrained. 

-.....-~--·--.--.----........ ··•·=:::.,.'..•~---==-.. •· - ...... _-,..-·!.-•.;·,· .. -~ ....... ~-t-··--=-=1- • -... - -.,:.:.__.,·::: . ·-· -........ ~ ...... ..-..-":>■,-:;:..,_,. - .:..::. ~~ ..... ~--~--=--,---,.,,, ... -:-..:..~ ~ ,-...,,1..,....:.;:~c_;;_ .. --.: • ..-:-.:...~-:.:.-::or- ;· .. ..,._"'-.:";:.-,;, --

Report Monitor/ 
Freq. ,Report 

Agency 

a USFWS, 
CDFG 

a USFW~, 
CDFG 

a USFWS, 
CDFG 

e USFWS, 
CDFG 

e USFWS, 
CDFG 

a USFWS, 
CDFG 

.. 

a USFWS, 
CDFG,RCPD 

·• 

e USFWS, 
CDFG,RCPD 

b,e USFWS, 
CDFG,RCPD 

a-=·••-•~• .. ,1- - ...... ,-, .. -':':·.-..;,::;.·,•,.~ 

Sanctions 
for Non-

Compliance 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1,2 

1,2,3 

1,2,3 

• J 
·:.-· 

- ! 

:.1•.'•, ·- ·~ ... :·+ .. 
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Checkpoint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor Report' Monitor/ Sanctions 
Environmental Effects Mitigation Measures of tion Event tion Period Freq. Report for Non-

Agency Compliance 

1. Potentially expansive a. Soils underlying the landfill footprint will SWFP i i LA,LB a LEA,RCDEH 2 
soils may occur in the fine be evaluated by an geotechnical engineer 
tailing storage lagoons and in and/or an engineering geologist and area 
areas underlain by alluvial with expansive soils will be subject to i 
material. appropriate mitigation before landf111ing, 

such as sel~ctive or remedial g~~i~g. 

2. Instability of -a. A~·grading for. ihe landfill occurs,"a ' SWFP i i LA,LB C LEA,RCDEH 2 
manufactured slopes in geotechnic!,il engineer.and/~r engineering 
bedrock and alluvial areas of giolo~ist _will deie~in~·~~fe sliip~,~~gles 
the East Pit. and maintain slopes _wi~i~_ this ra~ge, with 

flattening ·or slope_s or construction of fill 
-butiresses as needed. - ' - . 

- b. A geological engineer and/or engineering 
geologist will assure that the Jin:er is ·placed 

SWFP i i LA,LB C LEA,RCDEH 2 

against safe slope angles. 

3. Potential for settlement in a. Unsuitable soils will be excavated and/or SWFP i i LA,LB C LEA,RCDEH 2 
waste rock dumps northeast recompacted prior to liner construction in 
of the East Pit_ and loose areas of potential settlement. 
alluvium -in the ·eastern 
project areas. 

4. Potential slope failure a. Loose rock and materials will be SWFP i i LA,LB C LEA,RCDEH 2 
and dislodgment of loose progressively scaled from ~enches above the 
materials from existing working face of the landfill. .. 
manufactured slopes in the 
strong seismic event. 
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Checkpoint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Environmental Effects Mitigation Measures of tion Event tion Period Freq. Report for Non~ 

',, _Agency Compliance 

1. Potential visual contrast a. Shape and mass of the landfill area will SP i i LD a RCPD 2 ! 

between the landfill and the blend with nearby forms more than the 
characteristics of existing graded areas, and color, tone, and 
surrounding landscape. texture of the final cover will be designed to 

reduce contrast with adjacent undisturbed area. 

b. Grading and landfill limits will be clearly SP,PP i i T e RCPD, 2 
staked or fenced, constniction access will be RCDB&S, 
controlled, and ancillary l!Clivities will be LEA,RCDEH 
confined to existing disturbed areas wherever 
possible to minimize additional disturbance of 
the native landscape. 

C. Fi_nal c~ver ~ill include 'it top layer of SP i i LD e RCPD 2 
vegetation -s~il conu;ining i seelmix of native 
pla~ts to encourage regrowth of native plant , 

material. -
2. Potential visual impacts a. Visual contrast between the landfill and SP,PP i i T e RCPD 2 
from Desert Ce-nter, Lake surrounding area will be reduced as described 
Tamarisk, Interstate IO, and for.the preceding impact. 
State Highway I 77. 

b. <?P,erations will be phased so that natural SP,SWFP i· i LC e RCPD 1,2 
topography, distances, and existing vegetation 
will screen the initial phases of landfill 
operatio_ns. Landforms crea~d by the-final 
phases and completed landfilrwill approximate 
original topographic conditio~s. , 

c. Truck traffic to the container handling yard SP i i LC e RCPD, 1,2 
will use 1-10 and Eagle' Mouniairi Road rather RCDB&S 
than going through Desert Center on Kaiser 
Road pas{Lake Tamarisk and other· 
residences. 

- - ,, 

3. Potential impacts of the a. The base of the landfill will be at least one SP i LA a RCPD 1 
visibility of the landfill from half-mile away from the nearest reside~ces. 
the townsite of Eagle 

b. Final cover and revegetation of the landfill SP i i LD e RCPD 2 
Mountain. 

mass in later phases of operation will reduce 
visual contrast as described for the first impact 
discussed in this section. 

:._"; 

4. Windblown debris and a. The perimeters of all landfill and SWFP,S.P, i i i LC e LEA, 1,2 
dust from landfill operations wastehandling areas will be fenced and pp . RCDEH, 
could adversely affect the regularly patrolled for liner control. RCPD 

. __ visual qualitypf,!h_e __ = :...--=-::x~=----,=,...:.;:__ •---::.=,.:-_.::....-=~.:..-==·:: . .-;:..·· ""''"·:: ;:;:::::;--=.~;-.:.....::: ··=-- ---~ -·,,·. = .;,-~ ... ...,..,..... ........ -· .. -~· ~ ......... ...,,,::::: -:-~ ... 4-.- ••. -- ., ....,. ........ · --·- ::: .... -:-.::--. :-1•.~ -rr.;-,,_ - ~ -l~~••· ...... -. •""= ••••,-;=:;~·_;:: ~;:=·,::...:.:...-i=-,,•.-· - ~--··- ______ :. .... -~~---- ~~ -· ·• -~:- ·. - ........ , ... 
surrounding area. 
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.EAGLE MOUNTAIN,LANDHLL PROJECT-(SPECIFIC PLAN-N0.-252) CONDTIONS OF APPROVAL-
.. - .' ' & MITIGATION.REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CHECKLIST 

I. VISUAL, RECREATION, AND WILDERNESS RESOURCES - Page l of 3 

Checkpoint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Environmental Effects Mitigation Measures of tion Event tion Period Freq. Report for Non-

Agency Compliance 

b. Incoming refuse will be kept in closed MRF,SWFP i i i LC e LEA, 1,2 
containers until transported to the working RCDEH, 
face of the.landfill. Upon deposit, the refuse RCPD 
will be compacted and covered on a daily 
basis with ; minimum six-inch layer of coarse 

·iailing. . . 

c. A stoi;n:i watch and e~rly·warning p~graitt SP,SWFP i i i LC e LEA, 1,2 
will·be implemented to alert landfill personnel RCDEH, 
to co~er-imcovered material_~ prior to a RCPD 
windstorm. ,, ' 
d. A response plan to.provide complete clean- SP,SWFP i i i LC e LEA, 1,2 
up of accidental ·spills will•be developed, RCDEH, 
including sufficient equipment and personnel RCPD 
to conduct a cle_an~up: 

e. Landfill personnel will be assigned for litter SP i i LC e RCPD 1,2 
and debris cleanup_ on-site as_ well as in ihe 
area between the landfill and Joshua Tree 

. National Monument. 

-f. Litter control personnel will be designated SP i i LC e RCPD,NPS 1,2 
for direct contact and timely retrieval of stray 
iiner when' Joshua Tree National Monument or 
BLM siafT'ob~erved or_ receive reports of 
wi!ld-bo~e:debris. Afi-iitter· shall be contained 
on~_site. A helicopter searc~ for blown litter in 
the vicinity of the project 'shall be performed 
eveiy, three (3) months for the- first 5 years of 
operation and as needed thereafter as agreed to 
by the operator and the BLM .. and NPS. A 
NPS employee shall be taken along as an 
observer for all periodic aerial litter searches. 

g. Coarse tailing material on~site will be used SP,SWFP i i LC e LEA, 1,2 
for daily cover, reducing potential dust RCDEH, 
production. RCPD 

h. Haul road within'th~ project area will be AC/PO,SP,P i i LC e SCAQMD, 
paved or regularly watered, as will p RCPD 
construction roads for the new railroad spur 
and ~gle Mountain Road Extension. 

i. The landfill will operate under a AC/PO i i LC e SCAQMD 2 
requirement to employ the "Best Available 
Control Te~hnology" to control fugitiv.: dust, 
including visible dust, under South Coast Air 

· Quality Management District rul_es: ' 

j. Se_e,Air Quality 2.k. 
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Checkp_oint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Complet0 Per Discre-
. Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions 

Environmental Effects " Mitigation Measures of tion Event tion Period Freq. Report for Non-
Agency Compiia'nce 

5. Potential for significant a. Nighttime operati<?~S requiring lights, other SP,PP i i LC b RCPD 2 
impacts on views of night , than land_fill liner construction, as required by 
skies in the surrounding weather,and public health and safety 
populated and recreational condtions; ~ill be permitted only in the 
areas from project night container handling yard, witli only low~level 

; 

lighting and headlight glare security lighting allowed in the landfill area. 
from trucks. · b. Lighting required- for safety _and security SP,PP i i LC a,b RCPD 1,2 

will be directed and locational, ,fixtures will 
have shields to cut off upward ~adiation, and 
light poles will be the minimum height 
necessary, with the goal of minimizing light , 

spillage. ,_, -- .: -,, ' 

c: Truck traffic will u~ 1-10 and Eagle SP i i T b RCPD 1,2 
Mountain Road and its extension rather Kaiser 
Road to reduce visibility from most residences 
in the area. 

.r. .. 

\.".•._•· ••.•.--:- .. ;-::,-..;.-,..,_.c,. 
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Potential Significant 
Environmental Effects 

I . Fire protection impacts 
from increased demand on 
fire personnel and equipment 
and emergency medical 
services. 

.•• :• -• ~- ':.' _L \ ·• •. 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDl<'ILL PROJECT (SPECfflC PLAN NO. 252) CONDITIONS OF-APPROVAL. -
• ,_ ·· &i'M1T1GAT10i~fREPORTINGIMONITOIUNG'PROGRAM ciiECKLIST - · · -

Mitigation Measures 

a. The landfill will contribute to required fire 
protection improvements, plans and funding, 
including a. fair share of the operating costs 
for ·additional personnel a~d equipment and 
additional. training for fire personnel 10· 

provide the emergency medical service level 
of training required by the Riverside County 
Fire pej,artme_nt~ . . : . 

- ·b: .Aietailed,plot plan of ea~h planning area 
~ill ;be· ;tb~iii~d to the Riverside County 
Fire"Depii'rtritent' for review and lipproval and 
a written-~greement' obtai~ed for fire 

,1VOteCtion seivices. _--- · ~- · 

LU Fire/Life Safety and Emergency 
~espon~ Plan will be subniitt~d to the Fire 

Department. · 

d. Fire hydrants and water mains will be 
irisialled on-site to provide adequate fire 
flows. 

e. The landfill will be required to participate 
in the, fire protection impact mitigation 
program adopted by· the Riverside County 
Board ;o(-supe_rvisors. 

f. Clearance from the Fire Departm~nt will 
be obtained prior to project use or occupancy 
of any existing structures within the project 
boundary or the Eagle Mountain townsite. 

J. UTILITIES AND SERVICES - Page 1 of 1 

Condition 
of 
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Complet
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Discre
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Monitor 
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LB 

LB 

LB 

LB 

LC 

Report 

Freq. 

C 

C 

C 
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C 
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Monitor/ 
Report 
Agency 

RCFD, 
RCPD 

RCFD, 
RCPD 

RCFD,LEA, 
RCDEH 

RCFD, 
RCDB&s 

RCFD,RCBS 

RCFD 

Sanctions 
for Non

Compliance 

2 
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Potential Significant 
Environmental Effects 

l. Operation of the 
proposed transfer stations 
could significanily affect 
adjacent Jarid uses. 

2. Increased noise levels 
along the Eagle Mountain 
rail corridor could affect 
future residential uses in the 
Eagle Mountain townsite. 

3. T:ruck traffic t~ the 
:' 1;~dfill could generate 

unacceptabie noise levels at 
residences nearby. 

4. Potential noise impact to 
residential areas due to 
landfill operations. 

Mitigation Measures 

a. Construction and operation of all transfer 
stations will require approval of local 
jurisdictions, including environmental review 
under CEQA, _to assure co~pliance with 
local·noise standards and regulations. 

a. Adequate buffer distances from the 
raiiroad to.residences (150 feet.for multi-

: family, 300-_feedor single-family residences) 
will be req~-i~'d in· th~ future specifi~ plan 

· for the townsite of Eagle Mountain. 

a. All ,la~dfill-relate_d truck ~iH be ·require" 
to use.-Eagle Mountain-road and Extension 
riiih~r"iliaii "ici;is\:r Road. . 
, . ·r,;-,., ,,. . i, ~ . 

:r~·.--.r· 
a: I;qufpment noise from landfil_l_ wiil be 
approximately 1,000 feet from nearest 

0

0 reside~ti;i area and shi~lded from that area 
6f eiristing bdrriis a~und the fi~e '~iifog 

. i,oiid;: - · · · : · __ 
b: Spiiading, compacting, and cover of 

'"•reftis/wfo. lie cond~cte'<foi{iy during daylight '." h9iiis~· . -~ . ~-. :r_ , - i_.-~ 

c: Operations will-tie pliaserso that the body 
· of !hi tii'iii"iig:°i,ii~ ~~~re~t'ilie t'ci~ri~ite, which 
. ~rves a,{ ii° noise tia'rrier/will -be ~tained for 

· a_s \o:~g_a~ ·pJ-~~fble:' - -- -:: . . ,, . 

d. -Maintenance ·acti~ities.in;i>ia~ng Area 
No. 2 ~(the Specific Plan shail occur within 
e~clo~~d'structure~. · 

·-=--- ·-·- '_-·--- -
•Local jurisdiction review and approval process. 

,_. •,· ' ' ,.... . ,'-~ . ,·,·,c-
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. . . . & MITIGATION REPORTING/MONITORING PROGRAM CH.ECKLIST 

L. PALEONTOLOGY - Page 1 of 1 

Checkpoint 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor Report 
Environmental Effects Mitigation Measures of tion Event tion Period Freq. 

1. Potential for excavation a. A paleontological monitoring program will SP i PA e 
involving improvements to· be prepared by a qualified paleontologist and 
Eagle Mountain Road and submitted to the RCPD, San Bernardino 
the 1-10 interchange to County Museum, and BLM for review and 
destroy paleontological approval. 
resources. 

b. A pre-excavation survey will be conducted SP i PA C 

to exposed pal~ontological resources. 
,. -

c. Excavation activities ~ill be ~onitored by SP i PB e 
. a qualified pal~ntologist. · 

d. Recovered fossils will be prepared to a SP i PD e 
point of ideniification and stabilization: 

e. Recovered specimens will be identified, SP i PD C 

curated, and stored in .an established 
repository. : .. 

f. A __ rep_<frt of fi~dings will be prepared and SP r PD a 
submitted to the County of Riverside, BLM, 
and the San Bernardino County Museum for 
approval. 

Monitor/ Sanctions 
Report for Non-
Agency Compliance 

RCPD, 1 
BLM, 
SBCM 

RCPD, 1 
BLM 

RCPD, 1 
BLM 

SBCM 1,2 

SBCM 1,2 

RCPD, 2 
-BLM, 
SBCM 
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· EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILi.,; PROJECT (SPECIFIC PLAN NO. 252),CONDITIONS'OF APPROVAL 
· ., & MITIGATioN· REPORT°INGiMoN1ToR1NG PROGRAM cnEcKLisT 

M. tNERGY. CO1"SUMPTiON/GENERA TION - Page 1 _of 1 . 

Checkpoint. 

Potential Significant Condition Plans Installed Complet- Per Discre- Monitor Report Monitor/ Sanctions 
Environmental Effects Mitigation Measures of tion Event tion Period Freq. Report for J'.'lon-

Agency Compliance 

I. Potential for consuming a. Diesel locomotives on the Eagle Mountain SP i i LC e RCPD 2 
more diesel fuel per day than railway will be shut down when the engines 
landfills located closer to the are not needed for an hour or more and will 
waste sources. receive regular preventative maintenance, in 

accordance with manufacturers' 
recommendations. 

b. Whenever available, elective versions of SP,AC/PO i i LC e RCPD, 1,2 
landfill equipment including ovemead cranes, SCAQMD 
pugmills, crushers, and conveyors will be 
used. Where not available, alternative fuel / 

technology will be used depending in air 
pe_nnitting standards. 

C :\Vhen. the flare gas generation rate exceeds i i 
·• 

1,2 AC/PO i LC,LE e SCAQMD, 
five million c~~\c feet perd~y (MCFD), an USEPA 
analysis of the technical and economic .=-; 

feasibility of recovering energy from the 
flared landfill gas will be'co!)ducted. ~,,: 

d. If the analysifindic·ates ·that energy AC/PO i i i LC,LE e -SCAQMD, 1,2 
recovery is feasible, energy recovery USEPA 
facilities shall be installed arid operating 
before the landfill gas generation rate 
exceeds 10 MCFD. 
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II. Proposed Action, Modifications, and Alternatives 

D. Alternatives,Considered in Detail 
In addition to the proposed action, the following project _alternatives are considered in detail 
in the EIS/EIR. Within each environmental topic discussed, their impacts are compared with 
that of the proposed project 

1. Reduced Landfill Operations Alternative 

This alternative would allow for th~ disposal of up to 16,000 tpd in a reduced landfill area. 
The reduced landfill area would be the same as the proposed project's area, less those areas 
containing the deepest portions of the East Pit. It would allow for the disposal of 14,000 tpd 
by rail and 2,000 tpd by.truck.· Truck traffic is included iri this alternative to·enable the project 
to serve potential future demand in Riverside County, which cannot be economically served 
by rail transportation. 

This alternative would have the effect of reducing the capacity of the landfill by approximately 
20 percent compared· to the proposed project However, at an inflow of 16,000 tpd, the potential 
115-year site·life-or°the project would not be reduced. 

2. Proposed Action with Rail Access Only Alternative 

This alternative wouJd limit the project to 16,000 tpd of solid waste, delivered by rail only. It 
would avoid the effects attributable to the 200 truck deliveries per day, but it would also remove 

· some of the operational flexibility of the project. Communities without rail service either could 
. not use the proposed landfill or would have ·the extra cost of providing truck transport to a 
transfer station with rail _access. 

3. No Project Altei;-native 

This alternative would _leaye _ the project area in its prese_nt disturbed condition and avoid the 
potential effects of the prop9_sed landfill. It w·ould require continued reliance on existing or 
new landfills in southern 'California. 

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252. EIS/EIR 59 
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· II. ·Proposed Action, Moqifications, and-A}temaµves 

E. Alternatives Considered,~and,-Eliminated..,.From 
Detall~-,t-.A.n_a,Jysis -. . . 

1. Landfills in CouQti~s-:Where Waste is Generated 

Potential landfill sites in Los Angeles County .were considered, but were eliminated from 
detailed analysis because ·oflimited-tapacities artci because-available information:is inadequate. 
Detai~ed analysis is not possible at this time because dev_~lop~ent of landfills in Los Angeles 
County is remote in plan-riing and ptot:b~sirittirnes· and is speculative. . -

2. Alternative·,Sites in ~he '~agle :Mountains 

The use of the Central Pit or Black Eagle Pit at the Eagle Mountain Mine were considered as . 
possible alternatives. The Centrai Pit was eliminated from detailed analysis because oflimited 
ca1:facity and because it is remote from·and at a su~stantially higher elevation than the proposed 
Phase II container handling•yard. The Black Eagle Pit was eliminatedJrom detailed analysis 
because it is closer to the ridgeline that would make the landfill potentially visiblesfrom Joshua 
Tree National Monument and bec~use use o{the Black Eagle Pit as a landfill could preclude 
mining of poten~al precious metatcl~posits adjacent to the site. 

3. Waste Diversion-Programs 

Waste diversion strategies such as recycling, green waste composting, and source reduction 
were considered and eliminated because they may reduce the volume of solid waste disposed 
of in landfills but would not fully elimina~ the ne~d for landfills. Waste combustion for energy 
was not considered further because of substantial and significant air quality impacts compared 
to the landfill. Recycling will be conducted at materials recovery facilities as part of the transfer 
stations for the proposed lanqfill. Even if recycling achieves state::riiandated goals of diverting 
25 percent of the waste stream· by 1995 and 50 percent by 2000, 20~000 tons per day of landfill 
capacity would still be ~q~rred for the remainder of solid waste: Gfeen waste composting 
could reduce solid waste vol.umes by tip to 30 percent, but the market for the product is uncertain 
and the composting process may h.ave significant odor, visual, and noise impacts. Source 
reduction would reduce all impacts associated · with the landfill but requires a large-scale 
legislative program, stringent and large-scale enforcement, and good promotional and educa
tional programs- to achieve even a partial reduction in landfill demand. 
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II. Proposed Action, Modifications, and Alternatives 

4. Alternative Railroad Alignment 

Potential impacts to the federally threatened desert tortoise could result from reactivation of 
the Eagle Mountain rail line through the BLM Chuckwalla Bench Area M Critical Environ
mental Concern (ACEC) due to the poss~ble ~abitat fragmentation and the direct impact on 
individual species. This area has been identlfie'cfin the USFWS's desert tortoise recovery plan 
as a critical habitat. The only way· to avoid crossing the high density tortoise' habitat in the 
Chuckwalla Bench would be to consider other rail routes or the elimination of rail haul entirely. 
As a result of agency concerns for the welfare of the· desert tortoise, three· transportation 
alternatives to avoid high.density tortoise habitat_were considered. Due to additional environ
mental impacts resuiffr1g from implementation of these alternatives, they were not considered 
in detail. A brief discussion of each alternative follows. 

Three alternatives would be to relocate the railroad to cross the Orocopia Mountains, to 
construct a new rail line from the Southern Pacific m'ain_ line in Indio along the Iriterstate 10 
(1-10) corridor to the existing Kaiser Railroad, or to eliminate the rail haul element of the 
proposed project entirely. However, such alternatives present other environmental problems. 
First, the Orocopia Mountains represent relatively uildisttirb~d bighorn sheep habitat important 
to metapopulation movement corridors. ~econd, ihel-10 corridor passes through lower density 
tortoise habitat; however, the required distance ot' disturbance for a new rail spur would be 
twice as long as for the exi~µng rail line. And finally, eliminating rail traffic entirely would 
require the increase· of truck ·traffic.'from _100 tr.ricks per day to 1,000 trucks per day. The 
increased truck traffic· would,;increase emissions of fine· PMIO, which would be counter to 
specific efforts within the Coachella Valley to reduce PMIO. 

F. BLM Preferred Alternative 
BLM' s preferred alternative for the Eagle Mountain landfill project is the proposed action, as 
modified by the actions discussed iii ·sectioriill;B. ofthis.EIS/EIR. The proposed action also 
includes all mitigation ,~easures co~tairted -iri the Mitigation; Reporting/Monitoring Program 
located in Section 11.C·. ofthe :final_ EiS/EIR. · 

G. Summary.of;:Jmpac.ts·.and Mitigati~n 
Table 1 summarizes the environmental effects qf µte proposed project and alternatives. Each 
environmen~l issue 4~1ec1: in _Table i is separate& into 's~bissues and evaluated· by subissue. 
The summary·. table',,~~scribes:·,po,~ntial- impact',·ri?sulti~g .from the proposed.-project and 
alternatives, recommend~d;' m1tigatfon. measures; and-' resulting level or significance after 
implementation of. recommended tnitlgation measures. 

Eagle Mountain-Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 61 
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Impacts occurring as a result of cumulative proj~cts in the vicinity of the proposed Eagle 
Mountain landfill operation 4epend on ·future uses\:>f the area, such as the possible resumption 
of mining activity., Regiqnally, continued resjge~tial development in and around Blythe and 
continued development of utilities are anticipatef . 

Implementation of the landfill project will co11tribu_te_to _the cumulative impacts associated with 
the degradation of air quality, desert tortQise'p_cipuiation fragmentation, habitat loss for 
Alverson's foxtail cactus, increased regional water consumption, and visual character of 
adjacent wilderness areas. The c_umulative impacts to air quality are considered significant 
after mitigation, because the project IS located iri a nonattainnient air-basin. Also, the project's 
con,tribution to the cum_ulative impact.on: water consumption in the aquifer is considered 
significant and not mitigated. -
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TABLE I 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project 

WATER QUALITY 
GrQundwater Qualicy 

Impacts Potential degradation of Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact 
groundwater due to 
migration of leachate and/or 
LFG 

Mitigation Measures Install liner; install - Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required 
leachate collection and 
removal system; control 
landfill gas (LFG) by LFG 
recovery; install detection 
groundwater monitoring wells; 
treat on-site wastewater; 
install low-permeability 
final cover to prevent runoff 
from penetrating landfill; 
prevent landfill surface 
erosion; continue all 
mitigation for 30 years 
after landfill closure 

Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant 
Mitigation 

Surfl!&e Wa~r Quali)l'. 
Impacts Potential pollution Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact 

of surface waters due to 
contact with refuse 
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i TABLE I 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND M111GATION 

(continued) 

·! 

? 
Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project 

-~ 

-.. 

Mitigation Measures Install drainage collection Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required -~-:. 
system and storm water 
detention basins; use closed 
containers to transport 
waste; compact and cover 

' waste daily; control. wind-
b,own lit.ter with fencing 
and patrol; control fugitive 
dust by using both reclaimed 
and well water 

_, 

Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant 
Mitigation , . . , 

GrQund:water J.ls~ and S1112Pl)'. 
-, 

' 
,. Impacts Will increase overdraft of Reduces the capacity of the Same as proposed action No impact 
t aquifer project by 20 percent with 

' a 10 percent reduction in 
{ watertise •1 

Mitigation Measures Truck and container wash Same as proposed Action Same as proposed action None required 
water, wastewater, and r-

condensate will be collected, 
treated on-site, and recycled 
for dust control 

Significance after Significant Significant Significant Not significant 
Mitigation 
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Issues 

PUBLIC HEAL TH AND SAFETY 
Hazaroous WM~!! 

Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Landfill Gas 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

, 

OI 
UI 

TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

Potential for worker exposure Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
to hazardous wastes at 
working face of landfill 

Inspect and screen refuse Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
for hazardous wastes at 
transfer or materials recov-
ery stations, or at an on-
site inspection station; 
remove hazardous waste 
for disposal at appropriate 
hazardous waste sites 

Not significant Not significant • Not significant 

Potential hazards due to Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
accumulation and migration 
of landfill gas (LFG) 

Install composite liner Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
to restrict downward and 
lateral ~ovement of LFG; 
install LFG recovery/ 
utilization and migration 
control system; permanent 
subsurface LFG monitoring 

T ·•,. • •• 

- -- -- -

No Project 

No impact 

None required 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 



. 
Issues 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Fires 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

L 
I 

--

TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROJECf ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

wells near refuse boundary 
structures, and combustible 
gas serisors in building 
interiors; if applicable, 
install in landfill buildings: 
impermeable barrier below 
foundation, active or 
passive subfloor ventilation, 
explosion-proof seals for 
below grade utility conduits, 
monitor subfloor environment 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Potential for subsurface Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
landfill fires, surface 
fires, refuse fires, and 
fires along rail right-of-way 

Properly operate and main- Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
tain the landfill gas 
collector system; incorpo-
rate staged response for 
control of subsurface fires 
into the emergency response 
plan; retain large watering 
trucks and earth-moving 
equipment for on-site emer-

No Project 

~ 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 

.. - - . ~ 



..... ·,- '-: 

- -
._..,· - --•r.--••• ~••·••· ••-•--•• --··-.....--••-·•-···· 

0\ 
-..J 

Issues 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

y~~rs and Di5eas~ 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 
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TABLEl 
SUMMARY OF PROJECf ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

gency response capabilities; 
regularly inspect and hand 
remove vegetation which may 
pose a fire hazard along 
rail right-of-way 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Potential for landfill to Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
be used by animals, birds, 
and insects for foraging 
and/or breeding may result 
in an increased potential 
for disease 

Place earthen material Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
over the refuse on a daily 
basis; implement raven 
control plan described as 
mitigation for biological 
impacts in this table 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

No Project 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 

Not significant 

.::'.-·-- ._.:' 
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00 

Issues 

Worker Safety 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Public Safety 
Impacts 

TABLE I 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACI'S AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

Potential exposure to Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
noise, dust, odors, landfill 
gas and condensate, and 
other unsafe materials 

Develop a standard set of Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
procedures for employee 
~dling of refuse, includ-
ing use of perso~ protec-
tive equippien~ ~se (?f 
enclosed cabs on heavy 
equipment, rotation of 
worker assignments, and 
adequate supervision of 
personnel; exposure to LFG 
will be controlled by the 
collection and disposal 
system for LFG 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Public exposure to non- Slightly less than proposed Eliminate potential 
ba7.ardous waste resulting action for truck accidents 
from truck or rail accidents, 
or from delays in rail 
transport due to catastrophic 
events or worker strikes 

--~:•-.-·.· .. ··- - -

,· 

No Project ·' 

No impact 

_/ 

None required • ,, 
~ 

:~ 
'• 

·' 

,. 

Not significant :.·, 
.. ~: 

::;_ 

'I~ 

No impact 

·.1'.. 
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O'I 
1.0 

Issues 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

TABLEl 
SUMMARY OF PROJECf ALTERNATIVES' IMPACI'S AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

Establish an emergency Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
response plan with adequate 
staff either on-site or 
on-call for any clean-up 
efforts required; containers 
will be designed to be trans-
ported by truck as well as 
rail to Eagle Mountain or an 
alternate site 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 
Rail QJ,}eratiQns 

Impacts Potential conflict with Slightly less than proposed Same as proposed action 
proposed and ongoing rail action (10 daily one-way 
operations trains instead of 12) 

Mitigation Schedule trains with Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
Southern Pacific on a 
contractual basis to prevent 
conflict with ongoing rail 
operations; schedule trains 
to avoid peak-hour vehicle 
traffic 

Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant 
Mitigation 

·--• l '. .~- • ... • • ' , .... , .- ... .-..,-
, . .....,__...-. ·, .. --~ -·---·- -

No Project 

None required 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 

Not significant 
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0 

Issues 

At-Grade Crossings 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Truck Traffic on Streets 
Impacts 

TABLEl 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

Swface street vehicular Rail operations will be reduced Same as proposed action 
traffic will incur slight (10 daily one-way trains instead 
delays at at-grade rail of 12) 
crossings; at-grade crossing 
ha7.ards will be increased 
slightly 

Conduct rail service at Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
night to minimize conflicts 
with vehicular traffic; 
install flashing lights to 
notify drivers and pedestrians 
of approaching trains at rail 
crossing at Kaiser Road 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Approximately 100 one-way Truck traffic is reduced by half There will be no impacts 
truck shipments would occur due to truck traffic 
per day; Eagle Mountain Road 
Extension would create a 
roadway crossing at Kaiser 
Road, which serves the 
community of Eagle Mountain, 
including local school 

No Project 

No impact ., 
•\ 
-; 

None required 

.a 

Not significant 

), 

No impact --~ 

--
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Issues 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

AIR.QUALITY 
Emissions 

Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 
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TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROJECf ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

Install stop signs at Same as proposed action None required 
roadway crossing of Eagle 
Mountain Road Extension and 
Kaiser Road 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Degradation of air quality Less truck and rail traffic will Use of rail only will result 
due to increased emissions result in decreased emissions in decrease in emissions 
in both the South Coast Air 
Basin arid the Southeast 
Desert Air Basin due to 
increased emissions from 
motor vehicles, including 
train locomotives, on-highway 
haul trucks, and off-highway 
heavy equipment during con-
struction and operation of 
the landfill 

Shut down diesel locomotives Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
when engines are not needed 
for one hour or more; use 
diesel fuel and engines 
certified by the California 
Air Resources Board; install 
energy recovery or pollution 

No Project 

None required 

Not significant 

Continued degrading of air 
quality in South Coast Air 
Basin from use of existing or 
new landfills 

None available 

~ 
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Issues 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

·-' I, .... 

TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

equipment when warranted for 
LFG equipment; perform 
feasibility studies for use 
of selective catalytic 
reduction or natural gas 
fuels on Eagle Mountain 
locomotives and provide 
report of studies; implement 
studies, if feasible, or 
operate locomotives such 
that NOx emissions do.not 
exceed 6 gm/bhp-hr, odevels 
allowed by CARB, whichever is 
more stringent; conduct cost 
study of electrifying Eagle 
Mountain railway when LFG 
generation warrants recovery 
facility; incorporate other 
control measures as required 
by CARB/ APCD 

Impacts y.ill not be Impacts will be less than the Impacts will be less than 
reduced below a level proposed project but not proposed project but not 
of significance reduced below a level of reduced below a level of 

of significance significance 

........ ,_. ;! - \.. • ' ' •. - • : ,. ~ ········,"· 

No Project .. ;_ 
~.j 

-, ,. 

~-

.. 

{ 

" 

' ·.-

Continued significant impacts 
in South Coast Air Basin and 
Southeast Desert Air Basin 
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Issues 

Amhi~t CQn~nttaJiQnS 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Hi.altb Risk Ass1.ssment 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

TABLE l 
SUMMARY OF PROJECf ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

Pollutant c~ncentrations at Slightly reduced emissions Similar to reduced 
typical rail crossings are from proposed action operations alternative 
not significant; exceeds 
state standards for Ozone and 
state and federal standards 
for PM 10 at the landfill site 

Same measures as for Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
emissions from proposed 
action identified above 

Impacts will not be reduced Impacts will be less than Impacts will be less than 
below a level of significance proposed project but not proposed project but not 

reduced below a level of reduced below a level of 
significance significance 

Potential for increased Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
health risk to area residents 
due to exposure to LFG 

Interception and removal of Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
hazardous wastes within 
waste stream; install LFG 
recovery/utilization and 
migration control system and 
permanent subsurface LFG 
monitoring wells 

No Project 

No impact to SEDAB 

None required 

No impact to SEDAB 

No impact 

No impact 

r • - _-,.- I • 



Issues 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Fugitive Dust 
Impacts 

Mitigation M~ures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

.,-. :.- ... , -

TABLE I 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Excessive fugitive dust Less fugitive dust than Similar to reduced 
from handling and transfer proposed action operations alternative 
of solid waste and cover 
material 

Use water and chemical dust Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
suppressants on unpaved roads, 
work areas, and during con-
struction of pit benches, 
ditches, etc; pave per-
manent haul roads; prewater 
tailing piles prior to . 
excavation; pass haul trucks 
through wheel washing stations 
or mechanically sweep roads 

Impacts will not be reduced Impacts will be less than Impacts will be less than 
below a level of significance proposed project but not proposed project but not 

reduced below a level of reduced below a level of 
significance significance 

No Project 

No impact ' 
.., 
.,-

;i 
' No impact to SEDAB 

None required 

.? ., 

i 
:~ 

No impact to SEDAB •. 
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Issues 

{;Qnsisten~)'. ~id! 
R~g1.!lato0'. PrQ~ams 

Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

LAND USE 
Existing Us~ 

Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

TABLE l 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

Statutory requirements Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
ensure consistency with 
regulatory programs 

Application, permit review, Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
imposition of control 
conditions, approval, and 
inspection processes of the 
SCAQMD will serve to enforce 
consistency 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Landfilling would render Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
existing iron ore reserves 
unrecoverable 

Phaselandftlloperations Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
to assure that iron ore 
reserves most feasible to mine 
are impacted last to allow 
for recovery if economically 
justified 

No Project 

None required 

None required 

None required 

No impact 

None required 



Issues 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Surrounding U~s 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Consis~n~)'. witb Ploos 
and Policies 

Impacts 

,•····· 

TABLE l 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

( continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Potential impacts to exist- Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
ing residential use and 
correctional facility 

Restrict truck traffic to Same as proposed action Not significant 
designated roads; maintain 
minimum 25-foot setback and 
maximum 60-foot height for 
all project buildings; main-
lain berms to partially 
obscure views onto project 
site; control fugitive dust 
and odors; install sound 
attenuating walls as needed 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

The project would require a Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
BLM land exchange and County 
General Plan amendment and 
zone change to make the 
project consistent with 
existing plans 

..... .- . "~ 

···-··· .... 

No Project 

·, 
·L 

None required 
... 

·:i. 
No impact 

< 

·(> .,. 

None required ,. 

~-~ 
-, 
' ; _, 

·-t 

"'· 

Not significant ~~~ 

" -. ,, 

No impact 

.. ---=;-



Issues 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

DRAINAGE 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

BIOLOGY 
General 

Impacts 

--.J 
--.J 

TABLE I 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

( continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Potential drainage impacts to Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
the East Pit, townsite, and 
alluvial areas east of the 
project site 

Install perimeter drainage Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
system to accommodate 100-year 
storm flows with a 500-year 
frequency standard channel 
freeboard design; limit final 
landfill slope to not more 
than 3 percent for drainage 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Supervision of biological Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
mitigation monitoring/ 
reporting program 

No Project 

None required 

None required 

Continued inadequate drainage 
at the East Pit, townsite, and 

. alluvial areas east of the 
project site 

None required 

Not significant 

No impact 
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Issues 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Desen Tortoise 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project 

Landfill operator will retain Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required 
qualified consulting biologist 
to supervise all aspects of the 
biological mitigation monitoring/ 
reporting program; file annual 
reports on status of all 
biological mitigation activity 

Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Permanent loss of individuals Same as proposed action Avoids permanent loss of No impact 
and habitat, potential habitat (widening of Eagle 
increased raven predation, Mountain Road), and impacts 
potential harassment of from truck traffic; other 
individuals (noise and potential impacts similar 
vibration) to proposed action 

Survey and monitor prior Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required 
to and during construction/ but delete off-site 
maintenance, relocate indivi- preservation 
duals from railroad bed; 
install culvert system and 
protective fence along first 
4 miles of Eagle Mountain 
Road and portions of railway; 
install ballast between tracks; 
precede trains and remove 
tortoises from track; monitor 



Issues 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Bighorn Sheep 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

-..J 
\0 

TABLE l 
SUMMARY OF PROJECf ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

tortoise population for life 
of project; maintain speed 
limit on Eagle Mountain Road; 
remove road kills daily; 
preserve off-site habitat; 
monitor raven population; 
passive and active control 
of ravens; monitor and control 
coyotes and kit foxes; worker/ 
townsite education 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Loss of 4 water sources and Impacts would be slightly Same as proposed action 
habitat; potential indirect reduced 
effects from increased human 
population; potential 
disruption of sheep movement 

Install three permanent water Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
sources far from mine site 
to encourage bighorn sheep to 
use surrounding natural areas; 
these sites and their design 
to be approved by biologists 
at BLM and CDFG; rehabilitate 
Buzzard Springs and clear of 
tamarisk; if sheep are not 

No Project 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 

t 
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Issues 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Desert Pupfish 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

TABLE l 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACI'S AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action 

naturally expanding their 
ranges to incorporate new 
sources, translocate them; 
preserve buffer habitat areas 
around landfill (644 acres); 
monitor sheep movement; 
conduct employee/townsite 
awareness program 

Not significant 

Potential impacts from 
rail accident or major 
construction on trestle 
over habitat 

If major construction is 
necessary, incorporate 
protective measures in plans 
and monitor construction/ 
maintenance activities; 
include biologist on 
on emergency response 
team and restore any habitat 
disturbed by construction/ 
accident 

Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

Not significant Not significant 

Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

No Project 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 
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Issues 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Other Sensitive Wildlife 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Sensitive Plant Species 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROJECf ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action 

Not significant 

Potential loss of California 
leaf-nosed bat roosting 
areas; increased raven 
predation on Eagle Mountain 
scrub jay 

Monitor bat roost sites; 
maintain adit opening; monitor 
and control ravens 

Not significant 

Loss of 158 acres of foxtail 
cactus habitat 

Preserve 157 acres of foxtail 
cactus on-site; initiate 
transplant program for lost 
cacti on suitable areas 
within project boundary; 
monitor transplants once 
a month for one growing 

Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

Not significant Not significant 

Slight reduction on overall Same as proposed action 
habitat loss 

Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

Not significant Not significant 

Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

No Project 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 
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Issues 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Mmgr Washes and Draioag~s 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROJECf ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

season; submit monitoring 
report to BLM, CDFG, and 
USFWS 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

No significant impacts to Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
wetlands are anticipated to 
occur from this project 

None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

GROWTH INDUCEMENT AND SOCIOECONOMICS 
Grgwtb Inducement 

Impacts No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

Mitigation Measures None required Same as proposed action Not significant 

Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant 
Mitigation 

Socioeconomics 
Impacts No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

Mitigation Measures None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

No Project 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 

Not significant 

No impacts 

None required 

Not significant 

No impacts 

None required 
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Significance after 
Mitigation 

GEOLOGY 

00 
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SQilS and G~lQg)'. 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 
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TABLE l 
SUMMARY OF PROJECf ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Potential exists for Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
settlement within alluvial 
soils, for expansive soils, 
and for surficial instability 

Identify expansive soils Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
in alluvial material within 
the landfill footprint and 
regrade, as necessary; 
determine the safe slope 
angles and maintain slopes 
within this range; identify 
need to flatten slopes or 
construct fill buttresses; 
excavate and/or recompact 
unsuitable soils prior to 
liner construction; place 
liner against safe slope 
angles 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

No Project 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 

_ Not significant 
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Issues 

Seismicity 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Mineral Res~mr~s 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROJECr ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

Potential ground shaking Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

Progressively remove loose Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
rock and materials on areas 
immediately above the working 
face of the landfill, and 
construct berms to intercept 
fallen rock 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Potential loss of recoverable Approximate 50 percent Same as proposed action 
iron ore reserves reduction of proposed 

project's impacts 

Sequence landfill operations Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
so as to impact mineral 
resources last to allow for 
recovery prior to impact 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

No Project 

No impacts 

None required 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 

Not significant 



00 
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Issues 

TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

VISUAL, RECREATION, AND WILDERNESS 
Visual Contrast 

Impacts Potential for increased Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
visual contrast 

Mitigation Measures Blend the topographic Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
contours of the landfill 
with adjacent landforms, and 
minimize color and tone 
contrast of the final cover; 
revegetation of the landfill 
will further reduce visual 
contrast impacts 

Significance after Not significant Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
Mitigation 

Views from Desert C~n~r and 
Otber K~ Obs~n:ation Poin~ 

Impacts No significant impact Same as proposed action Same as proposed acµon 

Mitigation Measures None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

Significance after Not significant Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
Mitigation 

No Project 

No impact 

None required 

None required 

No impact 

None required 

None required 



00 
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Issues 

Views from Eagle Mountain 
Townsite 

Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Windblown Debris and Dust 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

TABLE I 
SUMMARY OF PROJECf ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

( continued) 

Proposed Action 

The proposed action will 
have a significant impact 
on the views from the 
community of Eagle Moun
tain; however, that impact 
will not be visible for 
several decades; visual 
contrast will be decreased 
overtime 

Phase project, revegetate 
disturbed areas, and 
revitalize community 

Not significant 

Potential for windblown 
debris and dust 

Transport all refuse mate-
rials to the site and to the 
face of the landfill in closed 
containers, compacted and cov
ered on a daily basis; water 
haul roads regularly; install 
fencing and regularly patrol 

Reduced Landfill Operations 

The reduction in size and scale 
of the landfill would serve to 
reduce visual impact as compared 
to the proposed action 

Same as proposed action 

Not significant 

Same as proposed action 

Same as proposed action 

Rail Access Only 

Incremental improvement 
over proposed action 

Same as proposed action 

Not significant 

Same as proposed action 

Incremental improvement 
over proposed action 

No Project 

Currently, the views from the 
community are significantly 
impacted by the imposing tail
ing pile, the exposed slopes, 
and scarred areas; this high 
level of impact would remain 

None required 

A significant impact is asso
ciated with this alternative 

No impact 

None required 
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Issues 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Night Lighting 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 
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TABLEl 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

for litter retrieval; develop 
an active storm and early 
warning procedure for 
extremely windy conditions 
and response plan to ensure 
timely and complete cleanup 
of accidental spills 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Potential for visually Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
impacting the surrounding 
area by night lighting 

Limit landfill activities Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
other than the container 
handling operation and 
liner installation to day-
light hours; provide low-
pressure sodium safety and 
security lights; direct 
lighting downward to light 
only the immediate area 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

'C;=. 

No Project 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 

Not significant 



00 
00 

Issues 

Recreation 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Wilderness 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

UTILITIES AND SERVICES 
Water and Sewer 

Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

( continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Indirect impacts associated Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
with increased activity 
visible from Wilderness 
Study Areas (WSAs) 

Location and design of Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
landfill and reduction of 
visual contrast 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

None required Same as proposed action Not significant 

No Project 

No impact 

None required 

Not significant 

No impact 

Continued low level of impact 
toWSAs 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 



Issues 

Fire and Police 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

00 
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TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROJECf ALTERNATIVES' IMPACT'S AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as· proposed action 
were identified for police 
protection; significant 
fire protection impacts 
were identified due to 
inadequate and poor 
hydrant placement and 
pressure 

None required for police Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
protection; obtain written 
agreement for fire protec-
tion seivices from the 
Riverside County Fire 
Department; submit a 
Fire/Life Safety and 
Emergency Response Plan to 
the Fire Department; 
install water mains and 
fire hydrants to provide 
the required fire flows; 
participate in the fire 
protection impact mitiga-
tion program as adopted 
by the Riverside County 
Board of Supervisors 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

No Project 

No impact 

None required 

Not significant 
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Issues 

Utilities 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Comm11nit)'. Facilities 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

NOISE 
ShQ!l-tenn CQnstructiQn Noise 

Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

TABLE l 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

( continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations · Rail Access Only 

No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

No Project 

No impact 

None required 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 

Not significant 



Issues 

Rail Qn~ratiQns 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Truck Traffic 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

TABLE I 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

Potential impacts to non- Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
human receptors are not 
considered significant; 
potential noise impacts 
to future land uses 

Install sound attenuating Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
walls as needed 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Increases are not signi- Same as proposed action There would be no noise 
ficant; only residences impacts from truck traffic 
close to 1-10 may experience 
CNELs above 65 dBA 

Require truck traffic to Same as proposed action None required 
use the Eagle Mountain Road 
interchange and access to 
the project site 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

No Project 

No impact 

None required 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 

Not significant 
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Issues 

On-si~ Landfill QnmtiQDS 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Cultural R~SQUr~~s Qf 
Riv-3:Z98 and Riv-3216 

Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

TABIE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

The potential exists for Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
residences located within 
500 feet of the project 
site to experience occa-
sional significant noise 
levels during operations 
to remove cover material 
from the large tailing pile 

Maintain the body of the Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 
tailing pile to serve as 
a noise barrier for as 
long as possible and 
specific restrictions on 
operations in this area 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

No Project 

No impact 

None required 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 

Not significant 
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Issues 

Native American Concerns 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

PALEONTOLOGY 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 
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TABLE I 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action 

No significant impacts 

None required 

Not significant 

Excavations within portions 
of Eagle Mountain Mine 
improvements to Eagle 
Mountain Road at the 1-10 
exit have the potential 
to impact paleontologic 
resources; rehabilitation 
and maintenance of the 
rail line will not impact 
paleontology resources 

A program to mitigate impacts 
to paleontologic resources 
will include a preexcavation 
survey, excavation monitoring, 
fossil preparation and iden
tification, and preparation 
of a report by a qualified 
paleontologist; this report 
shall be submitted to 
Riverside County, BLM, and 

Reduced Landfill Operations 

Same as proposed action 

Same as proposed action 

Not significant 

Same as proposed action 

Same as proposed action 

Rail Access Only 

Same as proposed action 

Same as proposed action 

Not significant 

Same as proposed action 

Same as proposed action 

No Project 

No impact 

None required 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 
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Issues 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

ENERGY 
Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

TABLEl 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS AND MITlGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action 

San Bernardino County Museum; 
rehabilitation and main-
tenance of the rail line 
will not require mitigation 

Not significant 

Project implementation will 
require more fuel per day 
than landfills located closer 
to the waste sources 

A preventative maintenance 
program would be imple
mented for the rail line 
and at the landfill site 
to maintain the operating 
efficiency of equipment 
and vehicles; use electric 
versions of landfill 
equipment wherever possible; 
conduct feasibility of con
verting LFG to energy source 
if feasible, install and 
operate energy recovery 
system before LFG generation 
exceeds lO MCFD 

Reduced Landfill Operations 

Not significant 

Will require more fuel per day 
than landfills located closer 
to the waste sources, but less 
than proposed action 

Same as proposed action 

Rail Access Only 

Not significant 

Will require more fuel 
per day than landfills 
located closer to the 
waste sources, but less 
than proposed action 

Same as proposed action 

No Project 

Not significant 

Landfills located closer to 
the waste sources would 
continue to use energy to 
transport and process waste 

None available 



Issues 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

CUMULATIVE 
H~allb mul Saf i.t>:; Iraffi~ 
Land :U:~; Gr2wlb mul 
S~ioeconm:rn~; Yisual, 
Recrealioo, m1d Wildem~s; 
:U:tilili'-ll m1d SmK'-li, 
Noi~; Cultural; Eni:.t&l'. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Groundw~ :U:s~ and Suiml>: 
Cumulative Impacts 

Mitigation 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

10 
I.II 

TABLE I 
SUMMARY OF PROJECI' ALTERNATIVES' IMPACfS AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Will increase overdraft of Reduces the capacity of the Same as proposed action 
aquifer project by 20 percent with 

a 10 percent reduction in 
wateruse 

Treat wash water, waste Same as proposed action Same as proposed 
water, and condensate, and 
recycle for dust control 

Significant Significant Significant 

No Project 

Not significant 

No impact 

None required 

No impact 

Same as proposed action 
for other projects 

Significant 



\C 
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Issues 

Air Quality 
Cumulative Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after 
Mitigation 

Biological Resources 
Cumulative Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROJECf ALTERNATIVES' IMPACI'S AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action 

Will increase emissions 
in two nonattainment 
basins 

Implementation of South 
Coast Air Quality Manage-
ment Plan 

Significant until year 2007 

Potential desert tortoise 
population fragmentation 
due to reactivation of 
Kaiser railroad; potential 
loss of substantial populations 
of Alverson' s foxtail cactus 
due to project implementation 

Reduced Landfill Operations 

Incremental improvement 
over proposed action 

Same as proposed action 

Same as proposed action 

Same as proposed action 

Preoperation surveys, monitor- Same as proposed action 
ing raven control plan, clean 
out and repair existing culverts 
under the railroad, evaluate the 
optimum locations to install 
additional culverts and barriers 
if needed, and construct as 
appropriate, place ballast between 
the rail tracks, employee/townsite 

--

Rail Access Only 

Same as proposed action 

Same as proposed action 

Same as proposed action 

Same as proposed action 

Same as proposed action 

-

No Project 

Significant cumulative 
impacts 

Same as proposed action 
for other projects 

Same as proposed action 

Potential of similar 
impacts in other 
project areas 

Similar to proposed action 
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Issues 

Significance after 
Mitigation 
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TABLE I 
SUMMARY OF PROJECf ALTERNATIVES' IMPACI'S AND MITIGATION 

(continued) 

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only 

education, off-site habitat 
preservation for desert tortoise; 
habitat preservation and salvage 
for public use of cactus species 

Not significant Same as proposed action Same as proposed action 

No Project 

Not significant 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
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III. Affected Environment 

III. Affected Environment 
A detailed description of the affected environment is found in the draft EIS/EIR on pages 
111-316 and Appendixes A through K (Volumes I and II). Since the preparation of the draft 
EIS/EIR, minor changes in the description of the affected environment have been incorporated 
in the final EIS/EIR as a result of new EPA regulations and responses to public comments. 
These changes are summarized in Section 11.B. of the final EIS/EIR. See Section V.D. of the 
final EIS/EIR for a list of locations where the draft EIS/EIR is available for review. 
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IV. Environmental Consequences 

IV. Environmental Consequences 
A detailed analysis of the proposed action and alternatives is found in the draft EIS/EIR on 
pages 317-603 and Appendixes A through K (Volumes I and II). Since the preparation of the 
draft EIS/EIR, minor modifications have been incorporated in the proposed action as a result 
of new legislation and responses to public comments. · These changes are summarized in 
Section 11.B. of the final EIS/EIR. In addition, updated analyses (specifically for air quality) 
have been performed since the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR using the most recent 
information available. The results of this analysis appears in Appendixes L through N (Volume 
ill) of the final EIS/EIR. See Section V.D. of the final EIS/EIR for a list of locations where 
the draft EIS/EIR is available for review. 
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V. Consultation and Coordination 

V. Consultation and Coordination 

A. Scoping 
The process used to identify the scope and contents of the draft EIS/EIR is described in the 
draft EIS/EIR. 

B. Public Review 
The state public review period ended on September 7, 1991, and the federal public review 
period ended on September 17, 1991. One hundred seventy separate letters were received. 
Individual comments occurring within these letters amounted to approximately 1,800. The 
subjects of the comments were distributed among the 15 issues covered by the EIS/EIR. A 
majority' of the comments identified concerns about the project description, protection of the 
groundwater, truck traffic, air quality in the Coachella Valley and Joshua Tree National 
Monument, biological resources in the project vicinity, and the general public health and safety 
risks posed by the proposed project. Volume II of the final EIS/EIR contains the letters of 
comment, and Volume I contains responses to the comments. 

C. Public Hearings 

1. Federal 

The Bureau of Land Management held two hearings for public input to the EIS/EIR. These 
hearings occurred prior to the close of the public response period and, thus, were included in 
the Responses to Comments, document numbers 0026 and 0027 of the final EIS/EIR. They 
were held at the following locations: 

Palm Desert - August 27, 1991 
Desert Center - August 28, 1991 

2. County 

The County of Riverside Planning Commission conducted nine public hearings to gather public 
input related to the proposed project. The applicant, Mine Reclamation Corporation, presented 
relevant material in response to both public and Planning Commission comments and ques
tions. These hearings were conducted in several locations throughout Riverside County on the 
following dates: 
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V. Consultation and Coordination 

September 18, 1991 (Bermuda Dunes) 
October 6, 1991 (Desert Center) 
November 6, 1991 (Riverside) 
November 13, 1991 (Bermuda Dunes) 
January 22, 1992 (Bermuda Dunes) 
February 26, 1992 (Bermuda Dunes) 
May 6, 1992 (Bermuda Dunes) 
June 10, 1992 (Riverside) 
June 17, 1992 (Bermuda Dunes) 

The first hearing occurred prior to the close of the public comment period and, thus, is included 
in the Responses to Comments of the final EIS/EIR (Document No. 0102). The issue of most 

. concern to the public and the Planning Commission was the protection of groundwater quality 
in the Chuckwalla Valley. Measures to protect groundwater have been incorporated into the 
project design, and a thorough regulatory and enforcement program is administered by the 
California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and its local Regional Water 
Quality Control Board and by the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) 
and the local County Department of Health acting as the LEA for the state. These measures 
and the existing enforcement apparatus would avoid the potential for significant groundwater 
pollution. 

Another strongly voiced concern related to the potential increased degradation of air quality 
in the Coachella Valley and Joshua Tree National Monument Measures to reduce air quality 
impacts are included in the project design, and a rigorous regulatory and enforcement program 
is administered by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), the Califor
nia Air Resources Board (ARB), and the Environmental Protection Agency. Nevertheless, the 
increases in air emissions in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) resulting from the long-distance 
transport of solid waste and the incremental increase of emissions in the Southeast Desert Air 
Basin cannot be entirely avoided and remain significant. 

Other issues such as traffic, noise, and biological impacts associated with the transportation of 
solid waste were raised. These issues were found to be either not significant or mitigated below 
a level of significance. The issue of the acceptability of transporting solid waste from outside 
the county of Riverside for disposal inside the county is a policy question which must be decided 
by County officials. 

D. List of Agencies, Organizations, and Persons to 
Whom Copies of the Final EIS/EIR Are Sent 

State public review of the draftEIS/EIR was initiated on July 9, 1991, by the filing of the Notice 
of Completion by the County of Riverside with the State Office of Planning and Research, as 
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required by CEQA. Federal public review of the draft EIS/EIR was initiated on July 19, 1991, 
by the publication of the Notice of Availability in the Federal Register by the BLM. The state 
public review period ended on September 7, 1991, and the federal public review period ended 
on September 17, 1991. 

Ten copies of the final EIS/EIR were mailed to the Office of Planning and Research ( QPR) for 
distribution to state agencies. Twenty-two copies were also sent to various federal agencies. 
Copies of the final EIS/EIR were placed in the following libraries: 

BLM Library 
SC-324 A, Building 50 
Denver Federal Center 
Denver, CO 80225 

California State Library 
Governmental Publications 
Sacramento, CA 94237 

Coachella Branch Library 
1538 Seventh Street 
Coachella, CA 92236 

Los Angeles Public Library 
Dept. of Science, Tech., and Patents 
630 West Fifth Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

Palm Desert Branch Library 
45480 Portola 
Palm Desert, CA 92260 

Palm Springs Library Center 
300 South Sunrise Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

Palo Verde Valley District Library 
125 West Chanslor Way 
Blythe, CA 92225 
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Desert Hot Springs Branch Library 
11691 West Drive 
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240 

Indio Branch Library 
200 Civic Center Hall 
Indio, CA 92201 

Lake Tarnarisk Branch-Library 
43880 Lake Tarnarisk Drive 
Desert Center, CA 92239 

San Bernardino County Library 
Joshua Tree Branch 
6465 Park Boulevard 
Joshua Tree, CA 92252 

San Bernardino County Library 
Yucca Valley Branch 
57098 Twentynine Palms Highway 
Yucca Valley, CA 92284 

San Bernardino Public Library 
Feldheym Central Library 
555 West Sixth Street 
San Bernardino, CA 92410 

U.C. Riverside Library 
Government Publications 
201 East La Habra Boulevard 
La Habra, CA 90631-0337 
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Riverside County/City Public Library 
Central Library 
Government Publications 
3581 Seventh Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

and are available for inspection at the following offices: 

County of Riverside Planning Dept 
4080 Lemon Avenue, 9th Aoor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Bureau of Land Management 
California Desert District 
6221 Box Springs Road 
Riverside, CA 92507 

Bureau of Land Management 

County of Riverside Planning Dept. 
79733 Country Club Drive, Suite E 
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201 

Bureau of Land Management 
California State Office 
Federal Office Building 
2800 Cottage Way, Room E-2841 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Palm Springs-South Coast Resource Area 
63-500 Gamet Avenue 
North Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

In addition, copies were mailed to other agencies, local governments, and interested groups 
and individuals. 

E. Section 7 Consultation 
Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is required by Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act, because the proposed land exchange and resumption of intensive use of railroad 
operation could affect populations of the federally endangered desert pupfish and the federally 
threatened desert tortoise. The Biological Assessment was transmitted to the USFWS on 
April 21, 1992. The biological opinion rendered by the USFWS may result in the incorporation 
of additional terms and conditions to protect the threatened and endangered species. The final 
results of the consultation will be included in the BLM Record of Decision. 
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VI. Summary of Major Concerns and Issues 

VI. Summary of Major Concerns and 
Issues 

A. Protection of Groundwater 
Of most concern to both the general public and many agencies prior to, during, and after 
publication of the draft EIS/EIR is protection of the groundwater under and adjacent to the 
proposed landfill. The draft EIS/EIR, two engineering studies, and an independent review of 
the project by the County of Riverside Waste Management Department's consultant concurred 
that the greatest potential for groundwater contamination from this project is not from the 
release of free leachate, but from the migration of landfill gas (LFG). Additionally, the 
Environmental Protection Agency passed new regulations in October 1991 (subtitle D) 
requiring composite liners for all landfills. 

Consequently, as discussed in Section II.B.l of the final EIS/EIR, a composite liner will be 
installed over the entire area underlying refuse, not just some portions as discussed in the draft 
EIS/EIR. This liner system will include a HOPE liner, also referred to as a flexible membrane 
liner, placed on top of a layer of low-permeability soil. This composite liner system placed 
under and around the refuse and working in conjunction with a series of additional measures: 
(1) leachate and gas minimization; (2) leachate and gas containment; and (3) leachate and gas 
collection and removal will meet all the requirements of the new subtitle D to protect the area's ,, 
groundwater resources. These mitigation measures coupled with design features of the project ' 
lower the potential adverse impacts to below a level of significance. 

B. Air Quality 
Another important concern of the public and agencies is the fact that the proposed action's air 
pollution emissions, even after mitigation, would still exceed thresholds used in the EIS/EIR 
to determine the significance of impacts. Nevertheless, the proposed action will not violate 
any state or federal air quality standards. Using a year's worth of meteorological monitoring 
data collected on-site, several of the specific conclusions in the draft EIS/EIR have been 
changed from "significant" to "not significant." The results of the revised modeling show that 
project impacts (including those at the Joshua Tree National Monument) will not exceed federal 
Class I or II increments; the project will not result in an unacceptable health risk; and the project 
will not impair visibility. And, finally, Attachment 11 of Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR 
documents that the EPA considers the project a "minor" source of emissions and not subject 
to federal EPA's Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations. The project is 
subject to the South Coast Air Quality Management District's regulation. 
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The project includes mitigation measures consistent with the best available control technology 
(BACT) and includes operational measures for landfill equipment with ·combustion engines; 
electrification of landfill equipment where available; control of fugitive dust by paving, use of 
dust suppressants, and suspension of operations in high winds; maintenance and operating 
strictures for truck and locomotive engines; shutdown, maintenance, operating, and emission 
control procedures for heavy waste-handling equipment; and installation of a landfill gas 
recovery system with regulated flare or energy-recovery disposal of collected gases. The 
project also includes a feasibility study for electrification of the Eagle Mountain railroad and 
two feasibility studies to evaluate the potential for use of selective catalytic reduction (SCR) 
or natural gas fuels to reduce locomotive NOx emissions. 

C. Truck Traffic 
In response to the citizens' of Coachella Valley concerns about the truck transportation of refuse 
from west of the valley on 1-10 to the Eagle Mountain landfill, the truck portion of the project 
has been reduced by one-half. As now proposed, the project would set a limit of I 00 truck 
round trips per day from all sources. After three years of operation, there would be no more 
truck-hauling of waste from outside the desert communities (west of the Coachella Valley), 
and the limit of I 00 truck round trips per day would apply throughout the life of project, except 
for emergency interruptions of railroad operations. 

The analysis in Attachment 10 of Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR discusses in detail that, 
with mitigation, the total NOx and CO emissions for the reduced truck modification are 
approximately three percent higher than for the proposed project as discussed in the draft 
EIS/EIR. In contrast, total VOC, SO2, and PM 10 emissions for the reduced truck modification 
are lower than for the proposed project in the draft EIS/EIR and would, therefore, result in 
fewer air quality impacts. As to the increases in NOx and CO emissions, the magnitude of 
those additional impacts is not substantial nor significant given the small percentage (that is, 
three percent) of those increases. The NOx and CO emissions, therefore, do not require a 
change in the mitigation measures recommended in the draft EIS/EIR. The draft EIS/EIR's 
conclusion that air quality impacts would be significant, even with mitigation, would remain 
valid. 

D. Desert Tortoise 
Construction and operation of the landfill, access roads, and railroad could adversely affect the 
federally threatened desert tortoise. The EIS/EIR requires the landfill operator to retain a 
qualified biologist to supervise all biological mitigation and report to trustee or resource 
agencies. Mitigation for the potential loss of tortoises due to road and railroad traffic includes 
monitoring tortoises near the road and railroad, relocating tortoises out of harm's way, and 
constructing barriers and culverts to keep tortoises off the traveled ways. An extensive control 
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program for ravens, coyotes, kit foxes, and other potential tortoise predators will be developed 
and activated for the life of the project. Also, a mandatory local worker and truck driver 
education program will be implemented with voluntary participation by local townsite -resi- _, 
dents. 

Potential impacts to the desert tortoise could result from reactivation of the Eagle Mountain 
rail line through the BLM' s Chuckwalla Bench ACEC due to the possible habitat fragmentation 
and the direct impact on individual species. This area has been identified in the USFWS's 
desert tortoise recovery plan as a critical habitat BLM' s Endangered Species Act consultation 
with the USFWS will guarantee mitigation (discussed above) which will prevent the project 
from jeopardizing the desert tortoise species. The biological assessment and recommended 
mitigations for the tortoise and other endangered or candidate species is included in Appendix 
N of this EIS/EIR. 

E. Joshua Tree National Monument 
Of great concern to the National Park Service and to several individual commentors are the 
proposed action's potential impacts to Joshua Tree National Monument (JTNM). Of most 
concern is the proximity of the project to the Monument, a Class I air quality unit and World 
Biosphere Reserve, as well as a designated wilderness area. Several areas of concern include: 

1. Air Quality 

The draft EIS/EIR used a screening analysis to conservatively identify potential impacts to the 
Monument that could cause Class I increment exceedances. Since the release of the draft 
EIS/EIR, a year's worth of meteorological monitoring data has been collected on-site. The 
results of the revised modeling show that project impacts (including those at the Joshua Tree 
National Monument) will not exceed federal Class I or II increments; the project will not result 
in an unacceptable health risk; and the project will not impair visibility. Also, two permanent 
PMIO monitoring stations will be installed either pursuant to provisions in SCAQMD Rule 
403 or at locations chosen in consultation with NPS. 

2. Biology 

Specific concerns expressed by the NPS relative to biology are the possible predation by ravens, 
coyotes, and kit foxes attracted to the landfill on the tortoise population in the Pinto Basin, and 
the potential cumulative effects from the project on the natural community structure and 
resilience of the nearby desert ecosystem. Because of the distance and topographic barrier 
between the project site and JTNM, it is not possible at this time to determine what these effects 
may be. The duration of the project (more than 100 years), however, demands regular 
evaluation to determine if adverse impacts materialize. Mitigation for the desert tortoise is 
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discussed above and is governed by the Section 7 consultation. As a condition of approval of 
the County of Riverside and BLM, a long-term monitoring team and a Monitoring and Research 
Methodology Oversight Committee will be created to review all biological species and to work 
with the Citizen's Oversight Committee (see Section Il.C. of this EIS/EIR). 

The long-term monitoring team would implement monitoring and complete inventories of 
animals and vegetation on the BLM and Monument lands adjacent to the proposed landfill. 
All components of natural systems would be considered including species not already protected 
by listed status. The team would look at biodiversity, present distributions of organisms and 
use GIS, satellite imagery, or other remote sensing tools for mapping. Monitoring protocols 
and guidelines would be developed by the technical advisory committee in cooperation with 
university experts such as those already included in the NPS's Cooperative Park Studies Units. 
These professional contacts would assure accessible advice, detailed peer review, and objective 
implementation of experimental designs. The funding and assignment of specific monitoring 
responsibilities among MRC, NPS, BLM, and USFWS staff will be determined and set forth 
in a Memorandum of Understanding among these parties. 

3. Windblown Litter and Dust 

A concern has been expressed by the NPS that windblown debris and dust not intrude into the 
Monument's boundaries or degrade the wilderness experience. The draft EIS/EIR acknowl
edges that". . . summer rainstorms. . . in July and August. . . are intense and the prevailing 
directional winds from the south and southeast could scatter litter well into the Eagle Moun
tains, the Pinto Basin area, and beyond" (page 515). Also, Appendix M, Attachment 7 of this 
EIS/EIR contains atmospheric data collected on-site that accurately portrays weather patterns 
of the area. 

It should be noted that the project's operation is quite different from conventional landfills. 
All waste entering the landfill must be processed for materials recovery and recycling away 
from the landfill and compacted in_to closed containers which must remain closed until the 
containers are opened near the face of the landfill. The waste will come out of the containers 
in large clumps or plugs and be spread by a compactor tractor. This refuse will be pushed to 
the face of the landfill where it will be compacted and covered with at least six inches of soil. 
This process will minimize the opportunity for the wind to pick up litter. Additionally, portable 
litter fencing at each cell will catch windblown litter. 

Next, full-time personnel will be assigned to litter control. Because the landfill site is quite 
large, the operator will be able to contain windblown litter within the site boundaries by 
intensifying the labor effort when necessary. The operator is committed to preventing any litter 
from leaving the landfill's boundaries. Moreover, there is a large area within the Eagle 
Mountains which can be patrolled for litter prior to litter entering the monument. Finally, as 
a last resort, if Monument personnel determine that a problem from windblown litter is 
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developing, they will call the landfill operator for timely removal of any litter which has entered 
the monument. This procedure was requested by park personnel during meetings held at the 
park in 1990. All costs will be assumed by the landfill operator. 

Finally, as pointed out in the draft EIS/EIR (p. 270), the project area is separated from the 
Monument by a major ridgeline (elevation 2,000 feet to 3,500 feet) which blocks views from 
the Monument into the project area. This ridgeline can also pose as a natural barrier to 
windblown debris, allowing for litter control before litter reaches the Monument boundaries. 
Also, implementation of a storm warning system would allow for the closing of landfill 
operations and the cover of litter prior to the arrival of a potentially windy storm. 

Implementation of the design features listed on pages 515 and 516 of the draft EIS/EIR would 
ensure that impacts due to windblown debris and dust would be below a level of significance. 

F. Hazardous Waste 
An important concern expressed by the public is that the proposed landfill not accept hazardous 
waste. With regard to this point, all \\'.aste entering the landfill will be required to be processed 
for materials recovery and recycling away from the landfill and compacted into closed 
containers which must remain closed until the containers are opened near the face of the landfill. 
The Class III nonhazardous sanitary landfill will not accept the following substances: liquid 
wastes, hazardous wastes, sewage sludge, incineration ash, radioactive wastes, biological 
wastes, infectious wastes, and other special solid wastes such as whole car bodies. 

Load-checking of incoming refuse would occur at a MRF to remove hazardous materials. 
However, as part of the proposed project, MRC would institute a periodic inspection program 
at the landfill to monitor the continued compliance and effectiveness of the load-checking 
programs. Compliance with the standards of removal will be enforced by on-site inspectors 
directed by and with the authority of the LEA (County of Riverside Department of Health). 

As part of the random inspection process at the landfill, the LEA will designate specific 
containers as loads for inspection. These will be diverted to the on-site waste inspection facility 
for thorough_ inspection. The origin of loads found not to be in compliance will be noted and 
appropriate action taken. In the event that hazardous or other unacceptable materials are 
identified during the random inspection at the landfill, they will be removed from the site by 
properly licensed personnel. The responsible party will be notified that the wastes were 
illegally deposited at the site and will be charged for the disposal costs incurred. All incidents 
will be reported to the Colorado River Basin RWQCB at Palm Desert and the Riverside County 
Department of Health. 
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G. Errata 
The following section contains minor corrections and modifications to the text of the draft 
EIS/EIR based on comments received during the public review period. The comments which 
raised these corrections are listed at the conclusion of the reference. 

Table 50 (page 573). The table has been revised to show the correct amount of fuel consumed 
by the packer trucks and transfer/trailer rigs. The revised table follows this page. See Comment 
0164-26. 

Page 574. The daily fuel consumption data summarized at the top of the page should read 
"refuse transportation = 4,000 gallons; total = 17,800 gallons; this total corresponds to 0.89 
gallon of fuel consumed per ton of refuse disposed." See Comments 0087-4, 0099-13, and 
0164-26. 

Table 51 (page 575). The data on diesel fuel use associated with rail haul of 20,000 tons per 
day of refuse should read "21,404 gallons per day" instead of "10,425 gallons per day." Also, 
a footnote has been added to clarify that each truck will make two round trips per day. See 
Comments 0083-2b, 0090-la, 0099-13, 0111-1, 0111-48, and 0164-8. 

Page 579. The daily fuel consumption data summarized at the top of the page should read 
"refuse transportation = 2,000 gallons; total = 13,850 gallons; this total corresponds to 0.87 
gallon of fuel consumed per ton of refuse disposed." See Comments 0099-13 and O 164-26. 

Table 53 (page 580). The data on diesel fuel use associated with rail haul under the Reduced 
Operations alternative (16,000 tpd) should read "18,672 gallons per day" instead of "6,950 
gallons per day." See Comments 0090-la. 

In addition to the corrections and modifications provided above in response to public com
ments, additional revisions were made to the text of the draft EIS/EIR based on internal review 
by the County of Riverside and the Bureau of Land Management These revisions are presented 
below. 

Page 304, paragraph 3, sentence 2. The reference to the "lower California desert" should be 
replaced with the "Colorado Desert." 

Page 305, paragraph 2, sentence 2. The reference to "valleys surrounding the California desert" 
should read "valley floor surrounding the Salton Sea." 

Page 585, Cumulative Projects, Eagle Mountain and Vicinity. CEQA does not require that 
agencies discuss the cumulative impacts of other projects, if those projects were applied for 
after the time the draft EIS/EIR for the subject project was released to the public. However, 
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TABLE50 
COMPARISON OF VEHICLES AND EQUIPMENT 
REQUIRED FOR 1RANSPORT AND DISPOSAL 

FOR PROPOSED PROJECT AND REDUCED OPERATIONS ALTERNATIVE 

Vehicles 20,000TPD 16,000TPD 

Transportation 
8-ton capacity packer trucks 500 gal 250 gal 
25-ton capacity transfer/trailer rigs 160 gal 80 gal 
22-ton capacity transfer/trailer rigs 182 gal 61 gal 

Transfer Operations {Each Station) 5 Stations 4 Stations 
200-hp rubber tired loaders 3 Stations 3 Stations 
225-hp container handlers 2 Stations 2 Stations 
225-hp train car spotter 1 Station 1 Station 

Container Handling 
225-hp container handlers 2 @ ea. rail spur 2 @ ea. rail spur 
300-hp container handlers 32 26 
300-hp overhead cranes 4 3 
225-hp container handlers 2 2 

Landfill Disposal 
310-hp refuse compactors 12 10 
335-hp crawler tractors IO 8 
650-hp off-highway trucks 5 4 
375-hp rubber tired loaders 2 2 
335-hp crawler tractors 3 2 
700-hp water trucks (12,000 gal.) 2 2 
275-hp motor graders 2 2 
400-hp pugmill 1 1 
250-hp clump truck 1 1 
140-hp crawler tractor 1 1 
140-hp compactor 1 1 
105-hp crawler tractor 1 1 
90-hp backhoe 1 1 

200-hp utility truck 1 1 
222-hp grader 1 1 
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in the lead agencies continuing efforts to fully disclose the potential cumulative impacts of the 
Eagle Mountain Landfill project, the application by Management & Training Corporation 
(MTC) for a Public Use Permit to operate, under contract with the California Department of 
Corrections (CDC), a 200-bed correctional facility to be known as the Joshua Tree Community 
Correctional Facility. 

The proposed institution will be within the boundaries of the Eagle Mountain community, 
northwest of Desert Center, and be situated on approximately seven acres of land, located 
approximately one-quarter mile east of the existing MTC operated, 400-bed Eagle Mountain 
Community Correctional Facility. MTC intends to renovate the existing elementary school 
facilities and construct approximately 11,860 square feet of new buildings and a parking lot. 
Additionally, twenty abandoned houses within the Eagle Mountain community will be reno
vated to accommodate the additional MTC and CDC employees who will be assigned to the 
new institution. 

The existing water, sewer, electrical, and natural gas utilities will be upgraded to meet current 
County standards. Kaiser Corporation will provide water to the site which is treated to meet 
California state water quality standards. The existing, Kaiser-owned and operated, sewer 
system which serves the Eagle Mountain community will also serve the new facility. The 
existing Kaiser Road will serve the traffic generated by the proposed facility. Even though 
this proposed action is not authorized or permitted by the discretionary actions addressed in 
the EIS/EIR for the Eagle Mountain landfill, the action would contribute to certain cumulative 
effects within the general project area (e.g., water use and consumption, traffic, growth, and 
services). 

Page 587, Cumulative Projects, Regional Area. Another project which has been applied for 
after the draft EIS/EIR for Eagle Mountain landfill was released to the public is the Mesquite 
rail haul landfill project located in Imperial County. The application for this project was 
submitted on March 10, 1992, and completed on April 13, 1992. 

As with the Eagle Mountain project, the Mesquite project is a Class III landfill involving the 
transport of up to 20,000 tons per day of nonhazardous municipal solid waste. The waste would 
originate from the metropolitan area of southern California including the counties of Los 
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino. A maximum of five round-trip trains per 
day is proposed. The primary cumulative impact of the Mesquite project would be rail traffic 
because the project would use predominantly the same segment of the Southern Pacific rail 
line from the Los Angeles basin to the project site, a distance of approximately 220 miles. 

The existing Southern Pacific rail line that is proposed for use by both projects has experienced 
traffic densities between 30 and 50 trains per day over the past IO years. Traffic densities are 
now about 30-35 trains per day. The addition of an average of 10 trains per day (five round 
trips) for the Mesquite project is within the historic train traffic densities experienced in recent 
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years. Furthermore, scheduling coordination between ongoing rail operations and any future 
projects which utilize the rail lines would be required to prevent conflicts in operation. 

Because conflicts between ongoing regional rail operations and future operations utilizing the 
railways are not anticipated, no significant impact to rail operations is expected. 
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VII. Responses to Public Comments 

VII. Responses to Public Comments 
During the public review period for the Eagle Mountain land~ll project, 170 separate letters 
of comment on the draft EIS/EIR were received. Volume TI of this final EIS/EIR contains all 
of these letters reproduced in full with a document identification number in the upper right-hand 
comer of each page of the letter. Individual comments within each letter are identified by 
marginal numbers indicating the beginning of the specific comment. 

This volume (I) contains the responses to the comment letters. The responses are preceded by 
an index, which includes the document number, the person or agency who authored the 
comment letter, and the corresponding page number. Volume II also includes an index of the 
identification number for each letter and the name of the individual or agency who produced 
the letter of comment 
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Index of Responses to .. J:lublic Comment Letters 
,·. 

'• Document ,; 

-; .'.. Number Agency/Organization/Individual Page 
.;i;I_-:• 
( 

0001 -~ •' 
Converse Environmental West 125 

0002 California Regional Water'Quality Control Board (Region 7) 159 
:~~" ~ 0003 South Coast Air Quality Management District 168 ' 

0004 City of Banning 183 
0005 City of Banning 184 

-~- ·.··~ 0006 Dorothy Harte 184 

• .. 0007 Hon. Steve Clute (Assemblyman D-68, Riverside County) 185 
0008 Clifford D. Threm 186 

_.-,... 

0009 City of El Segundo 187 ;.,_ 

·-;;~ 0010 Rolfe E. Tandberg 187 
0011 Edith Christopher 187 

:_,~. 0012 Lilly and Manuel Romero 187 
-.-.. 0013 Eagle Mountain Landfill Evaluation Committee 188 

~~ 0014 The Press Enterprise (editorial) 188 
.. 0015 California State Lands Com-mission 188 

:,1~ -.· 0016 City of San Bernardino 139 
0017 Carol and Duane Johnson 190 
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0018 
' 

City of Fontana 195 
; 0019 Anonymous flyer · 195 
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0020 Christine and Vince Samons, Vicky and David Da Vall, .. , 
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0022 City of Brea 202 
; ·_ - 0023 W .H. Rawlings, Inc. 202 
-{= 0024 City of Rancho Mirage 203 ; 

:·,- 0025 City of Rancho Mirage 203 
0026 Public Hearing: Palm Desert, August 27, 1991 205 

/: 0027 Public Hearing: Desert Center, August 28, 1991 219 
)· 0028 State of California Public Utilities Commission 237 

-.:,;-· 0029 . State of California Department of Conservation 237 
:_,_.. 

0030 State of California Department of Transportation 238 ,,-
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0034 
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Index of Responses to Public Comment Letters 

Agency/Organization/Individual 

State of California Department of Fish and Game 
CSA 51 Advisory Board 
Walt V. Hopkins 
Mickey and Will Truitt 
Riverside County Fire Department 
Walter L. Rector 
C.G. Boyd & Associates, Inc. 
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
Juana and Louis Gutierrez 
San Bernardino County Museum 
Dorothy Harte 
J.H. Reclamation, Inc. 
Eugene R. Boess 
Lorraine and Gilbert Sherman 
Gilbert D. Sellan 
City of Palm Springs 
Allen T. Brown 
Johnson & Johnson Development Corporation 
Riverside County Fire Department 
Office of the Mayor, Cathedral City 
Mel Ballen 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Mines 
Marilyn, Maurice, and Joshua Beidler 
R. J. Arden 
Nancy and Murray Olderman 
National Parks and Conservation Association 
Tom Glenn 
Lucille and Cliff Busse 
Lewis L. Warner 
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DOCUMENT 0001 Report from Converse Environmental West, September 1991 

1. For information purposes, the following discussion summarizes and illustrates the 
regulatory framework which applies to groundwater issues of the proposed project. 

The EIS/EIR identifies potential impacts and appropriate mitigation programs related to 
groundwater protection. As part of the preparation of detailed plans for the project, 
further additional work will be performed in order to select specific engineering designs 
for the project, implementing the mitigation programs identified in the EIS/EIR. The 
completion of this work is required as part of the existing regulatory framework for the 
application and approval of the operating permits for the project. 

The state regulations for the siting, design, and operations for the disposal of Class III 
solid waste to land are contained in Section 2533, Title 23, Chapter 15, of the California 
Code of Regulations. These regulations establis~ minimum criteria for the location and 
design of landfill disposal sites based upon the site characteristics and the type of waste 
that will be disposed of in the landfill. Factors that are considered by the RWQCB in 
their implemen_tation of Chapter -15 include the. depth to groundwater, the type and 
permeability of the material between the waste and groundwater, and the beneficial uses 
of ground and surface water that may be impacted by the .waste disposal operatiqn. The 
containment required by Chapter 15 is determined by geology, hydrogeology, hydrology, 
climatology, topography, type of waste, and other factors relating to the ability of the 
land disposal site to protect water q!]ality. The federal regulations which establish 
minimum containment requirements for all municipal solid waste landfills and siting 
requirements regarding wetlands, airports, seismicity, unstable areas, and floodplains are 
located in 40 CFR 258. 

As an example. of work required to secure all necessary permits under existing regula
tions, bedrock stability will be analyzed using rock mechanics analysis which will take 
into consideration bedrock faults, joints, and fracture patterns. For soil stability under 
static conditions, the Spencer's method will be combined with the computer program 
TSLOPE. For the dynamic condition, the equivalent acceleration method and the yield . ~ . 

acceleration method will be used. Results from these studies will be used to define the 
precise construction techniques to establish stable foundations and structural fills, and to 
insure the stability of all landfill components and improvements. 

Tests of liner performance, accomplished through test pads at the site or in similar 
installations and in bench tests of the HOPE liner material, will be performed as part of 
the development ·of final construction plans and specifications. This work, and the 
resulting plans, will ~e. components of the Report of Waste Discharge, Report of Disposal 
Site Information, and application for A,uthority to Construct. The designs and specifica
tions generated through-this work must be completed to the satisfaction of.the Regional 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

126 

Water Quality Control Board, County of Riverside Environmental Health Department, 
and South Coast Air Quality Management District, respectively, and comply with the 
Riverside County conditions of approval resulting from the EIS/EIR and Specific Plan 
process. 

Construction, as well as operation _of the project, will be a periodic activity throughout 
the life of the project. Thus, monitoring, -testing, and design activities will occur on a 
regular basis. At each point as· a· subsequent phase bf the landfill improvements is 
planned, the development plan:~view process at the County of Riverside and the review 
authorities cited above for other permitting agencies·will insure conformance between 
the project anci the· applicable regulations. · 

This comment identifies no specific deficiencies in the draft EIS/EIR. 

This comment recognizes that th~ undisturbed bedrock can support the weight of the 
· · landfill without adverse effect to :tlie liner system and hence requires no further response. 

The potential impacts represented by unstable cut slopes in the existing benches and other 
areas are described-in the draf(EIS/EIR (pages 480-481), as is the need to-provide 
appropriate grading measures 'to . ens"tire stability prior to constructing the landfill. 
Mitigation measures recommendecfin the draft EIS/EIR (pages 481, 484) include the 
removal of unstable ·material as part of the preparation of the subgrade prior to construe-
tion and the placement of engineered fill as part of the foundation and· monitoring layer 
under the landfill. 

Previous stability reports (Dubois and Brummett 1958) prepared for the prior mining 
operation have been reviewed, and based on this data, the slopes of the site are considered 
stable. To comply with the Chapter 15 regulations, noted above in'Response 0001-1, the 
final design of the landfill will include _an evaluation of stability under static and dynamic 
conditions. 

Some of the existing walls of the East Pit consist of horizontal benches typically 40 feet 
wide and near-vertical faces typically 40 feet high. Thus, the overall slope of most of 
the wall area is approximately 1: 1. The horizontal benches are sufficiently wide to allow 
access by heavy equipment which can be used to remove loose rock material that has 
accumulated. These benches also provide a working platform for equipment to remove 
unstable or fractured-material in the vertical faces. Arm-mounted jackhammers can be 
used to batter slopes and remove loosened material that may not have fallen naturally, to 
create stable slopes. Drilling and blasting may be used in some selected areas if fractures 
or unstable conditions _extend deeper and warrant these techniques. A foundation layer 
of structural fill will be placed under the e·ntire landfill and against the side slopes as_ the 
landfill progresses upwards. This layer will- serve· to buttress the underlying material in 
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side slopes, as well as to provide a base for the monitoring and-containment layers under 
the landfill. lri some areas, temporary measures ·such as drilling and rock-bolting may 
be used to hold outer layers of rock in place until they can be permanently stabilized. 

5. Construction of the Hner system will take place sequentially as areas of local instability 
are stabilized and to limit environmental exposure of the soil liner and flexible membrane 
liner (FML). The process of lining an area will typically consist of the following: 

a. Remove all loose material from areas to be lined. _ 

b. Geologically map the area to be -lined and determine areas of local instability and 
adverse geologic conditions. (Note that this process must continue throughout the 
project since conditions will change over time.) 

c. Determine measures to stabilize slopes, based on the type and extent of instability. 
Typical measures are described above in Response 0001-4. 

d. · Stabilize slopes.using the determined method. 

e. Place foundation layer and composite liner system when a stabilized surface has been 
achieved. 

Lining of each subsequent bench will oc~ur after waste has been. placed to the former 
liner limits (next bench level). Intermediate cover over the waste cells will provide work 
space for permanent Stabilization-of the next upper slopes, construction of the subsequent 
liner system up the side slopes, and protection of the underlying landfill mass. Analyzed 
areas which have been geologically mapped and analyzed for stability will be assessed 
in conjunction with previously evaluated areas whenever possible to reduce the potential 
of zones of instability extending below previously filled areas. In the unlikely event that 
zones ·of instability (e.g., unstable fractures) are found to extend below previous! y filled 
areas then landfill material will be excavated to allow access to mitigate the unstable 
zone. Such excavations would be performed in accordance with applicable regulations. 

6. This comment states a condition that is required by the RWQCB during the life of the 
landfill. It does not question the adequacy of the EIS/EIR; therefore, no additional 
response is necessary. 

7. The draft EIS/EIR (pages 480-482) discusses the preparation of the subgrady prior to 
liner construction. This subgrade preparation will remove all material determined to be 
unstable during the _fil!al design; Differential settlement will occur, particularly between 
areas of compacted fill and bedrock, as in any land development and construction project. 
The degree of settlement in fill areas will be determined through the construction and 
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evaluation of several test pads. The amount of settlement will be determined and 
resp(?nded to in the final design of the landfill. Typical measures used to minimize and 
accommodate differential settlement include the use of overcompaction in some areas 
with long-term surcharges, selection of fill material, increased thickness of the clay liner 
beyond the minim um two-foot-thick specification, use of thicker sections of FML beyond 
the 60-mil minimum specification, and use of multiple layers of geotextile, soil, and liner 
to absorb stress and shear forces. 

It is not necessary to remove all mine tailing and rock dump material if it is shown to be 
stable in the final design stability analysis. Laboratory and in-field testing will address 
the potential for hydroconsolidation of subgrade and fill materials. 

8. As a requirement of the new federal EPA regulations and RWQCB, a composite liner 
consisting of a layer of low-permeability soil with a maximum permeability of 
10-7 cm/sec and a 60- to 80-mil high density polyethylene (HOPE) flexible membrane 
will be installed over the entire area underlying refuse. While this comment does not 
identify any deficiencies in the leachate collection system, during preparation of the 
preliminary ROWD, an engineering decision was made to design the leachate collection 
system using a blanket drainage system, rather than a series of interconnecting leachate 
collection pipes operating under a gravity system in the higher elevations and a pump 
system in the lower elevations as discussed in Section N .F. of the draft EIS/EIR. These 
revisions have been incorporated into Section 11.B. l of the final EIS/EIR. 

9. The revisions discussed in Response 0001-8 above obviate responding to this comment. 
A conceptual liner design is provided in Section 11.B. l of the final EIS/EIR. 

I 0. Page 321 of the draft EIS/EIR concludes that the fine tailing material on site meets the 
regulatory requirements for a soil liner material. The need for an admixture, such as 
bentonite, will be evaluated as part of the liner test section testing. The amount of 
admixture, if any, needed to achieve the required permeability is expected to be minimal, 
and it is not necessary to locate another source of clay-like material to supplement the 
proposed liner material. This is discussed in Appendix C of the draft EIS/EIR, and the 
potential exhaust emissions related to this activity are discussed on page 375 of the draft 
EIS/EIR. 

128 
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Desiccation/cracking characteristics of the liner soil will be studied during and after test 
pad construction by varying the thickness of the protective soil cover and other param
eters of construction. In order to protect the clay liner from desiccation, its exposure will 
be limited by constructing small portions of the liner at a time. Moisture control during 
construction will be strictly monitored. Once in place, the clay liner will be protected by 
the FML, layers of geotextile fabric, a minimum of one foot of drainrock which is part 
of the leachate collection and recovery system, and a minimum of two feet of protective 
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soil cover. The FML will inhibit moisture frorri leaving the clay layer and inhibit air from 
the landfill mass from entering it. Air circulation within the foundation layer below the 
soil liner will be prevented by sealing the FML at the upper limit of the liner system. 
Monitoring wells for this artificial vadose zone will also be sealed. 

11. Potential linerneachate incompatibilities could relate to (a) potential adverse effects on 
the soil liner f~om municipal solid waste (MSW) leachate, (b) potential adverse effects 
on the FML from MSW leachate, ·or (c) potential adverse effects on the FML from 
leachate from the soil liner. All three will be addressed. 

a. Even though calcareous content was not quantified, leachate compatibility tests have 
shown no changes on the liner permeability. GeoSyntec Consultants ( 1991) per
formed compatibility testing between liner material and landfill leachate in accor
dance with the requirements of the CCR, USEPA Method 9100, and American 
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Method D 5084. This testing shows that 
the hydraulic conductivity of the fine-grained tailing material was not affected by 
the permeation of landfill leachate. 

Results from these compatibility tests are consistent with predictions from literature 
on the properties of soil liners. Excerpts from literature are summarized below: 

By their very nature most clay soils are quite stable materials in .their natural 
state, because they are towards the end point of the degradation phase of the 
weathering cycle. Thus, if a naturally occurring clay soil is compacted to high 
density, thereby producing a material _with very low hydraulic conductivity, 
and is maintained within the same ranges of temperature, pressure, and chem
ical and biological environment, it would. be expected to function well as a 
seepage barrier indefinitely (Mitchell and Jaber 1990). 

Studies have shown that no detrimental effects were observed when a wide 
range of actual and simulated landfill leaches was passed through specimens 
of natural earthen liner material. In fact, there were two positive benefits: 
·(1) some of the leachates caused a gradual reduction in the permeability of the 
clay (in some cases to the point where the clay was practically impermeable); 
and (2) the leachate passing through'the clay was chemically filtered by the soil 
such that the amount of hydrocarbon material coming out of the test specimens 
was far less than the amount going into the specimens (Daniel and Liljestrand 
1984). 

b. and'c. The FML will be constructed of high density polyethylene, which is the most 
chemically resistant material now used for the production of geomembranes. Stud
ies have established that HDPE is very durable in many different environments 
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(Albertsson and Banhidi 1980; Moakes 1986). The lack of ultraviolet light, elevated 
temperatures, and oxygen at th~ bottom of a municipal solid waste landfill precludes 
significant oxidation of HOPE in that environment. Also, since municipal solid 
waste landfill leachate contains only trace to very low concentrations of organic 
solvents, significant swelling or dissolution ofHOPE geomembranes would not 
occur. 

The conclusions given above on the durability of the HOPE geomembranes is 
supported by the scientific community at large. For example, in 1988, the USEPA 
Hazardous Waste Engineering Research Laboratory (WERL) convened an expert 
committee for the "Ad Hoc Meeting on the Service in Landfills of Flexible Mem
brane Liners and Other Synthetic ~olymeric Materials of Construction." The 
published conclusions of the group of experts included the following (Haxo and 
Haxo 1988): 

• "The basic conditions to which polymeric FMLs (flexible membrane or 
geomembrane) and other components of a liner system are exposed in both MSW 
(municipal solid waste) and hazardous waste landfills include comparatively low 
ambient temperatures, lack of light, moisture, aerobic and anaerobic atmo
spheres depending on the component of the liner system and the location within 
the fill, and low concentrations of dissolved constituents. Thus, polymeric 
materials placed in service in liner systems do not encounter the type of 
conditions that are normally considered to cause degradation of the base poly-
meric resins." · 

• "The polymers that were discussed and first-grade compounds based on these 
polymers should maintain their integrity in landfill environments for consider
able lengths of time, probably in terms of l00's of years." 

It is also useful to consider the results of tests in which HOPE geomembranes were 
submerged in leachate and the effects of submergence on geomembrane properties 
were evaluated. For example: 

• A laboratory study w~ conducted to determine the resistance of liner materials 
to attack by municipal solid waste leachate (Haxo et al. 1985). The materials 
(including polyethylene) were exposed to leachate for up to 56 months. Various 
mechanical and dimensional properties were monitored throughout the test 
duration. Swelling of the polyethylene after exposure was insignificant and the 
physical properties of the test specimen after exposure were within the range of 
normal variability in properties before exposure. 
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• Tests to evaluate chemical compatibility of HDPE geomembranes with an 
industrial waste leachate were conducted for up to one year (Dudzig and Tisinger 
1990). The geomembrane was submerged in leachate at both the laboratory and 
in a collection and removal sump located at the landfill. The leachate contained 

. high levels of metallic salts, low concentrations of organic solvents, and some 
petrochemical waste, such as oil. The HDPE geomembrane was tested in 
accordance with EPA Method 9090, except that the geomembrane was exposed 
to leachate for longer durations (i.e., up to one year), and microstructural 
properties _(c·rystallinity, composition, oxidative s~bility, and molecular struc
ture of the'HDPE surface) were monitored in addition to the requisite dimen
sional and mechanical properties. The }::IDPE geomembrane did not degrade to 
any measurable extent due to exposure iri either the laboratory or sump. 

• Some leachates contain minor amounts of petrochemical waste, such as motor 
oil, diesel fuel, gasoline, and kerosene. The effect of such constituents in highly 
concentrated form has been found not to have a long-term effect on HDPE 
(Wrigley 1989). For instance, HDPE is used for automotive fuel tanks (Modem 
Plastics Encyclopedia 1990). 

• Tests have also been performed on HDPE geomembranes to evaluate their 
properties after they were submerged in municipal solid waste leachate for up 
to 120 days at temperatures up to 50 degrees Celsius. The tests were performed 
in accordance with· EPA Method 9090 using leachates from 10 different landfills. 
No evidence of degradation due to submersion of the HDPE geomembrane in 
any of the 10 leachates was found. 

12. See Response 0001-45 . 

Flexible membrane liner~ have been shown to have a low gas conductivity. At a pressure 
difference of one atmosphere, the equivalent conductivity of an HDPE to methane gas 
is less than 1 x 104 . cm/sec. As the _pressure difference decreases, the conductivity 
decreases greatly-to approximately 1 x 1 o-7 cm/sec at a pressure difference of 1 mm Hg. 
In fact, HDPE.FMLs are commonly used as protection against the buildup oflandfill gas 
in inhabited structures located on or near landfills. The installation of the proposed 
composite liner, together with the proposed LPG collection system, monitoring program, 
and remediation activities (if riecessary) should mitigate to a level of insignificance 
potentially adverse impacts to groundwater quality resulting from LPG. 

h is possible under normal conditions· that areas within the landfill mass may reach 
temperatures on the· order of 160 degrees Fahrenheit while the geologic formations 
surrounding the landfill will more typically be at temperatures on the order of 60 degrees 
Fahrenheit. This will create a temperature gradient" between the waste mass and the 
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surrounding geologic fonnations, with the surrounding geologic fonnations, drainrock, 
and protective soil cover over the liner system all acting as a heat sink. At the composite 
liner, temperatures will be lower than the maximum temperatures in the waste mass, and 
below temperatures that would degrade the ability of the composite liner to act as an 
effective barrier. A discussion of impacts and mitigation from landfill fire potential is 
presented in Response 0001-45. 

13. Compression by the overlying landfill mass will serve to further compact the soil liner, 
improving its ability to retard any leachate that might reach it. The comment implies that 
the liner system would be constructed directly on the surface of benches and side slopes, 
which is not true. See Responses 0001-5, 7, and 10 for a discussion of the subgrade 
treatment and liner installation. Perfonnance of the HOPE liner would not be signifi
cantly altered by unifonn pressure: In areas of differential pressures, various design 
responses may be used. These include rounding or battering the edges of side slopes; 
ramping the bench to match more nearly adjacent slopes; varying the thickness of the 
foundation layer, ·clay layer, HOPE, and/or protective soil layer; using multiple layers 
or other reinforcement measures in specifidocations; and varying the design cell size in 
some perimeter portions of the landfill. As noted above (Response 0001-7) test pads will 
be constructed and evaluated as part of the final landfill design. 

14. The draft EIS/EIR assumed .a range of leachate chemical composition which was 
considered in the leachate treatment system preliminary design. A general range of 
inorganic constituents is presented in the hydrogeology and water quality appendix 
(Appendix C:Table 8) and was drawn from four separate literature summaries. For the 
liner compatibility tests (GeoSyntec Consultants 1991), sample leachate from a Los 
Angeles County landfill was used. Rather than rely on literature values or similar 
samples, the exact composition of leachate (if any) will be detennined by chemical 
analysis of each batch of leachate, prior to treatment. The current design includes 
provisions for adding treatment processes to address any constituent that may have to be 
removed from the leachate prior to using it for dust control. The full range of treatments 
available at the landfill site will include sedimentation for removal of solids and 
particulates, oil/water separation for the removal of oily phases that may occur; stripping 
ofVOCs that may be present in the leachate/condensate; and tank storage of treated water. 
Untreated and treated liquids will be stored in appropriate tanks until ready for use or 
disposal. An alternative method of handling leachate/condensate will be to collect and 
store it for off-site treatment and disposal. All appropriate regulations for the handling 
of hazardous materials will be observed. See Response 0001-11 for further discussion. 

15. The estimate of leachate generation used in the draft EIS/EIR is based on use of the EPA 
Hydro logic Evaluation of Landfill Perfonnance (HELP) model and conditions expected 
for the Eagle Mountain landfill (draft EIS/EIR, page 318). This estimate concluded that 
no leachate would be generated. This conclusion was confirmed independently by Ham 
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( 1990: 1 ). For purposes of designing the leachate collection system, however, an estimate 
of 13 gallons per acre per day was developed based on leachate generation from landfills 
in Los Angeles County. This design estimate of leachate production for the project is 
overly conservative because it does not account for a reduction in moisture content 
resulting from the waste compaction and handling operations or the extreme dryness of 
the Eagle Mountain site. The LCRS is designed to handle twice the volume of leachate 
estimated for design purposes. For design purposes, the leachate flow rate for the entire 
site has been estimated to_ be 20 gallons per minute. Each leachate collection system 
proposed at the site (one per phase of development) is designed with a capacity of 120 
gallons per minute. This results in a sizable factor of safety for an already conservative 
design quantity. 

16. This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the leachate collection system. An 
engineering decision was made, however, to plan the leachate collection system using a 
blanket drainage system rather than a series of interconnecting leachate collection pipes 
operating under a gravity system in the higher elevations and a pump system in the lower 
elevations as discussed in Section IV.F. of the draft EIS/EIR. 

17. Although the draft EIS/EIR states that wastewater may be disposed of at the Kaiser 
Wastewater Treatment Plant, current plans expect to collect and transport the leachate to 
an appropriate off-site disposal facility or use all leachate and most wastewater for dust 
control, after appropriate on-site. treatment The only wastewater going to. the Kaiser 
treatment plant will be the sanitary sewage from the existing on-site buildings and 

· sanitary sewage from new buildings. The Kaiser treatment plant is an existing facility 
that is permitted by the RWQCB for treating and disposing of treated sewage effluent 
that is generated at the site. The project does not propose to discharge sewage to the · 
treatment plant in volumes tl].at would cause the permitted capacity of the treatment plant 
to be exceeded: Therefore, there is no change in the Kaiser treatment plant operations 
that needs to be evaluated as part of the discretionary actions for this project. 

For the leachate collection system, initial treatment capacity for approximately 15,000 
gallons per day is currently planned with the use of a modular portable batch plant system. 
This system would treat both leachate and any LFG condensate that would be collected. 
With current estimates of leachate and the estimate of ultimate potential LFG condensate 
of 11,500 gallons per day (draft EIS/EIR, page 336), it would be necessary to have 
possibly three modules or portable batch treatment plants to provide adequate treatment 
for reuse of the leachate and LFG condensate. These treatment plants would be operated 
following closure of the landfill. Treated effluent would be used for dust control and 
irrigation during postclosure maintenance activities. Excess treated effluent may be 
discharged through a wastewater treatment plant, if necessary. The treatment plant will 
be op~rated according to waste discharge requirements mandated by the RWQCB, which 
will mitigate potential adverse impacts on the beneficial uses of area water resources. 
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18. Significant quantities of leachate are not anticipated to reach the fractured bedrock 
beneath the site, because of the proposed composite liner, the leachate collection removal 
system, the proposed proper operation of the leachate and gas collection systems, and 
the dry climatic conditions and waste characteristics that will exist at the site. Neverthe
less, in accordance with regulations, the ROWD must address potential leachate releases, 
include a remediation plan, and present a financial mechanism to cover possible costs. 

· 19. No responses are necessary to this comment. Appropriate responses are provided in 
Responses 0001-44 to 56 regarding landfill gas and gas condensate. 

20. The mitigation measures for potential drainage impacts shown in Table S-2 "Drainage" 
in the draft EIS/EIR incorrectly state: "slope final landfill not greater than 3 percent." 
The revised table deletes the word "not." This change appears in on the revised summary 
table located in Section 11.G. of the final EIS/EIR. The slopes in the final grading plan 
are greater than three percent to prevent the ponding and infiltration of rainwater. On 
the upper surfaces of the finished landfill, slopes would generally range from 3-10 
percent. Erosion control measures will be developed, such as vegetation and using larger 
rocks in the final cover layer, as a means to protect the surface from erosion damage. 
Additionally, a closure plan that provides for the maintenance of the final cover and the 
repair of eroded areas is required as part of the RWQCB permitting process. This plan 
includes procedures for periodic inspection of the cover, and additional inspections after 
major storm events to ensure the integrity of the cover. 

21. The conclusion cited in the draft EIS/EIR (page 251) was that the age of faulting across 
the property had not been evaluated in past literature. As part of the investigations for 
the draft EIS/EIR, it was noted (page i49) that the major fault zone crossing the landfill 
footprint did riot offset Quaternary alluvium. A subsequent report by Dr. Richard Proctor 
titled "Evaluation of Active Faulting at Eagle Mountain" evaluated existing data and 
concluded that there is no evidence of Holocene movement of any of the fault traces 
on-site. 

22. This comment misinterprets the word immediately. To avoid confusion, this comment 
reflects that the removal of .loose material and grading to provide necessary surface 

~-· stability will be performed on all benches from which materials could conceivably fall 
.; 

,. 

?:.·· 

,-_ ·-. 

onto working areas and not be limited to benches immediately above the working areas. 

23. See Responses 0001-3 to 6 above. The recommended stability analysis is required as part 
of the RWQCB permitting process. 

24 .. The landfill will be designed to withstand the maximum probable earthquake without 
damage to the foundation, fill slopes, or structures which control leachate, gas ~ollection, 
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or surface drainage. That is, all structures will be designed to withstand 0.2 g. Pit slopes 
will be scaled of loose rocks prior to construction of the liner. 

25. MRC proposes a series of measures working in conjunction with ·each other to protect 
the area's groundwater resources. This series of measures is designed to accomplish 
three basic goals: (a) leachate and gas minimization; (b) leachate and gas containment; 
and ( c) leachate and gas collection and removal. These mitigation measures are described 
in the draft EIS/EIR on pages 320-323. In the event groundwater recovery becomes 
necessary, a corrective action program,.including pumping of extraction wells to remove 
the groundwater, will be implemented in accordance with current regulations. 

Leachate and gas generation will be reduced by the installation of the final cover system 
( which is intended to control infiltration of rainfall into the landfill), gas recovery system 
(which will extract gas and moisture from the landfiU-and dry the waste), operational 
practices (daily and i~termediate cover, waste sorting, and restrictions against liquids and 
sludges, i.e., the dry condition of the refuse that will be disposed at Eagle Mountain), and 
-the arid climate in the site region. As a result of these controls, there will.be very little 
leachate at Eagle Mountain, as experienced at other southern California landfills. 

Leachate and gas containment is achieved by the composite liner system. A composite 
liner (i.e., a geomembrane placed directly on top of a layer of low-permeability soil) is 
more effective than either a geomembrane alone or a low-permeability soil layer alone 
for containing leachate and gas (Daniel 1990; Giroud and Bonaparte 1989b; USEPA 
1987). 

Leachate and gas collection is achieved by the leacha~ collection system, the composite 
liner, and gas recovery system. Furthermore, USEPA studies (USEPA 1987) have shown 
that placement of a geomembrane (as opposed to a layer oflow-permeability soil) below 
a drainage layer maximizes the collection efficiency of the layer. The leachate collection 
system is designed to reduce liquid buildup on the liner, even under maximum flow 
conditions. 

The artificial vadose zone (foundation layer) directly underlying the liner and vadose 
zone monitoring wells will be used to detect leachate and gas emissions. In addition, 
groundwater detection monitoring wells will be installed at the perimeter of each phase 
of landfill operations and for the landfill as a whole as required by Title 23, Chapter 15, 
Article 5 of the CCR. 

The RWQCB, pursuant to Chapter 15 requirements, is requiring the project proponent 
to obtain and maintain assurances of financial responsibility for initiating and completing 
corrective action for a reasonably foreseeable release from the landfill. This requires an 
estimation of leachate that could reasonably be expected to leak from the landfill 
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containment system, an estimation of the impact to water quality that could result from 
such a leak, and an estimate of the cost to implement a corrective action program to ensure 
protection of the beneficial uses of the water. This financial assurance for the cleanup 
of an estimated leak must be completed and discussed as part of the final landfill design 
even though leachate is not expected to leak through the landfill containment system. 

In summary, given proper implementation and successful operation of all of the design 
and operating controls described above, the Eagle Mountain landfill will not have a 
significant adverse impact on the beneficial uses of groundwater. 

26. The draft EIS/EIR acknowledges in several places (pages 58, 59, 318, 319, 335, 336) that 
only small quantities of leachate will be generated. The four sources of leachate are also 
discussed in the the draft EIS/EIR. 

27. See Response 0001-15, above. Minor reductions in field capacity of the landfill mass 
due to settlement would not alter the design assumptions used in the leachate control and 
recovery system. 

28. Several design measures would prevent any adverse effects of temporary hydrostatic 
pressure from localized groundwater mounding and seepage. The foundation layer will 
provide a capillary break between the liner and bedrock side slopes. Also, in the unlikely 
event that the groundwater level may rise to the bottom of the landfill, the foundation 
layer will provide a capillary break from which the water may drain by gravity or be 
pumped out. A separation of at least approximately 50 feet will also be provided between 
the lower levels of the landfill liner system and the historic high groundwater level. 

29. Response 0001-28 above clearly explains that there will be a "capillary break" between 
the liner and the outside materials, thus draining fluids away and preventing any-rise in 
the fluid levels from the outside. 

30. See Response 0001-15 above. 

31. See Response 0001-28 above. 

32. This comment essentially describes the generation of landfill gas condensate, which is 
described with different language in the draft EIS/EIR (pp. 143-144). The presence of 
condensate is taken into account both in the design of the LPG collection system and in 
the leachate treatment system. 

33. Given proper implementation and successful operation of all the proposed design and 
operating controls, the Eagle Mountain landfill will not present a significant adverse 
impact on the beneficial use of groundwater. Calculations as suggested by the comment 
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are required as part of the RWQCB permitting process, in order to estimate potential 
costs· of remediation and to establish assurances of financial responsibility. See also 
Response 0001-25 above. 

34. The conclusion that significant impacts will be avoided is not primarily based on the 
estimated migration r3:tes of groundwater through fractured bedrock. It is based on the 
fact that little or no leachate will be produced and on the design measures included in the 
project. 

35. Depending on the physical conditions, migration paths may also be blocked by fault and 
fracture zones. Under well-understood circumstances, tracer tests may be warranted; 
however, the arrival of a tracer indicates only its own history along a particular path and 
may not be representative of general conditions. Other direct tests involving pumping 
of wells and hydrogeol9gic observations and calculations are effective, given the opinion 
that this is an area of extensive interconnecting fractures. In any case, the draft EIS/EIR 
clearly identifies the potential for groundwater contamination and describes design 
features which will reduce the potential groundwater impacts to below a level of 
significance. 

36. This issue does not significantly affect the conclusion of the draft EIS/EIR or the design 
of the containment system. The understanding of the groundwater movement is import
ant for the design of an adequate monitoring system that will detect leakage from the 
landfill at the earliest possible point. 

37. This comment refers to a sentence o~ p~ge 320, second paragraph, of the draft EIS/EIR. 
Clarification of the sentence is acknowledged by eliminating the phrase "found further 
to the east and thus facilitating formation of a groundwater divide near the bedrock/allu
vium interface." 

38. At this time, the groundwater observed is not being diverted to the south at the north
striking feature referred to in this comment. Mitigation for groundwater contamin.ation 
is discussed in the draft EIS/EIR on pages 322-323. A system of detection/monitoring 
wells will be installed with their location subject to the approval by the RWQCB, 
including deep wells in bedrock. 

39. Page 337, second whole paragraph, last sentence. Delete the word "remote," so the 
sentence reads: "There is a possibility that some of the LFG could migrate through 
adjacent soils away from the landfill mass." 

40. The generation characteristics cited in the draft EIS/EIR represent a reasonable assump
tion so that the impacts of LFG can be evaluated and mitigation measures employed. 
The-draft EIS/EIR presents methods for LFG monitoring, collection, and treatment and 
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concludes that these measures will reduce LFG emissions to levels of insignificance. If 
less LFG than predicted is generated, the control system will have overcapacity. If more, 
additional units for control will be installed. LFG condensate will be similarly handled. 
The alternative exists to collect and temporarily store leachate/condensate in tanks on-site 
for proper treatment and disposal at an off.,site facility. Control of LFG emissions is 
required by the SCAQMD. 

41. The draft EIS/EIR discusses perimeter landfill gas monitoring in the mitigation of landfill 
gas impacts. 'The LFG control system will also consist of a series of gas migration 
probes placed around the perimeter of the site to detect off-site gas migration. Probe 
spacing and depth will conform with SCAQMD and CIWMB guidelines (70-3)." Also, 
"A network of five to six monitoring wells would be placed on approximate 1,000-foot 
centers in soils along the northern town perimeter. Other permanent subsurface LFG 
monitoring wells or detectors/alarms will be placed near structures in the immediate 
vicinity of the East Pit (337)." 

42. The draft EIS/EIR discusses wastewater disposal on pages 41, 65, and 529-530. As noted 
above in Response 0001-17, only sewage from the main office area will go to the Kaiser 
treatment plant and no changes to the permitted capacity or treatment method are required 
for the project. This facility treats wastewater from the town of Eagle Mountain, which 
at the time the m~ne was operating contained up to 3,000 residents. The plarit has a 

. physical design capacity to treat 180,000 gallons per day (gpd) and is currently permitted 
to discharge 35,000 gpd. Current flows through, the plant are estimated at 10,000-
15,000 gpd. See Response 0001-17 for additional discussion. 

43. Total annual groundwater consumption by the project is estimated to be approximately 
2,000 acre-feet (draft EIS/EIR, page 328). Annual recharge into the Chuckwalla Valley 

138 

· groundwater basin is approximately 12,000 acre-feet (draft EIS/EIR, page 139). If there 
were no other activities using groundwater within the basin, the use by the project would 
not be significant In the context of other uses, however, a significant impact will occur. 
The most recent estimate of groundwater withdrawals indicates that approximately 
23,000 acre-feet per year are being used out of the Chuckwalla Valley (draft EIS/EIR, 
Table 9). Thus, the impact of groundwater withdrawals is considered significant (as 
noted in the draft EIS/EIR, page 589). 

The following changes clarify these points. 

In the draft EIS/EIR, page 329, the third and fourth paragraphs, should read: 

F.agle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 
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Mitigation 

Certain features of the project (reusing treated wash water and surface runoff which 
comes in contact with refuse for dust control) would reduce the total consumption 
of groundwater, but would not eliminate the effect of the project. 

Significance After Mitigation 

Groundwater consumption by the project, in light of the overdraft conditions in the 
Chuckwalla Valley, is considered significant. 

On page 589, the third paragraph should be deleted and replaced with the following: 

Due to regional consumption, the groundwater in the Chuckwalla Valley is expected 
to remain in an overdraft condition for the reasonably foreseeable future. Past use 
by Kaiser Steel ranged from 3,500 to 4,000 acre-feet/year, which was consumed 
annually from the mid-1960s through 1979 (see page 139). Estimates ofreceilt use 
for the·itorthwestern portion of the Chuckwalfa Valley are presented in Table 9. The 
total annual groundwater withdrawal from this area of approximately 23,000 acre
feet was distributed as follows: 

Use 
Agriculture 
Lake Tamarisk 
Other Domestic 
Gas Company 
TOTAL 

Acre-feet/year 
22,040 

865 
50 
5 

22,960 

Annual recharge into the northwestern portion of the Chuckwalla Valley is estimated 
to total 12,240 acre-feet (also on page 139). Maximum consumption by the project 
is estimated to be _1,972 acre-feet/year (page 328), plus another 163 acre-feet/year 
that woulclqe an indirect effect due to increased population attributable to the.project. 
Using these ,numbers, the ctjmulative rates of overdraft, with and without the project, 
are 12,855 and· 10,720 acre-feet/year, respectively. The discussion on page 328-329 
attempts to place these values in· perspective by estimating the remaining lifetime of 
the aquifer. Because the estimates of total usable water reserves in the Chuckwalla 
Valley vary greatly, and because the past patterns of well drawdown are erratic (see 
page 141 for a discussion of both of these topic_s ), this determina~on of the remaining · 
useful life of the aquifer is fraught with unceitainty. It is safe to assume, however, 
that the ov~rdraft condition in the ChuckwallaValley will continue and cumulative 
impact will remain significant. 
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44. The draft EIS/EIR, in Section IV.A. ("Environmental Consequences- Water Quality and 
Use," page 322) states: "Migrating LFG that contains volatile organic compounds can 
be a source of groundwater pollution." Table S-2 should have included LFG migration 
in addition to the leachate migration cited under the impact section. However, this 
oversight was corrected in the cited mitigation measures section, which calls for the 
installation of an LFG collection system as one of the measures proposed for the 
mitigation of potential groundwater degradation. LFG migration has been included as a 
potential impact (see summary table located in Section 11.G. of the final EIS/EIR). 

The design of the landfill has been changed in response to comments, to include a 
composite liner over the entire 'landfill area. The installation of a composite liner 
consisting of a layer of low-permeability soil and a flexible membrane liner, together 
with the proposed LFG collection system, monitoring program, and remediation activi
ties (the latter if necessary), will mitigate to a level of insignificance any potent~ally 
adverse impact to water quality resulting from LFG. 

45. As part of the LFG control and recovery system operations, there will be regular 
monitoring of each methane detection well and probes in the system.- The monitoring of 
the wells will include measurements of gas concentrations and temperatures. 

140 

The commenter is correct in noting that landfill fires can be a direct result of LFG 
collection. The potential for landfill fires is highest at points where outside air may be 
drawn· into the landfill mass. For the proposed project, these points would be near the 
perimeter liner system and at LFG monitoring and extraction wells. In the event a fire 
involves material near the liner itself and damage to the liner, then additional impacts 
related to the· release of LFG could result Several measures are incorporated into the 
project to reduce potential impacts from fires to an insignificant level. These measures 
include the placement of several feet of earthen material between the HDPE liner and the 
refuse mass itself, a specification that LFG extraction and monitoring wells would be 
located a minimum distance of 80 feet from the liner, and the regular monitoring of 
temperature and the composition of gasses noted-above. In the event of a subsurface fire, 
various control measures (discussed on page 142 of the draft EIS/EIR) are available 
which would reduce impacts to an insignificant level. Among these is the temporary 
adjusnnent of the collection system to reduce the LFG extraction rate within the area of 
the fire to reduce the oxygen supply. It is feasible, however, that this action could cause 
an increase in potential LFG emissions due to a temporary increase in the pressure 
gradient between the landfill mass and the surrounding natural materials. However, this 
would be mitigated by the installation of additional monitoring probes in the immediately 
surrounding natural materials (vadose zone) to detect any LFG emissions and, if 
necessary, the installation of LFG extraction wells to reduce escaping LFG. 
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The public health impacts for this project from toxic combustion products and explosion ; ' ' 
potential are minimal. 

46. Collection system efficiencies as high as, or or even higher than, 80 percent have been 
attained in unlined and uncapped landfills. The Eagle Mountain landfill will be lined 
with a composite liner of clay and HOPE liner materials and capped. Under these 
conditions, higher efficiencies can be expected. An 80 percent collection efficiency is a 
conservative estimate used for design purposes. This increased efficiency afforded by 

. the lining and capping will reduce the potential impacts associated with LFG migration. 
See Response 0001-45 regarding landfill fires impact and mitigation. 

47. The decrease of LFG emissions in the Los Angeles area due to transport of waste out of 
the area and the reduction of stack gases generated close to a large metropolitan area are 
discussed in Appendix E of the draft EIS/EIR under the sections titled ·"No Project" 
alternative (pp. 189-198) and Comparison of Alternatives (pp. 198-210). The compari
son of alternatives indicates that the Eagle Mountain project, with the recommended 
mitigation, will result in an increase in emissions of all pollutants (except carbon 
monoxide, for which there will be a decrease), compared with the "No Project" alternative 
under which there would be a continuation of waste disposal_ in landfills within the South 
Coast Air Basin. 

Looking solely at impacts within the South Coast Air Basin, the Eagle Mountain project, 
with the recommended mitigation, is expected to result in no change or in a decrease in 
emissions when compared with the "No Project" alternative. Thus, the increased 
emissions associated with transportation of wastes within the basin is offset by the 
decrease in emissions from the transfer of flares and landfill operations to the desert 
location. On the basis of population exposures to air pollutants, the Eagle Mountain 
project, with the recommended mitigation, would result in a net benefit due to the 
relocation of emissions from the heavily populated South Coast Air Basin to less 
populated desert areas. 

Bowever, given the sensitivity of desert residents to the air quality issue, an assessment 
of air quality changes on a population-weighted basis will not necessarily provide a 
reasonable basis for evaluating project impacts. 

48. An assessment of the emissions associated with impacts ofLFG combustion in the Eagle 
Mountain area is included in Appendix E of the draft EIS/EIR on pages 81-84. The effect 
that these emissions have on air quality in the Eagle Mountain area is discussed in 
Appendix E as well (pp. 92-97) and analyzed in the Air Quality section of the draft 
EIS/EIR. 

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 141 

·!, 

.. 
·'' ::· 

•,I!_ 

; 
_i ·, 



!, I 

!· 

.DOCUMENT0OOl RESPONSES 10 COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0001 

This commenter acknowledges the conservatism of using an 80 percent·landfill gas 
collection efficiency. The revised health risk analysis date_d Fe~ruary 1992 also used an 
80 percent landfill gas colle,~_#<?i~efficiency and _a?~ p~rc~ntflai:~ desttu<;:tion efficiency; 

,.,.- i,1_,....... .,. a- . - ... I:·- .,.... .. .. - .••• -

however, this revised ri~k;assessinent usecl'.~i).:::si~'-m_eteofological:.-data·and YP.dated unit-
risk values. As such,.the dispers109.·~pd~l,_cap,:c'aiculate annual concentrations directly, 
which typically produc~~'lower concen_ti~tiijns:than those determined by using screening 
meteorological data as used in the draftEISiEiit· The emission rates for toxic substances 
were based on the concentrations found in landfill gas from four southern California 

· lan.dfill sites and used the highest concentrations of each pollutant to estimate the 
worst-case health risks and the average concentrat~on 9feach pollutant to calculate the 
most probable health risks. The revised risk assessment is contained in Attachment 9, 
App;ndix M pf.the f,~al EIS/EIR The maxqnum cancer risk is ~~ti~a~tho'.b~·2.2 _in-l 

. million at maximuni-;concenV'atio_i:is.·,9.ftj-afe·:co.~~inan~ and ~~im_µm gas.production 
(see Table 9-2). The most probabie'cai:icer riskais:estiiifated;Jcf~e:l~Q,~_ ! rptllion, when 
the averag~ c_C>ncen~atio~s are, used with:rh,e 1111pdm,l;l9}fgas: production (st£ Table;-9-3 ) .. 
South Coast: Air Quality Management Distri~(Rtile_~,t4QJm~ovides that a project may be 
approved if the project uses best avaiiable contrril· techntilogy·for toxics:an_d.µ,te_ cancer 
risk does not exceed 10 in 1 million. · · · ·"' 

.50. See Response 0001-49 above. 

( 
', 51. Figures 28 and 29 of the draftEIS/EIR provide~ <;pQcy,pt~al,-plan for the LFG collection 

system. Where_'horizontal gas.trenches are·used~itie.trenches will be placed below the 
intermediate cover layers in gravel-fille~. ti:enches. At the collection and removal 
locations, the condensate can be collec~d ~n:storage tanks before being properly disposed 
of at approved off-site disposal facilities . 

. 52. This comment relates to the final design of the LFG collection system and will be 
! 

addressed at that time. 

53. The LFG collection system will be designed to mitigate any effects on the system caused 
by differential settlement of the landfill waste. 

54. Changes in the text of the draft EIS/EIR (page. 335, second paragraph, third sentence) t_o 
recognize the uncertainties in LFG generation rates have bee~ made to read: By the year 
2092, the daily: generation rate is expected to;be.:approxfrriate_ly 80 million cubic feet per 
day. Estimates of LFG production are unce@n, however, and actual results could be 
substantially higher as well as substantially lower. The comments provide a rationale 
for the recommenda_tioi:i that a flexible membrane liner be installed to control gas 
migration. This flexible membrane liner is now part of the design for the landfill. 
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55. 

56. 

57. 

Additionally, any LFG collection system is,,a dynamic syst~m that ~ust be frequently 
.' . - -;-J>t •' ·• . •• ' ' 

adjusted to account-for tlie ?-ctual conditions that exist in the landfill. These ·changes are 
made as a ~~ult_ of :the da~ _ collected J?Y ~e proposed_ syste"in. For ~xample, ___ if gas 
concentrations are .}fic~eas,~g in any givep probe, then additional extraction wells may 
have to be installed in that area. 

Table FEIR-AQ-{3, focated in Appendix M,:Attac.t1ment 2 of the final EIS/EIR, summa
rizes the results, .-of ,sfx :·s~ufoe tests o~J~_dfill g~·''oares:· As the comm~nter· note~. the·"· 
destructio11 effi~i~ncy.5an V¥.}' -~9_ng,diff~r,ent ~onwounds., Howeyer, the test results 
demonstrate_;,,:t?at,,_an ._ t?fy.p~ency -_of._· 99,.0• percent _ or greate~ c~ be achieved on all 
c<:>mp9u'nds, tes_te~i B~ca'.us~ .th~ Eagle' Mountain project will use best available control 

•• --~ -., I -: •• ,-,., ~-"' ➔ I . I • ;-I ,. •. 

technology~ it is lik,~ly th~t thy 99 pe_rc~nJdestructi~n efficiency will be majntained on a 
long-term averag~_:basis. Compo~nd.::sp~cific destrµction rates are provided iri Section 
V.B.3., Table FEITf-AQ~}3., located i1/Appenq~ ¥tAttachment ~- of the final-EIS/EIR. 
The conclusions :r~gardfng:health ri$ks -~,ssociated_ with' the project are not affected by this 
refinement. becaµse 1Jj:f 4h·a1.y~i_s of_ri~~·J.s;gomin~~d by the portion of landfill gas which 
is assumed ·to escape· tlu'~ugh the surface and no·t- by that which is dispose_d of through 
the flare. · ·· 

The draft EIS/E~ incorrectly refers to, the 0.3-second residence ~e in the Project 
Description, sectioh. The reference· to this· requ~ment m Appendix E correctly refers to 
the 0.6-second retention time i:_equired by the SCA.QMD. 

The federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 will have no significant effect on the 
proposed project .. Tp.is is due to the··{act th;at,. d~~ project is within the jurisdiction of the 

• • ;I~"' f• • I " ft t" - • • 

SCAQMD, which has established re:quirements far"inore stnngent than -~ose imposed 
under the new fede{a!'·ainendments. w•hjie' sonii. changes to the SCAQMD permit 
program may res4it°fioqi_ the new federal ''law,' ,these'"·changes· are expected to be 
procedural, not sub-staniiv'e, iii•nature. No' changes'·tcr the assessment Qf project impacts, 
or expected corp.pliarice\~ith app!icable_:(egulatio~s. is necessary as a result of the passing 
of the 1990 fode1il Clean Air Act Amendments. 

The SCAQMD' s New $.qurce Review rule (Regulation x·m) was amende4 in June 1990 
-to, drastically reduce th:it"trigger'~ · 1evel_s f9r. ~missions offsets. This revised·, rule was 
discussed in the.draft EIS/EIR (which' was preparyd after the rule's amendment) in 

. . ~. ~ .i.l . 

Appendix E, pag~s 5_? an·~·J02-!05. Th~.revised offset_ level.~ are also reflected in the 
assessment of significance discussed, for example, in Appendix Eon pages 139-146. 
The older significance criteria were incorre'ctl{s,hown in the Discussion of Significance 
Criteria in Appenqii E ~n pages 61-~9; h_owever, these oldef criteria were not used in 
the analysis. Corrected_ copies o~ Tables 14-18 fro-~1.J\ppe_ndix E of the draft EIS/EIR 
'are included in Appenoix ~-;:Attachment 1 of the firi~ EIS/EIR. 
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The Kings County Farm Bureau v'. the City of Hanford court decision was reviewed prior 
to the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, and the docume~t complies with the guidelines 
set down in that decision. The draft EIS/EIR reflects the points discussed in the comment: 

The _nonattainment status and existing air quality of the areas impacted by the proposed 
project are explicitly recognized and taken into consideration in evaluating the signifi
cance of air quality impacts; see, for example, Appendix E, pages 139-146. 

The emis~ionsfrom the on-site s~tionary sources are analyzed concurrently with the_ 
mobile source em_i~sions·; see, for example, Appendix E, p~ge 132, and the associated 
discussion .. of significance which reflects the combined -emissions from stationary and 
mobile sources. · · · 

There have been no change·s.to the SCAQMD'.s BACT Manual which would affect the 
conclusion in the draft EISffiIRthat baghouse'tforitrols'will be required as BACT for the 
cover processing plant. 

The requirements of the S~AQMD Rule 431.1 were discussed in the draft EIS/EIR in 
Appendix E, on page. 56 and again ,pn page 102. The rule was adopted prior to the 
preparati~n of Appendix E, and the adopted version was reviewed in the draft EIS/EIR. 
The rule would limit the sulfur content oflandfill gas fired in flarel) or sold for use off-site 
to not more than 250 p~~fu calculated as hydrogen.sulfide. The data contained in the draft 
EIS/EIR(Appendix E, page 83) regarding emissions from flares indicate that the highest 
reported sulfur content from ]il!l,~fili g~ in the South Coast Air Basin is less than 60 ppm . 
This rule includes a more rigorous restriction of sulfur content in the landfill gas fired in 
flares which will apply to the project as of.-1993. This and other rules and regulations 
(such as Rule 403.dealing·with fugitive dust) may be e~pected to be strengthened in the 
future. The project will be requued to comply with all applicable future rules and 
regulations. 

58.' The collection of on-site air quality ;and me'teorological data was begun as soon as it 
became clear that coil~,ction of such data was necessary. In order to ensure that the data 
were collected in a manner.acceptable to both the SCAQMD and the EPA, a monitoring 
protocol had to be prepared, subD)itted to -~he agenci_~s, and approved before data 
collection could begin. Included in Attachment 7, Appen'dix M of the_:final EIS/EIR are 
summaries of meteorol~gic_~ data collected. on-sJ,te and summaries of ambient air quality 
monitoring data collected on-site. Revised air, qua.J}ty modeling using_ the actual weather 
and ambient data collected ori~site has been completed and ~e-results are summarized 
on modified tables (Tables 29, 36, 49, anct' 52) and associated plots of project impacts in 
Attachment 5, Appendix M of the final_ EIS/EIR. The-'results of the revised modeling 
show that, as anticipated in the draft EIS/EIR, p~~ject impacts will not exceed federal 

', Class I and II increments and will not exceed ,-either' federal or California ambient air 
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quality standards for CO, NO2, and SO2. Project impacts alone for PM 10 are well below 
federal and California ambient air quality standards. However, the highest background 
ambient values measured on-site exceed the 24-hour average PMIO federal and Califor
nia standards. Therefore, when project impacts are added to the maximum measured 
background levels, the resulting cumulative impacts would exceed 24-hour average 
federal and California PMI O ambient air quality standards. 

59. Control measure D-2 in the Air Quality Management Plan involves hauling biodegradable 
waste out of the South Coast Air Basin. The detailed description of the control measure 
(contained in Appendix IV-A of the AQMP) suggests that this measure would be· 
accomplished in conjunction with electrification of the railroad system in the South Coast 
Air Basin. It is acknowledged that there are secondary benefits from the project, i.e., 
reductions in LFG emissions in the SCAB, and potential reductions in transport vehicle 
emissions within the SCAB. These emission reductions, however, are not sufficient to 
fully compensate for the increases caused by the project. Therefore, the conclusion that 
the project would have a significant regional air quality impact would not change. 

60. See Response 0001-58 above. The meteorological data collected on-site is reflected in 
tables which show the-wind speed and direction (see Attachment 7, Appendix M of the . 
final EIS/EIR). 

61. Air quality trend charts and other information will be updated as the project progresses, 
but the conclusions of the report are not changed. 

62. The comment relating to the diversity in air quality patterns is correct; the __ draft EIS/EIR 
showed the trend in worst-case pollutant concentrations at any location in the Southeast 
Desert Air Basin. While pollutant concentrations·tend to decline in more remote areas 
of the desert, the use of the more severe concentrations from stations close to the exit of 
the Southeast Desert Air Basin results in a conservative setting upon which project 
impacts are evaluated. However, on-site monitoring data has been collected· for the site 
and has been used to refine the conclusipns regarding project impacts at the site. This 
analysis is included in the final EIS/EIR (Attachment 8 of Appendix M). 

63. See Respo~se 0001-62 above. 

64. The commenter's conclusions are consistent with the summary of on-site air quality data 
presented in response to a previous comment 

65. The comment is correct with respect to air quality at the Eagle Mountain project site; 
however, as discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (see Appendix E, page 132,.for example), 
most of the emissions of several pollutants associated with the project occur in areas of 
the South Coast and Southeast Desert air basins, which are more subject to the influence 
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of urban pollution. For example, the data in Appendix E indicate that the following 
fraction of mitigated project emissions occur in the South Coast Air Basin and along the 
transport routes, rather than at the Eagle Mountain site itself: 

71 percent of NOx emissions 
62 percent of CO emissions 
23 percent of PM 10 emissions 
38 percent of VOC emissions 
77 percent of SOx emissions 

66. The air quality appendix to the draft EIS/EIR (Appendix E) contains a more extensive 
discussion of the significance of project impacts and of the comparison between project 
alternatives (including the "No Project" alternative) than what was presented in the main 
body of the draft EIS/EIR. It is unclear from this comment what additional air quality 
benefits of the project have been overlooked. 

67. It is not clear that there are any air quality-related economies of scale associated with the 
Eagle Mountain project, except to the extent that a new, larger project will use more 
modern equipment and will provide mitigation that existing facilities would not need to 
provide. These two factors are reflected in the comparison, contained in the draftEIS/EIR 
(Appendix E, pp. 189-210), between the Eagle Mountain project and disposal of the same 
volume of waste at existing smaller landfills in the South Coast Air Basin. 

68. There are not sufficient data available to analyze the emissions changes associated with 
delivery of waste to transfer stations (under the Eagle Mountain project) as compared 
with the "No Project" alternative, under which waste is delivered by a mix of truck types 
going to transfer stations and directly to landfills. Without knowing the location of 
transfer stations, it is not possible to conclude that emissions from refuse trucks will be 
lower compared with emissions associated with their current direct trips to the landfill. 
There is no technical basis for the commenter's conclusion that transfer vehicles will be 
"full powered" and that refuse collection trucks are currently "underpowered." While it 
is clear and correct that emissions from trucks going up a hill are greater than emissions 
from trucks traveling over level ground, it is also correct that emissions from empty trucks 
going down a hill are mu~h lower than emissions from empty trucks on level ground. It 
is not possible to evaluate the potential benefits of the Eagle Mountain projectsuggested 
by the comment, given the fact that the location of future transfer stations is not known 
at the present time. 

69. The extent to which emissions are displaced from the South Coast Air Basin into the 
desert is discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (see Appendix E, pp. 204-210). Additional air 
quality modeling analyses and risk assessments based on on-site meteorological and 
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baseline data have been petforrned and are included in the final EIS/EIR (see Attachments 
7-9 of Appendix M). 

70. There are not sufficient technical tools to evaluate the impacts of the Eagle Mountain 
project'on ozone concentrations in the desert. It is for this reason that the assessment of 
ozone impacts in the draft EIS/EIR is based on changes in emissions of ozone precursors. 

71. While the stated benefits may accompany the project, quantification of their effects would 
be quite speculative. As noted above, other than the use of new equipment and 
implementation <:>f other emissions control measures not required in existing landfills, 
there is no clear ~•economy of scale" associated with the project. Estimates of project
generated dust were based on the equipment fleet proposed, which admittedly would 
produce less soil disturbance than many smaller vehicles. Nevertheless (as acknowl
edged two paragraphs later in the comment), particulate emissions may still represent a 
significant impact. The other considerations mentioned might be used to justify project 
approval but do not affect the conclusions of the· report regarding air quality impacts, 
given the significance criteria used. 

72. Impacts to ambient air quality were.analyzed (on pages 408-418 of the draft EIS/EIR) 
separate from the emissions inventory. Location-specific factors were considered, and 
given the worst-case assumptions in the analysis, the impacts were considered significant. 

73. It is agreed that every effort to reduce emissions should be incorporated into the project. 
While the commenter may not agree with the emissions criteria or the other criteria for 
significance, they are not arbitrary. In fact, the significance criteria are consistent with 
guidance from the EPA, California Air Resources Board, and South Coast Air Quality 
Management District. 

74. For purposes of .the impact analysis in the draft EIS/EIR, the cumulative effect of all 
sources directly associated with the project was analyzed. In this context, the separation 
of fugitive from non-fugitive sources is inappropriate. 

75. This comment is correct. Table 13 of Appendix E of the draft EIS/EIR should appear as 
shown in this comment. 

76. The discussion in the Affected Environment section will also be clarified to more 
accurately describe the record of PM 10 violations in the air basin. 

77. The on-site monitodng data available to date (Attachment 2, Table FEIR-AQ-6 of 
Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR) indicate some violations of the federal, as well as state, 
standard for PMl0. Additional collection of data inay indicate that.the frequency of 
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violations at the site is indeed much lower than reported elsewhere in the basin. This 
would, however, not alter the conclusions of the draft EIS/EIR. 

78. Seventy-five miles is a distance which reaches all of the communities within the Coachella 
Valley and other desert areas including Blythe. While some haul distances may be 
greater, it is also likely that many would be shorter. Therefore, 75 miles is considered a 
reasonable average haul distance. 

79. The truck emissions factors for refuse hauling were developed using the California 
ARB-approved EMFAC/BURDEN emissions model for heavy-duty diesel trucks. 
These emissions factors are based on average heavy-duty diesel truck trips in the 
Southeast Desert Air Basin portion of Riverside County. 

80. See Response 0001-55. 

; > · 81. As noted in the foomotes to Table 27, Appendix E, the physical assumptions regarding 

_., : 

~-;~: . .l 
--::,· 

l!:t: 

fugitive dust generation were based on consultation with project personnel who have 
been testing the fine tailing material for use as liner material. The control efficiency 
assumed is based on empirical information from a similar operation. 

82. The reference to 0.2 pound/day is to windblown dust not attributable to other sources, 
disturbances, or operations within the project. The total estimate of fugitive dust 
emissions in the absence of mitigation is 765.5 pounds/day. On-site dust monitoring to 
verify compliance with ambient air quality standards will be required. 

83. There is no question that windblown dust poses a significant impact. This impact is 
clearly identified in the draft EIS/EIR (377, 378,411,413). The potential for transport 
of fugitive dust is acknowledged. The most important receptor in this regard is the Joshua 
Tree National Monument boundary. Impacts to the ambient concentrations at the 
monument boundary are presented in Table 34 in the draft EIS/EIR. 

84. The commenter is correct in saying that the SCAQMD typically requires that activities 
with the potential to generate fugitive dust be stopped during windy conditions. Regu
lation IV,.Rule 403, specifically states that" ... a person shall not cause or allow the 
emissions of fugitive dust . . . such that the presence of such dust remains visible in the 
atmosphere beyond the property line of the emission source .... " The rule also says 
that " ... every reasonable precaution [shall be taken] to minimize fugitive dust 
emissions from . . . solid waste disposal operation." Suspension of activity during 
winds in excess of 25 miles per hour was not considered as a separate mitigation measure 
since virtually all sources of fugitive dust would have active dust control programs 
applied to them. 
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85. See Response 0001-82 above. 

86. See Respqnse 0001-82 above. 

87. The figures presented for total project emissions do include voe emissions from both 
the flare itself as well~ fugitive LFG emissions in the category "Landfill Gas Flares." 
Of the total· 845 pounds per day of voe, approximately 842 pounds are fugitive LFG 
and 3 pounds are from the flare exhaust 

88. The question of PSD applicability is discussed in the report. The comment is correct in 
suggesting that the project may not be subject to PSD review, and the EPA has so 
concluded.· 

89. Offsetrequirem~nts, set forth in SeAQMD Rule 1303, are discussed in Appendix E (page 
105). The landfill gas fl

1
ares are designated as an essential public service up.der SeAQMD 

Rule 1302 and are entitled to obtain offset credits from the district's priority reserve. If 
insufficient emission credits ate available in the district's priority reserve to completely 
offset the ~missions from the landfill gas flares, seAQMD Rule 1304.b.5 exempts the 
flares from the offset requirements provided they are equipped with BAeT. 

Emission offsets are_ also reg uired for the cover processing plant. No emission reduction 
credits associated with closure of the mine in 1982 were registered or approved_ by the 
SeAQMD .. As a result, no credit for curtailment of the previous mining operation 
emissions is available for offset purposes. The following sources of emission offsets will 
be investigated during the district permitting process: control of existing stationary and 
mobile sources in the .project area, emission offsets currently available from SeAQMD 
emission reduction credit banking system, inter-basin emission offset trades, and inter-
pollution emission offs~t trades. · 

90. Rather than compare daily emission rates (in terms of pounds of pollutant generated per 
day) between truck and rail travel, it would be better to compare pounds of pollutant 
generated per 1,000 ton-miles traveled {lb/KTM). This revised comparison eliminates 
total distance traveled as a variable in the emission calculations. Using this approach, 
the emission factors (lb/KTM) for rail hauling are compared with the corresponding 
emission .factors for truck hauling (see Figure FEIR-AQ-1 in Attachment 2, Appendix 
M of the final EIR/EIS). 

As shown in Figure FEIR-AQ-1, the emission factors associated with mitigated rail haul 
on the Eagle Mountain line are lower than the emission factors associated with Southern 
Pacific. Therefore, in order to combine the emission factors associated with the rail haul, 
it is necessary to use the percent of total miles traveled,.on each rail line (approximately 
25 percent on the Eagle Mountain line and 75 percent on the Southern Pacific line) to 
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calculate weighted average emission factors. A comparison of the combined rail hauling 
with the truck hauling emission factors indicates that the NOx and CO emissions for rail 
hauling are slightly higher (6 percent and 4 percent, respectively) than for truck hauling. 
However, the combined rail hauling 'emission factors for VOC, SO2, and PMlO are 
significantly lower (45, 80, and 35 percent, respectively) than for truck hauling. This 
comparison, therefore, suggests that the difference in NOx and CO emissions between 
rail and truck hauling is negligible. Furthermore, this comparison indicates that rail 
hauling results in significantly lower VOC, SO2, and PM 10 emissions than truck hauling. 

91. The introductory statement on page 105 (Appendix E) explains how regulatory require
ments were or were not "counted" as mitigation. Requirements which already exist were 
calculated into project emissions and not counted as mitigation, although under CEQA 
such requirements can be considered mitigation. The revised Mitigation Reporting/Mon
itoring Program, located in Section 0.C. of the final EIS/EIR, distinguishes between 
anticipated requirements which are the responsibility of SCAQMD or EPA and extra 
measures to be implemented specifically by the applicant. 

92. Requirements not yet adopted or which are expected to have future implementation dates 
were included in the mitigation com

1
putations along with measures that can be incorpo

rated which are not expected to be mandatory. 

Feasibility and cost effectiveness arel not judged solely by the applicant. ~n the contrary, 
these factors are considered by the SCAQMD for each project and are part of their 
determination of what is BACT for a given installation. 

- I 
93. . Essentially this comment is correct, since the project area is under the administration of 

•;,•.. the SCAQMD where air quality regulations are already the most stringent in the country. 

.,_:_ 

~-:, 

94. The discussions of mitigation efficiencies are included in the introductory review of 
potential mitigation measures in the air quality appendix (Appendix E, pages 105-124). 
A summary table of mitigation efficiencies, including percentage reduction in emissions 
for each criteria pollutant, is included in the final EIS/EIR (Attachment 5, Table 34 of 
Appendix M). 

95. If the proposed Rail-Cycle (ATS&F and Waste Management proposal near Amboy) were 
developed concurrently, it is not expected to have a significant effect on operations at 
Eagle Mountain. 

96. The only major change in emissions anticipated as a result of changes in the composition 
of the waste stream is the reduction in overall LFG generation. For a variety of reasons 
explained in the draft EIS/EIR, the estimates of LFG generation are quite uncertain under 
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the best of circumstances. Data are not yet available to allow great refinement of the 
LFG generation rates. 

97. Based on scoping discussions with agencies during the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, 
odor was not identified as a major issue. It has been raised in several public comments, 
however.- In response to these comments, a discussion of odor has been prepared and is 
provided in Attachment 1 of these responses. Assuming proper maintenance and 
cleaning of all storage ·and transport containers and equipment, as required by state 
regulations, odor is not expected to represen·t a significant impact. 

98. The secondary criteria of a 3-dBA increase was identified because this is the minimum 
increase in noise levels that is discernible by people. 

99. It is true that the CNEL may not be the ideal descriptor for recurring isolated events, but 
it is the descriptor most universally used and accepted for transportation noise and the 
one by which the State of California and the County of Riverside judge land use 
compatibility. For these reasons, the CNEL was used as the primary basis for determin
ing the significance of impacts. The noise study does recognize that there are many other 
metrics which ·attempt to quantify community response-to noise (Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of 
the technical report in Appendix H of the draft EIS/EIR). 

l 00. The comment acknowledges that the section regarding the transfer stations was intended 
to be informational only. 

l 0 1. The rail noise analysis assumed conditions that were consistent with the current opera
tions of the Southern Pacific line. For the new operations on the Eagle Mountain rail 
line, operating assumptions are presented on pages 10-11 of Appendix H of the draft 
EIS/EIR. For Phase I on the line to Eagle Mountain, train operations were assumed to 
occur during daytime hours only. The day/night split of train traffic for Phase II was 
assumed to be nine trains during the day, one train during the evening, and two trains 
during the nighttime. 

102. With regard to train noise, it should be noted that only two train pass-bys per day would 
occur at the RTCF because this line would only be used during the first phase of 
operations, and it is anticipated that these operations would be during the daytime only. 
Additionally, a train this close to its end point would not be traveling at the 35 mph speed 
which was used in the calculations. Although a lower speed does not significantly affect 
locomotive noise, it does lessen car wheel noise. Using a maximum peak noise level to 
judge significance, as referred to in the comment, would not be appropriate in this 
situation. If a descriptor similar in nature were to be used, a IO-minute Leq or an hourly 
Leg would be more appropriate. Using the same measured train pass-by as referred to in 
the letter, this train would produce a 10-minute Leg of 79 dBA at 50 feet from the track, 
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which corresponds to an exterior IO-minute Leq of 74-75 dB A at the RTCF and an hourly 
Leq of 67 dBA at the RTCF. Interior noise levels would be less due to shielding from 
the walls. These levels occurring twice per day during the daytime would not be a 
significant noise impact 

It should also be noted that other existing sensitive receptors are much farther away from 
the railway track than the RTCF and would be exposed to lower noise levels than those 
stated above. For example, the residences at the MWD pump station are 3,500 feet from 
the area of track where they have a line of sight uninterrupted by hills. Table 2 in 
Appendix H indicates that the existing one-hour Leq values in this vicinity were measured 
at 46 dBA. Twelve trains per day at this distance would produce noise levels of about 
40 CNEL based on Table 7 of the technical report, which is consistent with rural areas. 
Assuming that a I 0-minute Leq is 79 dB A at 50 feet, at 3,500 feet the 10-minute Leq 
would be 50 dBA. Twelve events per day of 50 dBA Leq occurring for ten minutes each 
in an area where the existing ambient is 46 dBA Leq would be audible but would not 
constitute a noise level significantly intrusive on people's activities. 

I 03. The 40 train passes assumed for the Southern Pacific railroad existing operations are an 
average number of train passes. This number can fluctuate as much as 30 percent based 
on market demand. Because the number of trains varies, and it will be many years before 
the project develops to its full daily capacity, it would be hard to distinguish an additional 
12 passes occurring-per day. C~mulative noise impacts are discussed in the draft EIS/EIR 
on pages 588 and 597. 

104. The mean travel speed for Interstate 10 was assumed to be 55 mph, as stated in the 
appendix to the technical report. Since there is a grade along the highway, this is a 
reasonable assumption for the average speed over the length of 1-10 under analysis. The 
35 mph speed used for the other roadways was based on existing conditions determined 
by the acoustical consultant (Section 3.2 of the noise technical study in Appendix H of 
the draft EIS/EIR). The speed limit of 35 mph will be enforced. 

105. The technical report refers to residential houses 100 feet from the roadways. This applies 
to Kaiser Road, not Eagle Mountain Road. Transport trucks would use Eagle Mountain 
Road and its extension exclusively. 

152 

With respect to truck traffic along Eagle Mountain Road and the Eagle Mountain Road 
Extension, several points are important: 

a. There are no residences along Eagle Mountain Road, other than the residences at the 
Eagle Mountain pump station owned by MWD. 
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b. Where the residences at the pump station have a line of sight uninterrupted by 
topography, they are 3,500 feet from Eagle Mountain Road. 

c. As shown in Figure 3 of the draft EIS/EIR, the vast majority of land adjacent to Eagle 
Mountain Road is owned by the federal government and under the jurisdiction of 
theBLM. 

A heavy truck traveling at 35 mph along Eagle Mountain Road would produce a noise 
level of 80 dBA at 50 feet. At 3,500 feet, using an attenuation rate of 5 dBA for every 
doubling of distance plus 3 dBA for atmospheric absorption, the exterior noise level 
produced by the truck would be 46 dBA. Existing daytime average hourly noise levels 
in the vicinity of this area were measured at 46 dBA Leg. Interior noise levels would be 
less due to attenuation by the buildings. It is not likely that the noise level of 46 dBA 
produced by a truck pass-by would significantly impact the residences a't the MWD 
pumping station either during the daytime or during the nighttime. 

Because the majority of the lands surrounding Eagle Mountain Road are not privately 
owned, it is not likely that new residences would be built in the near future .. However, 
if residences are proposed at some time, the anticipated future noise levels of less than 
60 CNEL at the edge of Eagle Mountain Road would not preclude development from 
occurring based on the residential land use compatibility criteria of 65 CNEL established 
by the County of Riverside. 

Finally, MRC has proposed to limit truck traffic to one half of what was originally 
proposed and to eliminate all truck traffic (except that serving the desert area) within 
three years. The speed limit of 35 mph will be enforced. 

106. The CNEL metric was used for evaluating transportation noise, in accordance with 
County policy. The criteria used to evaluate landfill operation impacts was a limit of 75 
dB A Lmax. In the absence of specific criteria from the County of Riverside, the maximum 
construction noise level limit of 75 dBA promulgated in Orange, San Bernardino, and 
San Diego counties was used. 

107. As commented, it would have been more correct to use the mid-range values shown in 
Figure 98 of the draft EIS/EIR, but the use of these mid-range values would not result in 
different total noise levels being assumed for each grouping of equipment shown in Table 
49 of the draft EIS/EIR. The worst-case operational noise · levels were used in this 
situation to be conservative and because it is impossible to predict the distribution· and 
location of equipment on the site at any given time and which equipment would be 
operating. 
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108. The draft EIS/EIR clearly states on pages 555 and 556 the conservative nature of the 
assumptions made and their effect on the results and conclusions. The text states that 
the noise contours of Figure 99 assume a single point noise source at the landfill boundary, 
but that under a more realistic situation, the noise source would be spread throughout the· 
landfill area. The dispersal of the equipment would dissipate noise levels and they would 
be lower than those used in the analysis. The text also states that earth-moving operations 
at the project site would mostly take place inside a landfill pit which would provide 
shielding for the noise. The draft EIS/EIR then concludes that the noise exposure at the 
closest residential area "would be considerably less than the calculation from the 
worst-case scenario." 

109. The landfill operations would be limited to the daytime hours and only the container 
handling yard would operate on a 24-hour basis. During the nighttime, the yard would 
only load or unload containers and perform maintenance activities. 

110. Midsummer construction in a desert environment can be expected to occur in the early 
morning hours or at night. Construction operations within 1,000 feet of sensitive 
receptors, however, will be limited to daytime hours only. 

111. Section II.A.5.c and IILF. of the draft EIS/EIR and Appendix B (page 23) describe the 
existing drainage patterns and initial concepts for drainage facilities proposed for the 
project. An updated drainage report has been prepared which amplifies these initial 
drainage concepts. The additional study provides detailed descriptions and calculations 
for the proposed facilities in both the interim and ultimate phases of development. The 
supplemental report is in agreement with the objectives stated in the draft EIS/EIR. 

154 

The updated drainage report provides clarification of the separation and handling of the 
following classifications of drainage: natural drainage originating in Eagle Creek and 
Bald Eagle Creek; off-site drainage originating above the proposed landfill site; drainage 
runoff from both active and ultimate landfill areas; and drainage runoff from container 
handling and other operational areas. 

Detailed drainage analysis takes into account the hydrological aspects of premining, 
postmining, interim drainage, and ultimate drainage conditions. Because of the long life 
of the proposed project and the considerable area involved, the drainage plan will 
incorporate several interim stages of drainage development. Interim drainage patterns 
will be designed to avoid impacting active landfill operations. The ultimate drainage 
concept will incorporate final topographic and hydrological characteristics of the com
plete project 

Throughout the development process, several key drainage objectives will be maintained: 
utilization of existing drainage systems; runoff protection for active landfill areas; 
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minimization of erosion; and protection of life and property. All hydrology and hydraulic 
design is provided in accordance with the criteria and standards of the Riverside County 
Flood Control District and the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Velocities of 
flow, flow capacities, free board, erosive action, and other criteria 'Yill be considered in 
the final design and sizing of all drainage facilities. All grading associated with 
development of the landfill site will be accomplished in accordance with County grading 
ordinances. 

The hydrology and hydraulic calculations describing the revised drainage plan are found 
in Appendix L of the final EIS/EIR. 

112. Mitigation measures are described in the drainage report (see Appendix L of the final 
EIS/EIR). 

113. The updated drainage report includes a revised drainage plan for the Eagle Mountain 
project (see Appendix L of the final EIS/EIR). Calculations and methods of calculation 
are provided in the drainage report. All hydrology calculations and design of drainage 
facilities will be provided in accordance with the criteria and standards of the Riverside 
County Flood Control District and the RWQCB. The methods used to develop the 
estimated flows include flow velocities, capacities, free board, erosive action, and other 
standard criteria. 

114. Calculations for both interim and ultimate drainage conditions have been prepared. The 
relative size and capacities of proposed facilities are described in the revised drainage 
report (Appendix L). Interim drainage, in all cases, will be routed away from the landfill 
sites so as not to impact active landfill operations. Protection of both on-site and off-site 
properties will be provided. 

115. Historically, original flows from the project site were discharged to the southeast over a 
broad alluvial fan. During mining operations, much of the site drainage was diverted 
into the East Pit. Design of ultimate drainage facilities will be ·based on the final 
topographical and hydrological characteristics of the completed project site. A discus
sion regarding interim and ultimate drainage patterns has been provided in the drainage 
report (Appendix L). The East Pit will be used as part of the interim drainage plan. Initial 
on-site runoff and ultimate drainage will utilize the existing drainageway parallel to 
Kaiser Road. 

116. Diversion of off-site runoff away from active landfill areas is a key element of the 
proposed drainage concept. Drainage originating from areas above the landfill site and 
operational areas will be collected in open channels and/or pipes and diverted into Eagle 
Creek or other conveyance channels. While the topography is steep, it is possible to 
design facilities to intercept the flow, minimize velocities, and prevent runoff from 
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reaching the operating landfill areas. The description of proposed facilities is provided 
in the drainage report (Appendix L). 

117. The proposed landfill would be a Class III nonhazardous municipal solid waste facility 
. ' 

and as such would only accept nonhazardous solid wastes and inert wastes. In the event 
that hazardous materials illegally enter the waste stream, the transfer stations would 
provide methods to detect, collect, temporarily store, and transport the unacceptable 
material to a licensed hazardous waste facility. Details of the screening process at a 
typical transfer station are provided in the draft EIS/EIR (pages 48-49 and 331-332). The 
process involves the sorting and removal of hazardous materials including liquid waste, 
hazardous waste, sewage sludge, incineration ash, radioacti\'.e waste, and biological or 
infectious waste from the waste spread on the tipping floor. Any hazardous waste 
recovered would be set aside for special handling in accordance with procedures 
established in the solid waste facilities permit which governs the operation of these 
facilities. Random inspections of the solid waste entering the landfill will be conducted 
by the Local Enforcement Agency to ensure that the screening procedures for hazardous 
materials performed at the transfer stations are adequately executed. 

118. At the levels that methane, carbon dioxide, and nitrogen would be emitted at the landfill, 
they are considered nontoxic. The draft EIS/EIR discusses the explosive capabilities of 
methane and discusses measures to mitigate against gas migration. 

119. The draft EIS/EIR assumes that 80 percent of the gas generated at the landfill would be 
recoverable and most of the remaining 20 percent would migrate to the air through 
intermediate cover soils and fill side slopes. A discussion of the effects of unrecovered 
landfill gas on workers at the site is provided under the Landfill Gas and Landfill Gas 
Condensate heading of the Public Health and Safety section of the draft EIS/EIR (pp. 
337-338). To prevent worker overexposure, permanent subsurface LFG monitoring 
wells or detectors/alarms will be placed near structures in the immediate vicinity of the 
East Pit, including those structures proposed as maintenance and container handling 
offices. The revised health risk assessment for the project is included in Appendix M, 
Attachment 9, of the final EIS/EIR. 

120. The personnel responsible for ensuring worker safety and health would be qualified to 
the satisfaction of the Local Enforcement Agency. 

121. During mining operations, iron ore mineral processing procedures were performed by 
using gravity or magnetic separation techniques. No chemicals or other additives were 
used during processing. The fine tailing has been subjected to the EPA toxicity 
characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) test and found to contain no compounds that 
are solubilized to action levels during this test 
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122. The agency which regulates health and safety at the workplace in the state of California 
is CAL OSHA. Title 8, Subchapter 7, of CAL OSHA (General Industry Safety Orders) 
requires that all employers provide a healthy and safe environment for the employees. It 
is believed that compliance with these orders would provide a safe environment, which 
is a fundamental prerequisite in controlling injuries. 

123. The EIS/EIR will be revised to reflect first aid training as a component of the emergency 
medical response. 

124. The designated safety coordinator will monitor activities at the landfill to ensure that 
health and safety regulations are not violated. County health department inspectors 
would visit the landfill on a regular basis to ensure safe operating conditions. The overall 
conclusion is that if all applicable rules and regulations are complied with, even if the 
rules and regulations do not in themselves prevent occupational injuries, compliance will 
provide the healthy working environment which is a fundamental prerequisite in control
ling injuries. 

125. Truck and rail accidents were an issue of strong concern identified during the. scoping 
meetings. This issue is addressed in the Public Safety section of the draft EIS/EIR 
because the discussion focuses on the impacts to public safety resulting from accidents 
involving vehicles transporting solid waste. 

126. Gas monitoring at the perimeter of the landfill and in the community is discussed in the 
Landfill Gas and Landfill Gas Condensate section of Public Health and Safety (page 337 
of the draft EIS/EIR). Although structures in the town of Eagle Mountain would not be 
affected by LFG migration due to their distance from the refuse mass and implementation 
of control measures stated in the draft EIS/EIR, routine subsurface monitoring is 
recommended for the townsite. Landfill gas monitoring would be conducted in compli
ance with the South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1150. l (c)(3) and (4). 
Since there are several hundred buildings in the town, it would be impractical to install 
test wells near every structure. A network of five to six monitoring wells would be placed 
on approximate 1,000-foot centers in soils along the northern town perimeter. The wells 
will be consa::ucted to allow monitoring to a depth of 20 feet below grade. Monitoring 
well sampling frequencies would initially be once per month, or subsequently greater 
intervals that may be specified by the SCAQMD. 

127. The monitoring wells to be placed in the community of Eagle Mountain are discussed on 
page 337 of the draft EIS/EIR, Landfill Gas and Landfill Gas Condensate section. 

128. The reactivation and full funding of the Eagle Mountain fire station is currently a 
condition of approval between the County and Management Training Corporation 
(MTC) for the return-to-custody facility expansion. The draft EIS/EIR (page 532) states 
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that full funding of the Eagle Mountain fire station (2 persons, 24 hours per day, 7 days 
per week) would not provide adequate fire protection for the area once the proposed 
landfill is operating. It is expected that additional personnel and equipment would be 
required above what will be provided by the County through the agreement with MTC. 
Fire personnel will receive additional training in the hazards associated with landfill 
operations to an emergency medical services (EMS) level of training required by the 
Riverside County Fire Department. The proponents of the project will be expected to 
provide their fair share of these operating costs. The project proponent would be required 
to prepare a Fire/Life Safety and Emergency Response Plan and a service agreement with 
the Riverside County Fire Department. 

It 

129. Title 8, Chapter 3.2 (California Occupational Safety and Health Regulations), Subchapter 
7, of the California Code of Regulations, as part of the General Industry Safety Orders 
(Section 3203), would regulate worker safety at the site. Additionally, the proposed 
project must implement an injury prevention program in accordance with state Senate 
Bill 198. Project conformance would require the implementation and maintenance of an 
effective injury prevention program which must include the following: 

a. Identify the person or persons with responsibility for implementing the program. 

b. Include a system for ensuring that employees comply with safe and healthy work 
practices. 

c. Include a system for communicating with employees in a form readily understand
able by all affected employees on matters relating to occupational safety and health, 
including provisions designed to encourage employees to inform the employer of 
hazards at the work site without fear of reprisal. 

d. Include procedures for identifying and evaluating workplace hazards to the satisfac
tion of the Local Enforcement Agency. 

Workers associated with the Eagle Mountain project would not be exposed to the type 
of hazardous materials which require implementation of a medical surveillance program 
at the workplace. Neither the Riverside County Department of Health nor CAL OSHA 
have regulations requiring periodic medical exams for workers at a Class Ill landfill. 

130. The word "hygiene," which appears in the last sentence of the fifth paragraph on page 
348 of the draft EIS/EIR, should read "safety." 
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DOCUMENT 0002 Letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(Region 7), September 13, 1991 

1. This comment is correct. The letter from the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board referred to in this comment was omitted from Volume I, Appendix A of the draft 
EIS/EIR (Notice of Preparation, Materials, & List of Persons Receiving Draft EIS/EIR). 
This letter follows as Exhibit 1. 

2. The coarse tailing found on-site may be used as protective soil cover material. It shall 
consist of the following characteristics: 

a. Coarse tailing or screened overburden that is approved by the engineer, meeting all 
the requirements of Section 17225.16 of Chapter 3 of Title 14 of the California Code 
of Regulations. 

b. It shall be free of all cobbles or soil clods larger than four inches in maximum 
dimension. 

c. It shall be free of excessive gypsum, ferrous or calcareous concentrations and 
nodules, refuse, roots, or other deleterious substances. 

3. A discussion of the quantity, sources, and method of handling of LFG may be found on 
pages 376-377 of the draft EIS/EIR. LFG condensate is discussed on pages 334-338. 
Preliminary estimates indicate that little LFG and condensate will be generated over the 
life of the landfill due to the very low moisture content of the incoming Class III municipal 
solid waste, arid desert climate, and a net moisture loss due to landfill gas generation. 
See Response 0001-54. Much of the knowledge for Class III municipal solid waste with 
low moisture content will be developed while working with this landfill. This work is 
ongoing and will be part of the RWQCB permitting process. 

4. As suggested by this comment, a composite liner will be installed over all portions of the 
landfill. See Responses 0001-3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, I 6, 20, 21, 22, 23, and 
24 for a discussion of the liner characteristics and design and installation procedures. A 

· discussion of the liner design and a figure illustrating a conceptual liner design are 
contained in Section II.B. l of the final EIS/EIR. 

5. Provision of the additional detail requested by this comment does not alter any of the 
conclusions of the draft EIS/EIR. Nevertheless, a description of the proposed monitoring 
program for the Eagle Mountain landfill project is provided below. The monitoring 
program has been designed in accordance with the requirements of the recently revised 
Title 23, Chapter 15, Article 5, of the California Code of Regulations to provide for 
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EXHIBIT 1 

ltATICf CA1'0INA 

CAUFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY- CONTROL IOAID 
COLORADO RIVER BASIN • REGION 7 
73-271 HIGHWAY 111. SUITE 21 
PAtM DESERT. CALIFORNIA 92260 
PhoMi (619) 346-7491 

September 11, 1989 

County of Riverside 
Planning Department 
4080 Lemon Street, Ninth Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Attn: David Mares, Project Planner 

OICIIGI Cll!IMWN. 

RE: Agency Notice of Preparation of an Environmenta 1 Impact Report (EIR°), 
Mine Reclamation Corporation Class III Landfill, Eagle Mountain 

The subject notice of preparation (NOP) of the EIR for the proposed Class III 
waste management facility at Eagle Mountain was received in this office. The 
following environmental information should be included in the EIR: 

1. The analysis of the impact of the project on the geology of the 
site should include a discussion of the site geologic setting, 
stratigraphy, seismicity, surficia 1 soils, erosion and slope 
stability. 

2. The analysis of the impact of the project on the hydro 1 og ic 
setting of the'site should include a detailed discussion of the 
surface and ground water quality in the vicinity of the site. 

3. An analysis of the impact of the project on the unsaturated zone 
underneath the site should be conducted. 

4. A discussion of the mitigation measures to be implemented to 
mitigate the potent i a 1 impacts of the project on the site 
characteristics stated in items 1, 2, and 3 should follow these 
items in the EIR. 

If you have any questions concerning the subject matter, please contact Adnan 
Abdalla at 619-346-7491. 

the Offic 

AA/sa 

cc: Mark B. Seizer, SCS Engineers 
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sufficient sampling for qualitative analysis and assurance of the earliest possible detection 
of a release from the waste management unit (WMU). 

Due to the large scale of the proposed Eagle Mountain landfill project, the detection 
monitoring program ·(DMP) is designed to be implemented in phases concurrent with 
landfill operations. The phased implementation allows the DMP to meet Article 5 
requirements for each phase of landfill operations as well as for the total landfill area. 

Groundwater detection monitoring wells will be installed at the perimeter of each phase 
of landfill operations. As site operations progress, detection monitoring wells in areas 
of infilling will be abandoned and replaced at the new perimeter of landfill operations. 
Ultimately, monitoring wells will exist at the· perimeter of the entire landfill. In this way, 
Article 5 requirements for detection monitoring will be fulfilled for each phase as·well 
as for the landfill as a whole. 

The detectionwells will be placed in fracture zones, which are most likely to be impacted 
by a rel~ase from the WMU. The number of wells ~d their location within these zones 
will assure the detection of a release from the WMU at the earliest possible point and 
will be sufficient' to meet Article 5 requirements. 

When present, surface waters at the proposed Eagle Mountain landfill will be monitored. 
A release from the WMU is not expected to impact surface water due to drainage controls, 
which are to be installed at the site, and the lack of a gradient or pathway for leachate 
migration. 

The foundation and monitoring layer underlying the bottom liner will create a monitor
able vadose zone for the site. The location of the foundation and monitoring layer best 
assures the earliest possible detection of a release from ·the WMU to the vadose zone. 

Soil pore-liquid inthe vadose zone will be monitored and sampled with lysimeters located 
in a trench within the foundation and monitoring layer of the bottom liner system. 

Detection monitoring wells and lysimeters will be installed according to Article 5 
requirements. 

Sampling of groundwater, surface water, and the vadose zone will be done according to 
a field sampling plan (FSP). · All detection monitoring sampling will meet Article 5 
requirements. The FSP includes procedures for equipment decontamination; sample 
collection, preservation, and storage; container labeling, sealing, and shipping; documen
tation; and chain of custody. Analytical_ methods and laboratory internal statistical 
procedures are also discussed in the FSP, which will be program-specific to the proposed 
Eagle Mountain landfill . 
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Quality assurance for the groundwater, surface water, and vadose zone detection moni
toring program will be conducted according to a quality assurance project plan (QAPP). 
The QAPP addresses the field, sampling, and laboratory procedures to ensure the 
precision, accuracy, representativeness, comparability, and completeness of all data 
generated during detection monitoring activities. The policies, objectives, functional 
activities, and specific quality assurance/q~ality control activities designed to achieve 
the data quality goals are specified. The QAPP provides the quality assurance require
ments for data handling and manipulation during all phases of the project. The plan is 
intended to guide the field, laboratory, and management personnel in all aspects of field 
investigation, data collection, management, and control. The QAPP is program-specific 
to the proposed Eagle Mountain landfill. 

Analyses of samples from the groundwater monitoring wells, lysimeters, and surface 
water will be used to establish the water quality protection standards (WQPS) for the site. 
California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Chapter 15, states that WQPS should be 
calculated using water quality analyses conducted over a one-year period. The three 
media will be sampled quarterly for a period of one year before establishing WQPS. 

To calculate the WQPS for the parameters other than EPA 60 l and 602 constituents, the 
statistical method known as the Gaussian tolerance interval test (see Engineering Statis
tics, by A. H. Bowker and G. J. Lieberman, Prentice-Hall, 1965) will be used. This 
method is consistent with the proposed 23 CCR 2550.?(c) of Chapter 15, dated June 15, 
1990. The Gaussian tolerance interval will be used to estimate the highest likely value 
of an observation from a specific population, based on the background data. Concentra
tions that exceed the interval can be regarded as representing significant changes in water 
quality . 

For water quality data that is not normally distributed, a one-way parametric analysis of 
variance will be conducted. This procedure is called the Krustal-Wallis test. This 
procedure is appropriate for comparisons when the data, or the residuals from a paramet
ric ANOVA computer program, have been found to be significantly different from 
normal or when a lot transformation fails to adequately normalize the data. This 
procedure will be conducted if the coefficient of variation is greater than 1. 

For organic compounds which have no natural occurrence and, therefore, no background 
values, the WQPS will be determined in accordance with the California Code of 
Regulations (Title 23, Article 5, Chapter 15) and the approval of the RWQCB. 

6. The comment is correct about the primary mechanism of landfill leachate transportation 
being through the vapor phase in contrast to the liquid phase under unusually dry 
conditions. This water vapor will be extracted from the landfill by the LFG collection 
system. LFG production and collection are discussed in greater detail in Response 
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0001-54 above. The various changes to the containment system are included in Section 
11.B.1 of the final EIS/EIR. 

7. Additional investigation has shown that the water in the East Pit was groundwater. This 
water has now dropped below the bottom of the pit. There currently is not enough 
recharge from all possible sources, which includes the water in the stockpile material, 
leaking pipes, and natural runoff, to maintain earlier water elevations in the pit. 

8. A discussion of the hazardous waste handling process is provided on pages 39-40 and 
331-333 of the draft EIS/EIR. The additional detail requested in this comment is provided 
below. Load-checking of incoming refuse would occur at the transfer station and MRFs 
to remove hazardous materials. Each transfer station and MRF would initiate its own 
load-checking program as required under the facility permit and is not part of the 
proposed project. However,- as part of the proposed project, MRC would institute a 
periodic inspection program at the landfill to monitor the continued compliance and 
effectiveness of the load-checking programs. Compliance with the standards of removal 
will be enforced by on-site inspectors directed by and with the authority of the LEA 
(County of Riverside Department of Health). 

As part of the random inspection process at the landfill, the LEA will designate specific 
containers as loads for inspection. These will be diverted to the on-site waste inspection 
facility for thorough inspection. The origin of loads found not to be in compliance will 
be noted and appropriate action taken. In the event that hazardous or other unacceptable 
materials are_identified during the random inspection at the landfill, they will be removed 
from the site:by properly licensed personnel. The responsible party will be notified that 
the wastes were illegally deposited at the site and will be charged for the disposal costs 
incurred. All irciderits will be reported to the Colorado River Basin RWQCB at Palm 
Desert and the-Riverside County Department of Health. 

An on-site Eagle Mountain waste screening/inspection facility will provide a MRF-type 
screening process where virtually all hazardous materials/wastes are physically removed 
from "local waste." "Local waste" includes waste from only the communities of Desert 
Center, Lake Tamarisk, and Eagle Mountain. This facility will not be expanded and is 
subject to spot checking by the LEA. 

Hazardous wastes derived at the landfill (e.g., paints, fuel oil, and solvents from 
maintenance activities; the organic phases from leachate or1andfill gas condensate; and 
small quantities of hazardous materials recovered from the on-site waste inspection 
facility) will be segregated and containerized as required by regulations and temporarily 
stored on-site. These wastes will be periodically removed from the site to a licensed 
hazardous waste facility by a licensed hazardous waste carrier under manifest as required 
by state and federal law. 
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9. The location and frequency of accidents is difficult to predict Emergency response and 
clean-up will be handled in accordance with current plans prepared in accordance with 
state regulations. As required by the State Health and Safety Code (Div. 20, Ch. 6.95), 
Southern Pacific's Emergency Response Plan is presently on file with the Public Utilities 
Commission and Counties of Riverside and San Bernardino. See Response 0026-3 for 
more details of this requirement 

10. See Responses 0001-111, 112, 113, 114, 115, and 116 above. Interim drainage plans as 
well as landfill operational plans, in accordance with state regulations, provide for the 
separate collection of rain which falls directly on working landfill sites and mixes with 
waste material. Drainage from these areas will not be mixed with natural "clean" runoff 
but rather directed into storm water detention facilities. The water will then be treated 
to remove possible contaminates. Waste oil in runoff will be separated and/or treated by 
preengineered treatment facilities immediately adjacent to the detention areas. In accor
dance with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) standards, all 
potentially hazardous discharges will be tested and monitored. Discharged waters will 
be tested and monitored in accordance with both federal and state regulations, including 
Section 402(p) of the federal Water Pollution Control Act as administered by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and, if acceptable, used for dust control. Material removed 
through the treatment process will be placed in tank trucks and properly disposed of at 
approved off-site disposal sites. The updated drainage report is contained in Appendix 
L of the final EIS/EIR. 

11. Figure 64 of the draft EIS/EIR is a generalized fault map. Many more detailed maps 
exist, most notably the California Division of Mines and Geology Fault Map and also 
their Salton Sea Geologic Map of California. The fault evaluation report dated Septem-. 
ber 12, 1991 was prepared by Dr. Richard Proctor for the site and includes copies of fault 
and seismicity maps for the site in addition to the one in the draft EIS/EIR. This report 
is incorporated in the final EIS/EIR by reference and can be reviewed at the County of 
Riverside Planning Department See Response 0001-21. 

12. See Responses 0001-21 and 0002-11. 

13a. The comment is incorrect The geologic and hydrogeologic information used in the 
preparation of the draft EIS/EIR was referenced and summarized in Section ill (pages 
111-137; see also Section I, pages 244-257). In connecti_on with the Report of Waste 
Discharge (ROWD), additional wells have been drilled since the initial publication of 
the draft This ROWD permit information can be used to illustrate a groundwater 
elevation contour map that shows depth to groundwater, direction, and hydraulic gradient 
beneath the landfill footprint. An illustration of a groundwater elevation map is provided 
in revised Figure 48. This data will be used by the RWQCB in connection with its permit 
review and approval of the facility groundwater detection monitoring system, required 
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_ by .this EI~/EIR as a. m~tig~tion measure for poteµtial impacts to groundwater (draft 
. · EIS!EIR, pages 3,i7;;32~raifd.~quired"by regiH~tions in Article 5, Chapter 15, Title 23, 
,- . of the Qalifomia;'C.o·cte of Regulations. ·se~:~so Re_sponse 0002-5. , 

11b. Data refer~nce'd abc;>Ve (13a) cop.(~ ,ha( ~ere appears to be a single, distinct water table 
• ' - • • . •'.: "~ ,. •• ,- ' ... • • .·, • ;· , ·•. ' - .:,, \.- ' • 7. - .:··.,; . • • . . 

. -in the fractured bedrock that is 50 to 01'400'feef,ben:eath the-lowest-elevation where waste 
'. :~ill be plac~~t~No:areas_ofp~rched'ground~aie~ wi~ e~c'ouri~~d~ This'indicates that 

the ·fractured bedrock allows movertlent of water down to the water table. Th~refore; the 
~. • , • ,, ) • - , • "." , ,l ~ .JJ . . -., . • .;: ,· , , 

. comprehensive·monitoring of this)va¢{be'neath and adjacent to the landfill is possible . 
. The earliest possible. de~ction·di a rJiease·ihto'-the·unsaturated zone will be conducted 
thrriugh. the monhonrig "of the f~urid~tion. layF r ~.m¢'di,'~tely -~_eheath the liner system. 
For. a description of the monitoring: program, see Resportse 0002-5. 

. . _. .. 

14. This comment ~9es nqtquestion.the:l!deq~acy.or_ac~u~a~y ofthe draft I;:~S/EIR nor would 
the. requested information change 'any,·· o~\qi~.:;;.c·~nclusio·n's:o[ the draft E;IS/EIR. The 
suggested· approach to subseqri~nt:irivestigaiions to design the ·exact location of each 
monitoring well have been f~llovv~din the GWWP. 

15. Video logging is being used, ~cl,- as_.- sugg~sted, continuou~: co~ sampling is being 
. - , . ·h•-,- -. '-.,,:--. ..,, .:. - - . --· 

completed. Cote·-~covery· has'"ib~erf.very ·successful. . 
-·· •r.. 

l~. Vf o,rlc cha'.rac,~rizing the hydraulic interco~~ec~dn~s~ of_th~ fracture-system has occurred. 

t · 17. 'Die reques_ted inform~ti~_n: would ndt'chang~ ~y of the· conclusi~!_ls·of the draftEIS/EIR. 

18. __ 1Ji¢ suggestions in this-«'.~qmm~_nthave been inco'rpoiated· into .. ~~-e :w~ll drilling p~gram. 
··.g .. ·Hqwever~-the requested infqtmatioilwould riotchahge·my of tne,.condQsions oft~·~ draft 

, EIS/EIR. . . .. 

19.' Packer tests have been compl~ted_ in the n,ew.:.wells ~hat have·b~en ~nstalled at the site. 
-This· additionaj· infprmatiori·wm notchatjge the conclusi9ris of the draft EIS/EIR. -

.,. 

20. :The_,~~ta coll~c.tion by the groundwater ·wells -~ii~ _determine· if tracer studies would 
. ! . ·-provide any ~dditioilal information regatding·ttie movement of groundwater. However, 

it-sliould be noted $at the requestediilfoiin:atiori wo~ld not change any of the conclusions 
,.ofthe'draftEIS/EIR. :· ·· . - - - . . 

.~ : ~ ·. 
_'Li 
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A~eqliate hydtogeological info~ation can: b~ p,r,9v_ide~. 'to the RWQ_CB for the 'en~ 
- landfill that .. derilohstrates compliance with the-'requiremerits of Chapter 15. The re
,. qu6sted irif&tnation would not change any of the ~onclusions-ofthe draft EIS/EIR.i 
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DOCUMENT 0002 RESPONSES 1UCOMMENTS .. POCUMENT 0002 

·22. See Response .0002-5 above. The desire for "the earliest possible dete_ction of any leaks" 
is _satjs_fii<;i':~y"°'the"•~propcised v~dose -z~nf nj·o_nh_o_ri~g plan tha~ will detect ieakage 
imn_iedi'ate~y-'.hen_eaih .the, -lin~r -:systein_.: ·The effel1es("p'bs~~ble' detection; of leaks·· ip ·.the 

. • .. ,. ' •· · .. • .. • ·/l. -·_ . ' • ., ' " '.•'\.' ' \ , ·•.. . ' ·' • 'l:.i, .r " . · '.+,I•• , · " 

grqu_P.:4,_!t~(ft~~f.P-~W,~ o? 'e ~f?un4:~~~r ~b~e'\v~~~e?:ny 1~--~,~t~?ul?-f~tA?nta~~ 
the wate,r tati_l~~\;•M,o,91t9.n~giJlfo· -~~ter table. ~eri~a~h ·ai:id:adJa;ce~ti, to:\the · landfil). w1U. 

. ~ f!'f° I ., • · •, r.-:._ • ._;,.',. • _,. , ~, • o,; , , , , ~ ._. , •·•< • ., ,_ (v , . • .-· , • • I . . < • , 

provi~e_-the_ i~lie((p9ssiJ:>l~:,1p_Qirif:in_,_·'the• :groundwater to· _de'te~t leakage. S_ection 
,.· "~,- ,, ~·/· •\·,:..·.':,, ;,:1,-·,·· . .-•;;.,-r-;;.,•~-:,- , ... ~-, • • < •. ;·., •• ; .·•· •• , :·-••• • ... -..,.· ,.:,t. ~ .. 

2550:7(e)(~) '.bf-~9Je{;:5 siate,s;, f.'Ifra (ac1hty- cbnt~ri.s cont1gQ_9us'.waste management 
urits; sepa}~te,-g~9ii~diJte/~:6~#Pi:iWt~y~tefuf#lhot:req6irefffor_ e'ach such unit if the _ 

' •• ~ ·'.•-·., ,':I~ :.·~ .... ,..,•i. ·'.·•,;'.· ~-: •.- .. : . •.• ~.ti'.J".JJ ... .•. , . 0
\" __ .,.· • ..:. • .'- :,,:-. • •• •• • ,• • 

d1sc_~arg~r-d,e:rµ_o~strate~ to __ th(?_,satlsfaction oqfie,Reg1onal Board that. tµewater quahty 
mortitoriiig:ptogiii:rri·.tai'eadi\1hlt wiir'e~able th'e 'dariiest ptssibie d~tdhfon and-'measure-· 
ment o(aireieiis~ f~hriitl1at;:~nit)' .. _· , , ·. ," - : .>· -. - . --

In additi<;>n, ~e)o.c_~tjon of:t~_e.~rponi~9fin_g·w_ell,to be used,for.monitoring Phasel'at tlie 
start o(operatiofas .. 'is ir:ite_ridetto ha~e:alif~.'suitabl_e to i;tt<;>_nitor that area.linti_l additional 

·-. refose:,is·• pl~ce&iif 'the··~·~~rn:r sfctiohi:8f ;Pb~'e :i{> Prior tofthe siatt,-of i~filling .. ih 'this 
:., , ·-~-; ., ·.-.: .•! :~..:.-•• ;./"~; '-~ • •. :- .,.. ~~-·- : .• -:,~· • . • • __ :, L\ , . •. . ... .- . ;: ··.•·'-'..., . 'z .. , . . .. ;• . . . . . .. .. - .. ~~ . 

area~ .additio~aJ:"'groQridwater"m.priitoring well(s) .,wiJI' lie=· installed,;in• -accordance'- with. 
permitting:_.requireme.~ts of ilie'.RWQCB. . -Thes~·:hew\vefis'~ill· also provide the ·earliest.' 

· ; pos~ible,' detecµofi \iorihh:e overalf:Philse'.i ,infill area. ·. - · · - ·: - · ... , 

. -23. See;-Resp~nse 0001.:21:· . 
... ; 

24; " tS.¢e. Re~po11.se '.0002~1-1: ,.:' -
' '•:.:, •. • ' ~ .._,:: • •• I • • 

25 .. 'See, I,lespbns~~oo.◊\ ~il and, .0002~ 1j .. •Also; the. comment "age dating·. of [alluvial] 
_ . _ ·: inateri'~j is/~f iWoot t~sue, if none\iiltfcninci:tcf 6i?a~~placed :byifaolµnif~-:is. correct ·, As 
- · -''with th~J>i:oj~c}\_ite;' fu;b16calitl~~:(~#,t'.:ftk~ct '.fd~di;µ,t) 'provicl~-~vio~rftl?th~t:cl'rtJ:,foken· .. , 

• 'I •• •.-. -: ,;;_ •. \'.,:-•"' '.i .. ••• ,',· ,,i .. ·.• . ~ • .".,'," • •, •~', .-!,••· ,.\.,.•.,•;':°,.:~ . •• '• ,-:-• ; •. ' . :-" •• :-1.:-'."· • . l. • . .. . . . •·.·• ', , ·. • f.; 't , -} I 

alluvial, materials ovedie_:the two-Iatg·est,bedrock.faults·,at the,site;~~With''thesettwo'fault ': . 
. e~posµr~' 16¢,~tiet?'°idf ~ot. ~61ieyi'd '~~-~\tj~~~--i-6:a(io~ :~n~her~.- -~e¢d~°J~.' hi 'lact, 

-, ~. -~~~::_1:~eplrf.iijfti_~i:i9u.°t~ih?-"~-:ip}:~~-¢:,~;~ai~t§i~:~?:~~;:~f ~{ ~-!.~~~(g!)Ji!~~J~{~?g _ 
fi:!l;~o.ve.~~g ;mJ!:c,;~ · ot t~e:·_alluv~.u~ ·;m •~~-aroup~~t_he -c~mmumty. ·9f £a~~e !-':t1PHfltilµ.-' · 

. · .· Be·~tock cou14,be' rriany tens 9f:-feet bel.~w, thi.~ -fiW~d alluvium. · · . '.'' 
·_,. ·: . 

• •• • • •• _....;. ·;-· • ~-· f, -;t-',. _: .. -.. 1·• ·• ::_ • . , .• ,\ • ·, \ 

26. •. Mr. -~~er_s~~) •. §-~~m.ep.t.~~t .~o _l~l)le~~n~ occ~rs i~:~~ fo.<?Wrint of;th_e prop9.se4_ ~~~fill 
. ··: : i~•C<;>f!ect:- 'Bl!§\!~~p_prise'"~ilJ.~~cye to ac~o~!i<Jg~_$a(a11 of,tl,,ie bl~e. c,;olor,'~_oded.areas 

) .. ,. . ~-.alq_6i~:e E~gI,tCre,~kJ~ui~-~e ·s,9.liisfose meta~iµ-Ifos~:matetja.L 
• • . _: • • ' • • _•;_ • ... ~· . • . lo.' • • ' ~ . 

• • ~ > ~ •. I.':. • • t-{ • "> •~•• • :. •• ! ... • •. •!1\. - 0 ! •:• • • -. ' '• .. • •I• ' ': • • 

27. · : This ~omm~nt:d.~e~~ •. ~§J~g~,~tj9~,i~f-~~equ~c_y., or; :~S~lir~~cy 9f th~:qraft~f~~I~ ap~J::}Je9.ce 
no:,:~e,~p_o11,se·:_i~)J~f~S~¥t:· ;)~~diti~nally;;the results of th~ ~-~ysis i:nentioned·-in- this 

· ! cg~~em w_9u!~ )1~fchiµtge· ~y·o~ th~!_cpriclusion~ ofthe·draft E~S/EIR. 
. ,,·.:'.>,.·:.:;·;-; ;•·'. -~-i_f, ... ,/- _;,:".: ' ... · ·. . . - •· .. -... ' . . 

. ,_·. ~-~/,,J?m~~ ;~fo¢ R~~ij,~_n¥, Q092~4 .for.,~ :i,io~:,detailed p~~ctjpticm-pf_the. 'pr~posed liner; ·· . 
.' : 1 ,. -~- ·.- • • .• 

. ' . . . . ' ~. ...... . .. ,. ·.·.·, .·, 

: .. ·-··· .·. 
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:0.0.C~ 0003_: RESPONSES 10 COMMENTS 

29'. • See Response 0.001-11. 

3p. _ See Response~ QOO 1- lO and 0002-4. 

31. S~e _ Response 0002-5. 

DOCUMENT 0003 · 

, 3_2., .. Th~:commerit is-correct. The c_ited report ~s included in ,Ap'pendix B of Volume I of the 
preliminary_ROWb;:-·on file!with"the·RWQ~:S--

33. Pl~ase see R~sponses QP02- l 3, ·-16, · and 20. The additional well· data will provide more 
information about the hydrocori'n'ectedness ·of fractured· bedrock. 

34._ Please see Responses 0002-13, 16, 20, and 33 above. 

35., The data being· requested in· this ,comment is'-includeci in Appendix_ B of Volume I of the 
;• .. :: .-_ preliminary ROWD,,on file w'iih'}he,RWQCB. · . 

3,~: · Preyious boreholes at the site as wen as bor(?holes that may still exist within the landfill 
. area have been identified. See-Response 0001-18. 

37. .Wells will be installed in locations that can be paired with future wells to provide the 
-· requested pump te~ts. The requ·ested irifortnation would not change·any of the conclu-

sions of the draft EiS/EIR. . 

38.-. The additioJlal· infon:nation reque~ted regarding declining water levels will be provided 
;, .to:the RW,QCB.- Ho\vever, provision ofthe'additional detail requested by this comment 

-_. · ,. does-_riot al~r:.any ofthe covciusions of the d~t EIS/EIR. 
' : 

DOCUMENT 0003-,,: T~:et~r- f~om South· Coast Air Quality:· Management District, 
'.set·teajtier i7~~1991 

1. The draft EIS/EIR recommends a single reanalysis of ambient air quality levels prior to 
!- siait-up of the'landfill"(see:Ap-pendix E, page· 130):· Repeated modeling analyses would 
- · riot generate new· information regarding project impacts; are not required by any district, 

state, or federal regulation or-policy; are not necessary to -_riioriitor ·any recommended 
mitigation measures; ·and do ~ot result in any, air quality' benefits. Therefore, repeated 

__ ·,··:;nibdeling'arialyses·are·notrecomrilended as a mitigation measure. 

2. Mitigation Measure AQ.:23 (Appendix E~ page 130) requires a reanalysis of ambient air 
quality impacts, including those at the Joshua Tree National Monument, and requires that 
MRC develop and ·submit for ·approval additional mitigation-'meas'i1res as needed· to· 
mitigate remaining ·iignificant"°urtpacts at the monument. This-revised modeling using 
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DOCUMENT 0003 /~ · ,· 
' - . .. .. RESPONSES TO COMMlNfS ·· DOCUMENT 0003 

. l :· -.~eat~~i, da~ ,9,~IJ~~~~~t;9ii-;~Jte_,:,_~-~- JJe~n":COtnpleted an.di.the r:est1lts areisummarized on 
- -~~-~_.~~~,y1_b.!~l{t:r,i,~J#l~?.i\2..~t~9,~~~-'i$.g) ajif iissot.f~t¢d:· pi~ts·;of proj~ct:iinpac~ in 
.. Attac;hfuent 5::9f·~ppend~:M:.of theJ~naJ.,EI_~/EIR. The1results of the revised modeling 

'-:)~ .... '.'_Sh<>W:!hjttpr,9J~~t~wR~§~jri1{~-Jo~h,~i !r~~}iational ,Mo_nument wil(~o~ eJtcee~ifed_eral 
: . ,i,G,lassTor:HJri9ren,ie·1tts. -To~~ronf;.the/re_s~I~,of_tl:)e re.vt$ed-air-qu~i_ty:w.o.d,~Hng_d~ not 

·:indicate,a::.rieed•,fotiacld1tionhl :mitigation ·measi.ireik'. Neve'rtheless~d\1:R~. has ·revised 
~ . ,-. .!.J •J•:P•"'-"••·• ·• 1•• •~ ;·~.•• ,. ••=••·.-.. • ' • • • ,• •~- • ',.., . ' -: . ' ,. ,,-._,I 

.Mitigatidiic:Meastfre,:AQ":9: tQ.;inciiide. a·feasibility,-study;to:evalu_ate)he· potentjalfor use 
·. :•,J•.>• • ,_,.,. -,-. :•-;-- 1 1 "· "t ,(; ... - ·•, ·. . - ..,.• ·.•. . "'\ •· .. ·," •. '.. · ,. , -= ' I@. "• 

'. of ~iesel_engi:n~s .with;selectiv,e· catalytic ted_uctioh (SCR}or naturaFgas'·fuels:to reduce 
Eagie'Mouriiain'.r~tviy' loco~otive'eiriissioris;' ' . . . . . ' . 

3. ·,-. The311JI?-,~9-Ui)9f:.J~~_;t•~p, _Project;' ~JJe~ati:ve ~{ful~y1discusse_d• i~Jlie_,dr~t EJS/EIR· 
-,(A,ifp~nd.i~ E,'.:,pp.:.'.) 89::J9.8):. . The P~,tetjtia), __ inc!Ca~e'Jn;.,emissiori~ ~r.oip.;Jhe c;,p~r~tion of 

,-.. · ,. the .proje~t corilp;i~:e'~; witli)he '.'NQ Pioj~ct~;.::'ai~tji'atjve i~id~~ussed>i11:,Jh~:draft.EIS/EIR 
~ • • =' ~. • 'I- "• •, •' • • • . •••· ,-::,(.._ •-..,-~~•• I -..1: .·J·• • "•'' • 

~;~ell.• (Ai>Ii~~<!Jx-E~·,pp; 1rX?~-- 2:1 Q).ffhe ~q~rri'¢ntirefers lo;t9e·~xe~utiye Su_rnmary; the 
, ~r.~qu~~~d. µ:i,f oriJl,a:~gW1f piovi4ec1 iif 'ihecb'~dy "of,'.the. :air quhliff appendix~' . 

·, .~.\ ; ·:· ·; . ~ _.;. :- .. ~ ··."";: .... ." -~~!.<Y< 1~~f ·-~~ •,; . . ;;·: -~ . _ .. _. ,\J-,. . . . . . . . · 
4. . ·.· :irhefrf lati ve--iQip,abts\<:>f the pfoposetl•: project. ar:idJill{t'1e;ialternatjves;. inc.lmfiqg,the "No 

, _-,.,.._ .. , ...... ..,..' ·•"'·•· ·•.1,.·(i'•u·'""~-.,-~:-~.v·11Ct,lf'\;~--., .. _. J~)"' • ._\ · ·· • - , .. ••· ··. 1: ;o.•. ·-•!...'·• · ~ t·-•·.-,• '· · · · ·•,. ,• • .:. 

•~ · .... _,~foje'c(;,:~1rein~tjv,~~ ~e ~qiscii~~edjn 'ih~. dr?{(E;IS/EIR ~p~ately for the SEDAB and 
• · . · ·'· .- • _,-~ •• ,- _, •• ,~ t• , .,,, _ _.t , __ •t p.•l., · .. ii 1 .-• • ,\.. , I,_ • ., 

1 
__ , . • .~ •l •. • · - . .. -·: • . h. ,' ,, · , , .' • , 

:. th~:S.St,\!f(,t,\Re¢~d,~~-:~;; ~~{~Qi:•2-~:0).: Tiie:ajJ)i,}~~is."l:P}?/~.¥t ,EI~tgnt indjca~s·what 
.. the. ~:9~)B~mr~xp~s~~::;~A9~)~f_·~~~-P~oj~£.t~ajte~~g~e,,s:,w.ouittre~Nltlifi hq;c~~g~; :oXin . 

·· .... a~decr:ease,,in;_emissions,'Within the)South1Coast,Air :Basin .. as comp'ared: with ;thet~~'No · 
' ~. .('"'·,.·,• • ,.;;,-:\.1;•,·:~·:-,:~.~.•.n .-----?·.:•~· ,-~~:!.-~ _ .. _... _-!.~Ji. ·1·,~:··• ~~• ~- ·!••· •. ·'•1-. . •-1· ·-.~-•-· ,,!... . •i•,•;. .- . 

· c: • ,ProJect?altei11a:t1ve;.wNie·i~_cr~as~n~· e~issions::in.the SEDAB. , ,:::,' · 
..-:-. -·. ..:I;, 

5. 
. I I -...:_ •· ._,~-" • 

The 'drMi,EIS/EIRtiridudes an, accounting;-of truck and· train .. emissions, ,as appr_ORriate, 
. fot,.e:a~(~ie'fif~~y~01~h~;i~~ie.d. 'Fijti,ifFEIR-A_Q~L i~~lud~lin Append1,i ,M (Attach-

• "•;. ;., , . . • · .' '\ ~ -~ .I) 'r;:, _ .• .• . • , •. ,_ •. i: . _- • 1", . , l • , •• • • .• , _ • , .• , • "• ~ 

- , menf2) c:if the1final1EIS/EIR;~shows a;simple comparison-of·tru~k·and·train emissions-
. per ttiri,~ilei~f.iii_aterial:rh~ved;:: Th~'.c1a~:in~ic~~;that-modem~,ciean~}n-highw3:y,'.truCks 

. :have genetallyJ~w.~r:~inissio,ns th~;,iln¢'ontro!].ed foCO!ll2_tiv~s. ··Hdwev~r. locomotives 
which ·u's~ !~e:'J1?itig'a~Q~_:qie'asur~~-~ co,mme~<li:~Jor t~~ ·i;:_agie·: ~,founri!,_iritprojectresult 
• • r .• '".•·-,•~ '• '._"••J: 1.! . .',•.-~;JI; ·. , .. ,:·••. • •· ._..,~ .. :" • .• ~" ~. ' • • 

m generally lower;emissi_ons per ton-mile than on-highway-trucks. • 
• i • _; .. - •• ~ ,c,,; 

6 ... ,. The _draffEJS/E~in~icates tha\ un~erthe-"No Proj~ct" altei:native, truck-traffic-for, ~aste 
haµIers would; inc~aSC: ,~y .an averag~-"-?f -I 2.2 'Wiles· p·er trip as coijipar

1
edt.1.with ·curr~nt 

disposal practj<?,~s.(J\ppenoix 'E, page,190).,_,'¥·s~ming)m..,av~rage load·.of20.:ton~ of 
w~te, 'and .based o~ii8,000-.tons per d~y ci ~iste dispc>sal, --th~- increase_ from current· 

''.; , . l,evel~:.fu \elj~q!fmhd~~~v'~j~d: (VMT-tt~::~4.0))_x{0,6 -~·~µaJ, ~MtJo_r, the,_"N~ P.i:ojecf,'. 
, I II,.•. •' • ••.>••" .1,'t•• ,.,j .,-,.•' ,. r_,.;:';I, ./~.'--••'l! •-=~ .•t.•1;,, • • -Ht"-•• •• r ' • • 

. ·, '. > :, :jalterna,ti~~~(~} :~9~P.¥i~P~n:,;;i~~: ~,raf~JI~~1w;s~?J~~s.th:~t~:~Itie':Y, by' truckof,~~000 tons 
. , , ~~r, .. :~ay _:of.w~~~- ~~·,t~~-·,~a~le: ~ounta11J,":~i~1~.,o.u!~·result:,m.:ain11creas~_•,Of 1_9;95 X 106 

· .. i:,.~· ann,4al·;VMJ:--:Th.,j_~ figure:is,reduce~ ~o.5A~;x-1I O~,iumual/VM-f under the proposed-truck 
_ · ·. -"'~us6:teductic>rildistuss~i inf Section Il.B:2.·of the fjnalEISIEIIf _ 

~. -· 
·_1,,___ -,..· .• • • -· . 

· .· ,{ Ea~ii'M&untain ;Specific'_p1_31r #2~2 J;;IS/EIRr- . 
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·' Neither of these values is ~-~eful in_ assessing.the ajr'qualityJifnpacts of centralized MRFs 
as c·ompared· with the· impacurnf\vaste 'cfispb$al acti~ity. withoufthem. · As stated "in the 
draft 'EIS/EIR,. and as ackri'owledgbd' b'y (thi commfnter;- anlanalysis of the; ·specific 

. :impacts ofMRFs is nofpossible·aithis,time/since nhne haveJ,een proposed. The-siting 
and· approval; of. MRFs will be·. subje~t'...to: ·environmental -review at the time .of 'their · 
proposal.·· An :analysis of-she:.sertsitlve iriipacts, sud1 ·as VMT, would_ be remote and 
speculai'~ at the presenttirrie. · The ·surimiary of on:-site•emis:Sioris from-all MRFs,shown. 
in the draft EIS/EIR·-(Appehdix ·E,:page 14) :represents the-best information--available at 
the present time. 

·. 7. • The comment t.s correct in that there is no comparison of the emissions associated with 
all waste disposi)J activities ~ith,and without the project.· However, such a comparison 

· is not necessary to evaluate ihe7.~ij, quality impacts of the'· project, -since locai collection 
of refuse is n·otexpecte:d t<:>'-bei1hlf'ec·teci by the selection:"9f the ultimate disposal' site. In 
addition, as discussed'iilthe ·~raft EISffiIR, ·a discussion,·ofiriipacts of transportation of 
waste to MRFs is riot possible:Jecause site-specific'en:yironmental analyses for each 

. proposed MRF are not available=. - ,;:• · : . .. . 

· The air quality· impacts:associated with the proposed:project, and with ea~h-·alternative, 
' are adequately ~haiacterized:by',a;confparison of emissions 'from those aspec·ts· of waste 

' :··.•collection which;would ,be ·c~an'ged bfthe projects (or.the·~ternatives) .. A comparison 
, h~tween the increase'in e'missic:ms-ciueito the project and the increase in emissions·:ctue to 

the "No ProJect" aiternative ·(which wo~ld not occur if the. project w~re to be im
-plemented)·is presented in the :~raft<EIS/EIR '(Appendix E, pp/198~2 l 0). :· 

8. -There are no· proposals to transport waste by rail to existing landfills;·an· analysis·of the 
· · impacts of such a· proposal would be remote and speculative at the present time. In fact, 

· .: · · few, if any, of the existing landfills in southern California are rail..:accessi ble, making this 
-option practicably: infeasible as-a-project alternative. 

9. It is not clear what additional ~alysis is requested in this comment. The draft EIS/EIR 
· provides a detailed analysis•of th~ emissions increases associated with.the proposed Eagle 

Mountain-project and with'all the alternatives considered separately for each affected air 
basin and fonhe projectsiteitself(Appendix E, pp. 198-210). 

10. The growth in the.number-of MRFs is associated with the expected gradual change in 
cu~nt waste ha~ling :prac::ticesi:f~oirfioec'e~fralized distribution· to close-in landfills to 
centralized recycling and1transfei-fadlities: and not'due to' an··increase in waste disposal 
requirements; As; discussed in the· draft EIS/EIR; no analysis of truck transportation to 
MRFs or displacement of existing truck traffic is possible at the-present time,'.because 
no MRFs have ·beeri· proposed. · Site~specific impacts associated with the MRFs, such as 
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truckJraffic, wilfhave ·to be discussed in the envfronin·ental' review·· of each ,individual: 
MRF wh~ilth~~MRF:'is prop6sed. ;· · -- - . - ·: · - . -::.. ·:: , · -.... · . 

11. The,draft:iEISiEIR:includes· the. requested,analysis, except.asiJo the;irnP,acts,of. transpor-
• •,". •. ::-.. • • .... •[;• • .·• •: f.",-.f.~• ••• ._:{:,,t •. . _-.• •:•.:::~\;• •• • • .l"o,-,t:_,.!-:'-:~J, '.. ,··•; .'. ~-:--., ~ •.• ::; ·'•:','r· ,; .. ~ ,',, •.:/·'~.,' 

tatu;m ·qf .w~-~-~by.Jryc~:to(M~§.:vSp~c1fically;iAppen~1x· E of:the1dr~itEIS/EIR'shows 
tiie:inc~ea~s~i#,J~1.ssionf~~~;t~;rai.11~& furcftraffk·c~,e~~~~-~~:9.n\p_ages'•;76,.,_71~·91, 
_ 132-133, 149::l-50~;_,157, 116¥165; · 1:z8,' 180~181, arid .J91J .-·Toe:only. -quantifiable, 
. r~~~~a~I~/f?r~~~~-~~Iei 4~c~~~e }~ ,-tfuck _ ~afl.}t ~ioc~~ie~ ;_ ~ith · a~f: bf the·'. project 

. alternatives 'V~nil<:IJ?¢ a: d~crease.in tl).e_ itj~r~rilel)t~ V~T ~~soci*tedwithJhe ~='~Q Proj~ct". 
. alternati~e.,

0

·The ~rri'.iisi"o'ris;~~dciate'd wfth'this ificrerrierit are'showh0m'the draft'EIS/EIR, 
- :r-",> ••i:°'l':. .. , .__,, __ ,.(· • • -:- •:.-:._ ... · -:.~• ,•• ' 

A~pentlix,E,'. page' 191. , _,: _ _ : . -. - , ·.- · - -
·, ~ :- ,- . . . : . . 

The:po_tditi.J·ii~cr~a!;Jiif,6mi~;i~~~-, dhe:to ~aief.ia}:.:h~dlirig .at ·MRFs in. the SCAf!. ar{d. 
-:isEQ~~is_;~1$if~ti~~ci\tfil;1i{~;:4ia{t:$.J~$-l~;~~~~.¢~~ix;E/~pf 7 4, 91,-132·;~148,. 1t1;::164, 

, "! ,_,. <, • ••- : •,•1 1.,_.:L•>· .-:,. !°.r• ,, -• ,- ,...._, ,, 1 • , • , r., ~, L ~ . ~•:?.:. ~-• • : ·'"J"- .,-.. _.i,: (, I ', , . • \ • • • . } _- • • , • 

.. ':1)6;':~-~w~:~,tl~})}l~~Ai~P~~-~~?·i~:~?§}frafff;l~-~~~; ~?'.im.aly~~~;of si_te~$,p.~cific·iinpacts 
·. \ ~~9.f ~l!ed)~~~' t~~F¥~s ._can·1_be·?pr~:~~~!~d-:~~~fp.~s tlm~~ .-becau~e · n~-:- ~•~s ;h~ve·.,_~een 
· · :-HfOPQ~~d !,~mhA911~)'. ar~}P.art. o[_t~~·•:§_~~!~t Moµry.~n -Pr.<:>JeCt '.~_·'f:he_ ge~enc, eS?,!llate of 

· -. · .~i · emissions·associated witfr a· sjngle:M~;:'prese·nte_d-in·the:draft EIS/EIR'oh Appendix E, 
= ' ' .. ··!;- : ' .:,""'-::-., -- :• .... ~; .. . -- . •: .• • - _.. ·- -~--:--=-,•;.i-··,~ -· ,._ ·., .- -· ·-: ' .. , ·'. . - -

_ pag~"73, rep:resents.the:be$fiitfonna.tiori;-cuirently available.· - . ' .. -
- . : ·-~~~ . ' 

q. \~'!he se~ci(i~:-em~~!9_ris }~ye,~~: ,~s,~s~~te<f \1/ith'e~ch:of the project altemativ~s -is included 
_'- >-iri-the~draft-·E~~/EIR;'•}\:ppe·~4ix· EFas.Jollows: ·· · · · - · · - . 

; . , 

, ' .-· :· -
-'· 

Eagle~M~_tiht.~fr:pfoje~t;:,withoµt'mitigation . . ,. . . page 9 I· 
.. E~~l~'.,M-~·µn_~~t~t~J~f~{~1tJiJ1itig~~~R . . . ~- . ·.· .page i32' 
Redriced::Operation\; alt, .without mitigation . -.. -. .. · page .157 ., 

_ • .• ~1.. .-,,: ~"!'--.~--.. ., .... _ . _- .. . _4 • • ;~ ,. • • r;-:,, ,f· ·, _ ... ·~ ·. ;: r~--
. Rec;l_u¢ed'.Q'peratiqnS 'a}t.-, W_ith;)nitigatioh . . page 164 -
Raff·o~ifaJ.iem~_tiy_e; wi_thotit. mitigation page 178: 
Rail 6nh:aJ_tema~ive, with riittigatio~ .· page 18.0 
No·Project'altemative ... -.' .:·. . page 19l 

,•, 
,• 

·:'. ~e.~ ~m!s,~i.p~~:1.~v~ls!ar~ _co_mpa,r~g ~~ the' d_raft );:I Sm II,{ in ~pp_endix };:, ·Figures 35-44. 
- Tabie•-F:E.IR~'A~-lA; .. Sllrriiii:~z.i~g,Jt.ie :same information, is''incfoded-·in A'ppendix M, 
. - Attachrrient·t6fthe

0

firiaI-EISffiIItfjj\'.i: 
"' I • , •• -... :. ~i --~ ' •.;J• • '. , • 0 _ , '• 

13 .. Table FEIR-:A~h:.SFii:iciu~:i_~din Apperidfx:,.M:rAttachment 2 of the·fmalJ31S/EJR,~shows 
· ·, . -a-c'oinpariso.ii·}ithttrti:ckVMT·and corfhipondi~lemi~~i'oii~ associat~d'.~1fh'~acfrproject - . 
. : . •·':,al~ijiitj~~{--b~(\{gnV~l:)rifoimati~h -~e>ptailject-<i'h the draft ~gt~IEIR!/App~ridix'. E: ~ 
> .. ·~dd~tio_n~- .Tabie --FEIRf AQ-: 1 B'.. shows, Jhe thick · VMT ·ari.d ~·corresponding , emissions , 

associated with:the ieducei:l"trucf operations mitigat:itin ·-m~asure. . .. ' .... _ _, ' ~-:ir ... '. . 

-. 
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~- '14::;:'Alternative fuels-do not.result;ii1 inherently .lower emission levels, except-in specific 
-. - application~. For on-high\\'~}' :vehicles, California's low emission ·vehicle regulations, 

e-' and the corresponding requii'~m~nts of SCAQMD Rule 1601, achieve the objectives of 
'" , · -what are populariy referred to as "aj.ternative_:.fuels." While alternative fuels may be used 
/ -,., . Ao comply"\vith'theseregu·i.~tions;r'thefare.not essential, nor do thefprovide any air quality 
,=> -~ - be_nefits as coinpareat~ith,-''r.f~ditiorial'' fuels used to.satisfy th'e sarne'regulations. The 
t:_ ;_ •.·i; Califo1:11ia'and thcfSC_AQMD low··einission vehicle programs areidiscussed in the draft 
:~\. -- · EIS/EIR (Appendix• E:/pp. · 107-' 108 ). ·-

7}\-
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···--

. f' '.For locomotives and· landfill, equipment,- alternative fuels rriay provide -air quality 
benefits. Appendix E 1Jf the draffEIS/Ij:IR discusses the u~e ofalternative fuels-:(such as 
_ methanol, natural g~. or LPG) as well as electricity for locomotives (pp. 115-117) and 

; · · -for landfill,equiprilent '(pp:= 120!:p lVtMitigation Measure AQ-16 requires that wherever 
availablett electric versioiis:,of ·landfiiI.;equijiinenti such 'af overhead cranes,. ·crushers, 
conveyors,- and pugmill~.will be -ti§€d°;··'.where not available, ~tefuative~fuel.~chn_ology 

- -:'will be used dependirig on_.air permitting.standards. Electrification of this equipment 
· would· reduce the emissions associated with landfill equipment"by approximately five 

percent. The-actual emissions reduction's associa~d withthese measures are shown in 
Table-FEIR~AQ.:4 (Appendix M, Attachment2 of the final EIS/EIR). 

Mitjgation :M;easure AQ-9 has been revised in:-the final EIS/EIR (see Section 11.C.) to 
include·a feasibility study to evaluate the-potential for use-of diesel engines with selective 
catalytic _reduction (SCR) or'riatural gas fuels to reduce emissions from Eagle Mountain 
railway locomotives. The.revised Mitigation Measure AQ-9 includes a specific timetable 
fof conducting the feasibility study;,, .A, ·comparison of the emissions from the uricon
tr_olled diesel-fire4~- mitigated die,sel'-fired,':arid natural··gas~fired Eagle Mountain railway 
locomotives .is shown on-Table ·FEIR-A<fl5 of the firial EISffilR (Attachment 2 of 
Appendix M). 

No quantification of air qmµity benefits from the use of alternative fuels in landfill 
equipment is possible at the present time, because no alternative-fueled engines are 
available for the typ-es of equipment expected to be-used in the Eagle Mountain project 

15. No significant environmental impacts or mitigation have been identified in association 
with the receipt of approximately 200 truck loads per day of containerized waste at the 
EagleMountain·site. Under the-assuniptiohs·contained in the draftEIS/EIR,' container
ized waste ·would be shipped to the site from areas within an average radius of 75 miles, 
which excludes th{traffic-congested portions of the South Coast Air Basin;. No signif-

. ,_, icant traffic iinpacts·we,re identified-in the 9raft EIS/EIR due to this volume of truck 
traffic. · 
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.. f utthe~_pr_9;.&.~S ~-~,prQpo,§e_clJh_at -~~k. traf(ic,,t_o. the, P.r~j~ct s_i~ be reduce~. fro~ 200 
to 100 rc,~~~-:tf.!i:>.s ·<;t~I~~¥19'~n;t~~e -Y,y3fS t<?.,~Fi.tjin~te all:bu'.t those,tru_cks_:sefving the 

. de_se~~itj~·s (Q9t!6;e,xc#~p)OO)/ -~~-~.~'~¢tjo_n,p.B.2;9f,.t\ly,fi~:tl EIS~IR; This ~ii~ r~duce 
traffi~ imp~c,:Sjo l~yels·even low~r t~arl' thf current;tless 'than.~ignificant proposed levels. 

,,, -- . ' , __ . ·, . 

• •j", --·· • .• ·•• • • • .• ·- . 

16. Since none ofthe'MRF_locations have been identified as yet, an·analysis of site-specific 
_impa~~-. .<'~µcf~~t~~f tr~~) at the ,-~RFs ~~not ;be. P.~rf~m~e~:· Th,~ site;:sp_ecific· 

-i_mpaqts ~so9t~~~-:with;~e M~s will-~e .. conducted in accon;lance with C~QA require-
ments as each site is identified. - -· 

17. The p9~_ritia}:~o{.v;~c:~e,,lays i.~'4isc~_~sed in,~he dn1ft·_J;I~'f.I~ o~ page154,_.as well as 
t~. 1PP.eh_d~}~\?_ft~e dra.£:t_ EI_S.(s~_: ... • !h,A ~Qrige,§~_o:n. c~u,~e.~ ~Y, increased .~ck ~affic _ 

· _: . ·· -t~--~~(fr~,ifl'._~~'~:l1~<d.fj.!! .~ite:~_ ~~~~-~-~S.~cl}.p -~he_dra,f~):;I&/I;~'.9,l'i_ p~~~-s 1_55- ~ ~7fAJ1.P.~ ndix-
. . }? ·coQ,.~.~-~,~~:JJ}P-!'~\d~tajle.1;?_tscp~~~-on;·~: ~1rc;e n~n(? o(!th~; Ni;~, J?c~ttons· ~a~eyet_ been 

.:--c, '.i~:eiW,Qec,l;_ ~9~~~-ysis of site:-sp,ecifiCf•imp'acts:at1the·MRFs (such as tra(fic ~cmgestion) 
. .'c'an~_ofbe''pefformed. · . . :,, _ . · 

18,~ i ~e-.qr,aft)~1$.~¢{,tu? lU:~_ed e_inissi~n_;; as~9ci~!~a".~f th th_e: d_eli v~#. by ,,tf!Jc!c of tip tp 1,000 
;,ifoiis_·:;pei ,day· Qf;;i~~~; to . the :-Eagl~ .. M_oi.mtain/~-~~- ., .. Th~--estimate1;;w~~-_b~d <On- the 

-. :,;:;~as~umptjo:n, :ili.~t-_tJ:te•HQSt o(. Qs~g tj:,i~-~ _t9 _h~µtcoriiainerized· \X~~~. t<h~_e_ ~~d(il_l ~otild 
be lessitha'n" the\ ctfst:6f u~ing trains if the ciri ving\distimce is i~ss tti~ ·im· averagi of 7 5 

;.•."t,, -~•.~,t.,•~.,•~•- • .. • I •• .• 'i:::•,.,• .,•• ,_;,r :.. ,,-.. .. •,,,,,:' ••, j • ~• ,• •1; • ••, " • _:• , '.1-•, ••.. , 

m~e&;'~_To,is ~vet?.~e :.ra'.d_i_V~ of }5 mile_~)~ gen_¢~ajly consiste11t··,with the·C?pmmenter's · 
·, ·. ptJ?PQ~tf~,~iJW.,.~_1faQi~~;of 19q_,~il~~:sm~-~-;;~?,}Ji~ waste·w~ll;be:~~~;!~£1- fro_~ les_s th~ 

, , .- . t_h~"ay~_~g~9f!~S~.;allf ~9.r1~ w1~l :.ge ~~1-l}~d _ ff~T, ~q~~-:~ Sm~e-: ~•t P,i~par~t!OD.· 9f the 
. , ... ~rnf~:,~-I~mJR;\~h.~:.~.9,Ul)JOf,~f~~e;•tf~.~ported;-~y'-U1Jc\A~,pe~r-~4~~-~-d-,b~~h-4!t.from 

. : ' ' .-T4;0Qq;,~itd:L~9)~~9:R9- ~-fr~~ e~t~-~!?~s .. ~t~jP.a,c;_~;~~;p~ia~~;~}~~ this, pr9j~~t'moomtation 
.-.-are-d1~cu~se~~miA,ppe_n~t?C.:·~,:A~achrp.~.nt 1 q_ <Jf ti;!~ fi9al I;:.IS/E}Jl. . __ . ': 
. " ·-· . _·.•~_:·;.:T~:i .. _: ·1. ~-: !, ·.•,l- • . ,, :·.-. !,~ - ·.- I. ·~ _. •• - : ,_ •• _..... • :. :, • 1; 

More accura~,ill:~~f.matjq~ r~ gar4_ing .i~~::P~t~n~~-s·p,it ~et~~en,tfrick ~~:r¥.l0tr~;spor
tatiori is not ay.ai~a_tjle ai\qis tirrie~ bec;aij~~ no contracts' f ~r ~ispos~l of_ waste at t~e:Iaridfill 

• • . • .. ' . ~ • .. • .. J:''' I. . . . . .. . •. ,, ~, ~ , , . 

. .. · ;•·h?:_~r~~~e-~ s!gry~~ ~)'ft.' !~~ .. ·111P,~-q~~!i.r-~P>!f.~P•,?fw~te,ha~l~d:-t2,th~ llffi,df~l'~~/Vock 
. ''_,. i~ th~ ,de$~rti-po~9I1;-of.Riy~~si,p,e 99.~N.t-\;:&y~r~ide Co~~tyJ1~._re,~~f"~1;,a_.~~pasiFY. of 
. -;,·.,_lip_ JP1 2,QQO:tJ<?~S~')per: iday,Jn ithe __ · g~glf'. _:tvtountai.Jl landfilL- .@u.s,.Jh_(dr~t:::ElS/EIR 
. .. )csu(~~ry,~tivei~.:~:i~Xf.~_tes,t~#.~9Jc triµfi~--~d the emi~sions impacts'"itssociate~_:~itbitwice 

.· the :likely vohifiie~ of truck traffic. . -

· 1.Q. 'r Th~)osa~9~s l 9( thr._,)\'1~s ":~~jc~ rp,a.rr-:.b.~ y~~cl:i~. trans~~f:;»'.as~: {!,9ITf J9.;cal_ C<:>~lf?Ction 
. sys_~~~~ \t?~tJJ~;J~tjt'~~.P-have·, n,ot_~~~!_lc,~~-s.½.blished. ':Each: of-,th_~srstatio_nit.?N!c!. A~~uire 

~-. ~t.5~~wn.' ~qcaIJ~4. ~i~i~~~~t_.~-1 ~~-YJfi ~~~ 'su~j;~5t t9 .~p~ro~~ate ~i:i~vo~!De~~Jry~ew 
-.: ; atJh~ -~~~ s1:1.~.p;,,a·p~pn~t ,is:1~~~e~:.-t¥::~-aly~1_s;~_f_·~h~.1~p,~~;~~;~,1te-§pe~ifi~: '.'.~ht.cle 

·.· -.~P-~-'. ·~s~p,i.~Wi1/W~th.}-¥.~~~}~.)tQ(g~s$J~,I~;;~![the;~P:-~~~~t: tim_e'tgi_ven the ~ack of 
,· -- , 1 -irif orinatiori:,regardi~g ·speci~c1~F; ~9catj.6i1s; ail._4_ de~igii features~ . . 
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20.,. Mitigation· is· recfuired under CEQA/NEPA-o·nly for significant ·environmental impacts. 
-: ::_ Ncf1

sigriific~rtf'.iriipacts·'have· tieeh:"·ideritified-in 'the 'draffEIS/EIR iteiated"to :traffic' 
congestion' du~ tcith6 use 'of trucks fo ·ha~fwaste to the··Eagl~;Mouiltain site or to indirect 

-· air\juality·: iiripacf$'"associated ., with· ;tnick~mduced congestion. ;Thus, no mitigation 
measures (or c<;int~stion-related impacts is.warranted. 

Should the SCAQMp adopt regulations which restrict all truck operations-to ·sel~cted 
. . ·.titj_i_es of the day ,-trucks which'deliver waste to the Eagle Mountain site-would be requrred 

to' comply with such regulations:· 

21. - See Response 0003-19.-

22: Th_e·draft'EIS/EU{·a~knowledges that the landfill gas collection and disposal ·~ystem ts 
subject t9 permit (~qiliterrients of the South CoastfAir· Quality Managemerlt'District. Air 

-:qii'ality 'permits ·to-·construct arid operate this-. systeniiwill be obtained prick :10 the 
commencement of landfill operations. 

· 23.· The draft EIS/EIR.-incorrectly refers to the·o.3-second residential time for flares on·page 
"70;' the· referince ir{Appendix E, :·which includes the disclissiJir of BACT "for f.lares, 

·'correctly ref~i:"s to-the 0'.6-secondretention time required by the district's BACTguide-
' ltne·s. . 

·y .. ,_ · · 24. ·Neither CEQAnor NEPA require that all regulatory permit applications be'included in 
:{,.f. . the·EIS/Em,thiHs is because theenvirorimental review process can·requite project design 
·,,,;-<'.: ·:c_, c_hailges'or:Iffiitigation ·mfasi.fres '\1/hich·must be reflected in subsequent applications to 

.. 

·-~.1-:;!_·,~.:.;.t_:_~-~~··, '., .-.·~_;_t__ ,-:··· -. r€lp'"'onsibie"fagericies/such as the·SCAQMD. There is riot enough information· available 
<-·:a~-the preseQt timc~·tci"prepare the.Rule 11_50.l application and:associated~compliance 

i_;:_~:_,_:,_;.,':;·.::>.~.-::·;:'_-.-.~----'.-.·.'.· .. :.·.:~ ... ': .. ,:·.· .... t .· ~: .-.;.ipi~;rThe r~quired.plan will b~ prepared, supmitted to the SCAQMD, and approved by -. ·. __ <~ ·?the·distrit:t'pnor to 'th~ o·peration of the· lari
0tifill. . . 

~--~.::_:_l_~.::.:;_:.'"_

1

;_ '.·.'_-~. 25'.·~;]iis\fodear which factors the commen,ter 1sr~ferring to. The flare emission factors for 
_: .. ' ,'fc~terik"po,ihi~ts-are shown i1'l"the :-draft"EIS/EIR, Appendix E, page 83. All -of the 
·:;j{'' · ·,_,,:t'a~ru.lable'data:regarding flare emissions are presented, and the best estimated values for 
ii/·, -, ·~"th~ E.a:°gle·Mountain·projectreflect anticipated SCAQMD requirements for besfavailable 
J'' ,::-- , control techri"ology .. Average values are not presentei::1 . 
. \:~.:-. ·.· ~· 

i.::: 

The emi~siofi fact.ors .for trace corn:;entiations of toxic air contaminants are presented in 
. · <tij~' draft'EIS/EIR in-·Appeildix E,- pages 84;· 98, and 99. Both the maximum and the 

averag·e concentrations. of trace toxic air contaminants measured by the 'SCAQMD in 
Jests of other' l~iiijfills'·are shown, in :order to present-the range of po'tential risks. The 
. data··on which:th~7vaiues-inthe draftEIS/EIRare· discussed in Attachment 9 bf Appendix 
M·. of the firiai 'EIS/EIR. ; 'The data •1·are taken ·from tests· conducted· on four southern 
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California . .13.1\dftlls: ·:div_en· •. the ·i{it~ertai.ntf::_in;:the:;,emission factqrs. :fo,r, these .. tra~e 
• • . - ~-!• -• ,.,,, ·•• ••·~ • I .. lJ • •,, • •, < - ,1'(,•"-•• 'T •;!'", '7, ;.t.1•' • .!.•, -. ~-• ',.•' •; • 

c_on~inahij;' and;gi y~_n t~e~ f ~¢t. tl!at ii~k-assessajehts'ar~ -based _,on,-'.7.0-y~a(p)J;>jections, 
.,.. ..•.L..-.,··.·- J- <• _. -~ -'}••- .-·.. - . - ' .- • ~- • • .,.. ....... .,.., •• 

this range ·-i~_iil'. appropriate :an~.ac~ept:able;techniqu~,for preseriting;.t~e ·potential-·risks. 

·26: /··'.Thi.6dits~~~9~}nternaj::;~ofup_p$~.~ri- ·en~!~e~_-_as~ociated;/~ith the f;:~gle· .M·o~ntain 
.. '. )>f~je~r;;Jin~\wN~~\ar~ s_µbject to'-'the.;-,tequ~en:1:~~ts"<?f: ·Rules) 119.1 ~-~ 1110.2, are 

associ~~q::-wJtJ(-IJiei-. n:iateria) · preP,3:fatio·µ. <Mitigatjpn Measure· AQ- J 6 .~ould require 
t~_aflhi~(?·e1{giifes'.6~:replaced with ~iectric mot9r~.wherever.available; 1.nt~is event, they 

· _: ~q~.~~, r)o.~· :litsllbject::t~ -t~e. r~·quii6.ine~f$-~9f 6t~~~r:*Iile. l ·~l 0. i ·_or_ 1 ~ ~ o:_2: .. Whefo not 
-a ~:~1-~~1~1:al.ter:f ~ti~,~-~ el t¢Q~fi~l~gy,wi!t ~~;rise~~~ependiJ.]g on ~-P.enitttt;ing ~tandar~s. 

- FaiJu~•~tp1~p~~.1'ep_qv1itigaµ9_n,_M¢a_~ure· AQ::16; however, jvould re'quµ-e compliance 
: :i with-the appli~~~le distri~~:ru~es. ·.:. '•·: - . -

Rule 1l10.1 cl.o,~~::not applyJo.engines,_;op~~atI~~-f ~;ihe-~~uthea_st Deseri:Aµ- Bas~n portion : .. 
...- . • •. ,: . . ~ .... ··' "\.' .• ·• . ,,. . • ,, r,, ._ .. C'L. ......... • . ·• . ' - .. ''a' ., . .. ,J • ,; • I . ' - • I • 

'o( .Pi~;.Ang(?~~s1atjd :~-~~t~i-~;~)::Cn~~tjei:[Riil~· :tvP~\-_(g)J~)J/)itj~:1:,~_~lf'.:.11{0. 2:. do~:s noC ·
apply.to engines operating iii the Riverside: County Southeast Desert AiiB_asin area.within 

: ·, .• , ,._' ··_:' i -:~h:it;~§,~~W</i~_tr~;qt;~~ty\M,~aif~~it_Dili~J~:~t~~t.:rilfofnc}udirjrth~(qbpatt~~~e·nt-
. , . .,,, ,plaririing areaofthe·,:RiveisideiCo'urity';SEDA1l.:[Riile .-kl10.'2_;(h)(7;)];.' At-thi:S:'time, one '~t,-· \ .. 

,. 
'·-

, .. _-.-
,r)· :·~~ . •' ~-. -

. 
·x,·;~, 
·,i. 

~~ .. 
i'-. 

•. ~•-•.::--~-:- ,·-.. -~• .. ·1.~·;,_; ,1•,~•.·-· -~• ... ~,:;_,_.,/"-·•·•- •:• '••• , . " •. ~. ·,.·:•.,"-·• .,. ' ', •·· · 1•. ,;. I ~-. - : ·- .. 

. .'t·c_ari.ntj{:co~fip'n "c>r.',~iny_.i(ihe projectare;i_'.JS:'witlHif-"the aforem,entioned"'nonattainment 
:, -~ .- ~iAr~a;_,9(\~~fJ,~f~~r~t1~~s,~G~~::~~~9.A3t·~0i~}~e ~1stri8'tYs:not clear·as to wha(p~rtions . 
. _ .... · .'Qft_~~:,~ou,_pty~¥~:)Y•th1!1'said:".~on,~ttair.i111~ntare~;/•. -·_ · \ ·' · 

•' ·. ... ... J~.;~s.t./J·.J·•.1·1~-~:..>:;;.·.~~- ._: ,·:' -:,-~ .. · ~-"l,y",' , _ 

--27. : -})1tffl#1!;,~i~:dtscris~~:p~ij~~terJ#qf}ll i,¾r1~nitorin¥ int~~: mitig"ation C?f landfill 
('.g•~:)mP~t~Jf.:tJhe\~fq.,~()_l)_~~L~)'.~~Jfi::"t~il_L·al~o ~~ns}~t. of-a series of~ga$, ~~gratio_n_ . 

'·:'. ·: '. prol,1.~s\'placed f arou'rid :·~e~'j,eijrj:ietei-::-of the~ sjt~ ,Jp detect of f,si ~-- ,gas m igr.3;tio'i1: ;.' Pro be 
,:, r : sp1~'(;g{~~id,~-~tfr\vi11 c6-nf ~~-::~jt~{8-~~Qij~_,;-~d ;_ ¢~:~~-_,g~id~(~~s; (70.-$. F: _. A 
· ·,; ·_ -;:network:'c>f' fivttto sixiinoniforinfwelis-.'will-:fa,mnstalled:.within· ·a :f;boo;foot'raditis-in 

. soi~~---~6rig)h;~~9Hh~ryi_lri~n'. p~11nji~}~:~Aisoh1~' ,dts~µs;~~ O_~}pitge.}\9fiWppe·n~i~ E, 
- -L·-.-,~;\•"· .· .. ·.~_j;.-,·~,;-... 'l • •' -"~~ .• •~--f:.,t~.· •"':.-~ .. -. .•'7' ' 1.!•·.•-~. ", ,,_,-_,:_.r,':;/.-11'.'i.;-"'. •=r\, ·, • • ~. _ .. , ..•• _·•; , :· 

- ni'eas~t~i:nen~:of bot}\ honzgn~ ai:ictsµrface m1grat.1ori,oflandfjRgas' w1ll ·be· conduct~d. . ---, .. . . .... . . - ' . 
! . • · t , _' I • -; • ~~ _ i.j. • • • _ • • • ! 

28: ·- · As disc~sse·Mtj tl)_~·,_di'af:(EiSffi~ on_ page 33~; leac~ate;is a p.9teri~iajly)1~zar,dous material 
· .: ~d· is:'subjeJi·.to sp~cihl pr()v·1si~ns; regasdiiif its:~c,1l6ctioniJutiiciiirig;-'Afildisposai. For 

)th~ ,l;:_l!gi~; Md'iiijfi~~ :'.1fr9j€ct/ti1e l~a~ija:kl~Jif.b,~'.· ·b'.~?~~ ~tp:·:s;p~_ate':'the · ~rg8:fii~,-'J)h~e ·: 
. (w6i~h ~ont~iins,.ttie: pq't¢~tial,!y ~az~do_us· coriip,o,ui:tds). fi:gm· t)l_~'.a'queous,phase ( water)~ ,·_ t 

Th~:i\\i~fut!fraction ,,w1fr•iiot :.be ":tisecr 'roi-' dust·d'>ritrbhihl~lt 1t".iatisfi~S'. all ap.plicable .air-, 
_ :-, and]\~~t~i\~~hli,iy/r~q~if~!l}~n~>f 9f.;.!_ts~ll.si- ~: ~-:,~6iisµppfe~Sl!ll!~--~~i[~iil not ''re~ulft~ '.

1 

• - ·: i_ :_q~j~ctjo~ab_~e,9,~9fft,:~,i~ternativ.e)~~-t~?ff6f;i~~dliµg;l~a~~ate/~.01{de~s~te- ;w.illJ,e :to· 
.1 1,; ., .. .'collecfancl st01:e:it for;off-site',treatmenfand 'disposal.·· All appropriate regulations for the 

,. ~~-· '''./ handlirig: of h~~tard~ii~'.tnat~rihls· :wm· b~\,6s~Hiel - · - : . . -
C • • .- 't, • ~• .::,,!,; "•~ _.. p, • • • ' •• 

~ . ; - . ,.,..;,..~ . ~ . 
·:: ~~; . :·Th~ 5li~aj~1.{Jj1a;n~_kef$.~:fqr:~(~P~~~9ri:gf. E.!~--f:~:c9il~u!~d ~~ri.nfpn~~#ati~9 :~if'ih,~: 

draf(z]:~;IS/EIR ·fof.ih,e; Eagle''Mou'fitairi "t1foject:· _-Th~ ·sources' bf-fQgitjve··-ctust,-emissioris 
·, ' .•' _f . ' ·, - .- • :· . ·.'_. - - J; ·i : 

_ Eagi~:M~uriiain;Specifi§;,Planf#2?7;EIS/EIR· / .. -. 
I • • ,•7•~ • - • I .• .. . , \, 
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DOCUMENT 0003 . RESPONSES_10COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0003 
~~·: _ .. . ' . -;.··~-

associated_ with• the projectare-.qescri~ed in ~he\draft EIS/EIR (Appendix E, pp. 85-90). 
Mitiga,tidn 'measures for -fughive ciust, are. discussed· .. on pp. 123-124 and 129-130. 

i ~'-~tlditional dust m'itigation measuresiare 'included 'in -Table FEIR-AQ-2 of the final 
·EIS/EIR (Appendix~. Attachment 2) and in the.revised Mitigation Reporting/ Moni
toring·Program· (see-'SectionJI.C··of=the· finhl·EIS/EIR);-·based·on-comm~nts from 'the 
SCAQMD. With the--impleme~tation of these'·mitigation measures,-landfill operations 

. · - will be-carried out·in such ·way as to restrict dust levels to a minimum. 

30. The draft EIS/EIR (pag~s 382..,383) requires several mitigation measures for fugitive dust, 
which require periodic ,surface treatm~nts to ll!inimize dust emissions. The Mitigation 
Reporting/Monitoring.Program (see:Section 11.C. of.the final EIS/EIR) will require that 
the landfill' operator develop_ and··:implem·ent a dust suppression plan to ensure that 
dust~generating surfaces are routinely checked and treated. 

-~-•it,:.• . . ~- .. ;· . ;f-;~-~. 

;\,;::·,, ,·.' .. ,t-3{.-: ·:see Response 0003-3l. ··?~:t· ?.f .· '"•·.~·- . ·,. •-· ·.: ,. 

·-_::_:-_:_.:,,

1

:_;~::'_-!_i~_-,;:_:-_: __ -,_-.'., _·. }_2>.'.A1:discti~sed i~·the draftEIS~m,_Ji\ppendi':' E, page 103), the.cover processing facility 
··./ . - . ~~.:,;:: willirequire an:air quality permjHrom- the SCAQMD: . 

... ~{:~. :~· ~: -·~ . 

~;-~-\~\/'' ,·, 

·::.;:.· .. >!·,_. 
·;,/\~F 

·-1 ' -·~· 
'~I I •,,'I • 
•.· 

·'.''·" 

· -33; ; Th~ emissions· calculations presented ·in the draft plS/EIR include emissions from 
.activities in the Coachella Valley. The project activities which wil~ generate emissions 
in ~the Coachella Valley are trai~ and truck traffi~ hauling containerized waste to the 
project site. ,., , ' 

Of..the' to.tal 269:..mile train route assumed in the draft EIS/EIR analysis•, 78 miles are 
· · l~cated :within .th~ Coachella ,Valley( The,.~missions associated with this-raii -traffic are 
.-.<(~) NOi; ss'i tons,per:._year; (b)':€0, -236; tons· per year; (c)' PMlO, 14 tons per year; 

:_(d}R00/4Cftons'per yeaj; and,(e) S02; 74tons per year.: . 

\;- =. \ Emissions from the_ truck hauling within the Coachella Valley cannot be quantified at 
.-_:;j,_~:'.·.ij_-,_~::_:_,_. __ -~_-._.,. _ .- \his-tirrie d~eito-a·1~ck.;of spedfic-information regarding the location of MRFs, which 
~~ , _., . wqjild ·be. the pointsidf origh(of:the fruck,.hauled waste. As a worst case, one could ih/' /< ·,.f . . . ~§ume that all of the truck-hauled·wasie· originates within the Coachella Valley. Based 
· · . J: _',on this'worst-case assumption; the_·'truck:emissions·associated with the.project in the 
:i_~;~/\\:,. -~ -·:_·•.';;:_:: :coachella1 -Valley woulcl be: (a)'-N0x, 157 tons per ,year;: (b) CO; 74_. tons per year; 

· (:J .,:'i'(c}PMIO, 23;tons per·year; (d),ROG, 25 tons per--year; arid (e).S02, 32 tons-per year. 
/> · . ,r,-~:,··Figure.-~IR-AQ:2 (Appendix'M;-,Attachment'i°of the final EiSIEIR)·compares the 

1:_~.:.::_-_;-,? __ ,_~,'._j_i: __ ·._. __ }. · estini:a:ted project·~missions froril"rail and· truck travel in.the Coachella ValleJ, with 
estimates of emissions-from all raili•and truck'travel in-the Coachella Valley and with 

''.t>. ' :-: , . ·_ estimateJ of emissions from ·a1rsou'tces in the Coachella Valley. 
:.•,'\' ,·,;; . .' •1; . .. :f ·.: ·: .. ·.''•. 
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34.- · · Se"t~'.Response ·0003..:31. 
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35. Complim.c_¢:;by.•tJ:ie '.pjoj~ft ,,witlf tll~:sc;AQMD' sJ:,J~w So~rce ·Review requ~ments is 
.. ~is~us~e~\ri.;!ff~jl.¥~:~,{SIE~(1P~~~'dbc E~ pp: ,162°:-· 105;'' The need for emissions offsets 

1s d1scussecl-m th1s<sect1on'as;well'.- > . - '-'. -:.·· 

· Discussioq~; w.iWath~.;§~b~~E>'s•·:.J;pgJneering]1ivisJon staff, in_dicated th~t emissions 
': ·, . offs~~ wilf ~e req9iredJor :?~~~sion~J'r~~--t~e'.f.l~.~rnnd:from the ¢over. pr~cess~ng plant. 

·. · ·.Emissions.:(i:oijl:ithe·'cover· proces~i~g .• p_l~t--requ_ired· to· 0be offsef:,include -both the 
. stationary eq~ipmeiiffuichtne,niobil~ eqUiprherit'associated.with t~afplant. 

:·:-r 
S9~_e tji:.f.~l of tile erµissipns ·offs~ts. (or t~i~ project may -b~: prc_)Vtded thro~gh the 
SCAQMD,'.:-Pp.qritf Reserve. . Mine' Reclamation' Corporation~'.wm ·,i1eecf_fo hol,d: a' pre
applicati~n' w.~~ting ~ith.the SCAQMri staff to determine the extent'to' ~hich th~\Priority 

-:Re·se.rv~ .wilbhe~~bJ~ 'fo provide the required,offseis and. the :extent to .. which :additional 
. .-. :offsets:will be required.; .. 

:-.:--. . .: ·, 
'··~ ,•,. :·.,·· .. 
36. ~ith qne:'.'~x~~P.~qri--. al\'.~(. the emitti~g 'equiprtj~nt' ~s~ci~tecJ with th~ project was 

1 ,-·"',.~ ~-.- ... ~•"'.h"-":.•-''t~f . :.•• ·• , , • • •.. ,• . • · , 

•· di~~.u~~e,t~ th~J~~f ~I~/EIR,:~ppe'r~~ix E; pp; 7_5-9qt This discussion included tables 
· ·,_ · .::wl:tJ¢J:6~h·owed .. "JJj(wpr~t::c·a.se'-daily ·eritissions from::_this-equip~ent.. A,discussion of·. 

)_;H~A.G'Freqµi,r_~,rµ¢_nts(of.pi:ojec.(etjuipme1j}Was in~iuded in the draft EIS/EIR in Appendix · • :, .. ,_ .. ,,, ··~· 1':.lo..:·, .. , j,,_ •• .,. •• i .. , ___ {-. · .• . .. ' ! ..... , .. = •~1 .-. •, ·• ..... · ~ 

;. ·:,_·Eit·.pp;· ·103{1OS,.·c.:1Aif•quality-_m·odeling.:.ari~y~es~\_which reflected i·emissions from all 
_ ·-.~.prdje~i~re!~ie-,(i~o'urc'es~ '¥~,contµne~ in the ~i:#t··E~S$IR, AppendiX"E, pp. 92-:96. 

·· ,,,;Mitigatio~i-Me~~1,1re_,AQ~9 .. has beefrievised:iJ,fociude· ideasibilttfstudy to ·evaluate .the 
'·PO~Jf tj~pf of:~~~ ,.9f;Wesel'_ep.gines:;Witl;l_;~eR or::natural gas. fu~ls · to ;reduce locomotive 
NOx-.em_i~sions asso~iafu<:I with_':the Eagle Mountain railway. . . · ·, 

. - ·. ,· 

The on~ _ex~~ptiq~.:J~.:thl!t- _ep_i:~ssion·~ ·f1\>.~_,di_e·sel:,(µel stqrage.:e_quiprrient was omitted: 
Table -F~iRt(g;{~~pBeridji ¥..,:·~~~c~m,ent 4 ofil:ie final~E,1$/EIR)' shows the expected 

, -.. · emissforis frqjn\this'. &t6ra'ge~equipinent:"Siiiceidiesel fQ_~l -has extremely low volatility, 
· the "enii¾sions·:a:ssqc_ia!~d\vith ithi{~q~_ipinent: ru:~- ~on,side~ed negligible compared with 

.. , ove_rall proj~~t'e·nifssioii.s:; Cqri~e_queiitl y:;the inclu'sion ofemissi<;ins. esttqiated ,f c:>r ~iesel 
·fuet·storag?·· dqes.,;j1ot'if:ha:~ge··-=rujf of t~e· ·conclusi8ns' 'contaihed in''the draff!EiS/EIR 
regatding'"~''tjua1hy;.impacts:·.: j.; ·,: . - .. 

~-' ' . ' ' 

. ~ : !,' .. 

37. Regu~~tion-Xvn.;is t~e SCAQMD?•s,,Pr~y~nticiniof Significant Deter,:ioration n,ile, de
signtd' to en'sufec_tha~\fu quality in clean air'areai/( where ,national ambient air standards 
ar6'nofe~c~e_d~:~x~~;~s nofs,iifo_ifican,tly/cleteriofate while ril;lin,tainirig a marginforfriture · 

· industrial growth: :~though' this regulation has' b~en. adopted by the district, it ·will not 
;take effect un~kappr6ved··by the.U~S. Envircirimerital Protection·Agen~y.-

the structure:oJ:Regtil~tion,XVIl is similar to that of EPA's PSD regulations, which are 
disbussef in' ili~·:c;lratf EJSm:tR; '' flC>\Yever,' many aspects of Regulation xvn are more 
string~nhhan ·the ··cortespo_~~-~rig· f~~eraJ>requi.remerits. In particular, Regulation XVIl. 

. . ' ' .. .- . ' . . 
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trigg~rs_'.PSD reyi,ew.of ~ew non_-:NSPS,projects at 40 tons per year,while;the federalPSD 
triggerlevel·is 250 tons:pd·-year.-• QncePSD'review is•triggered,'however;the require
ments of Regulation X:VII and ofthe federalPSD regulation are identical. 

The requirem~n~ of Regula~on XVII will~~ applied in.addition to, rather than in place 
· of-,. the·_,SCA,QMD's New So'urce-Review requirements· of.Regulation XIII. Since the--

. New Source _Review ·requirements ar~;ge_ttei-ally more· s'i:ringent than those contained in 
Regulation"·XVII, project, emissions would- be generally unaffected by the additional 
requirements of Regulation. XVII. . 

R~cent. discussions with EPA' s Region IX office indicate that it is unclear when 
Regulation -XVII _will -be approved · arid become effective. If -the project· satisfies the 

.,:current federal PSD requirements before Regulation XVII is approved, the SCAQMD 
regulation would not apply to this project. However, as stated above, this would·not be . 
expected to affect project emissions due to the overriding•stringency of the district's New 
Source Review regulations. -

? · ,.38. The risk assessment has·beenrevised to reflect the-tise of on-site meteorological data and 
.;:. , up~ated uriit risk values:· The revised assessment is included as Attachment9, Appendix ,:ti\ · M· of. the final,J~IS/EIR. The m~nnum_-cancer risk is estimatedito be' f2 in 1 · million at 
=~_{!;._: -- ·. -.. m·axitnum concentrations·oftrace _contaminants and maximum gas -production. The most 
~f . :i.,... ';probable cancer risk is estiIIiated;to beJ .0 in 1 million, when the averag(? concentrations. 
J;/' . ' are:used with.the maxim·um gas production.- These would be the risks iii the community 

~:;t:,;:' <. _ of-Eagle Mountain. 

;1,;{t:i\'. ·.,~;-.f39;. ,The, unit risk factors presented in the draft EIS/EIR were taken from the Air Toxics 
_)i/00:\ .· iC- · .. -· ·-·A:ssessment Manual prepared by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Associa-
:.('_~{ , · tion (CAPCOA) in December 1989; The factors, provid~d by the SCAQMD are taken 
f_}::,; from the AB-·2588,gtiideiines prepared by CAPCOA in January 1991. The unit risk 
lt::· . . . factors suggested -by the· SCAQMD ·reflect more -recent toxicological information than 
/}·_,_\· ··thefactors used for the screening level risk assessnientsummarized in Tables 31 and 32 
'I~ -t:. ·,:• J. • '. ' . . 

-}ft~,,':: . ·, of Appendix E. Therefore, as requested_ by the ·district, the risk assessment has been 
??+-> revised using the new unit risk factors. The revised tables (9-2 and 9-3) are included in 
::>:-:~ Attachment-'9,Appendix·M of the final:EIS/EIR. 
i'.'~.z~--· 
·j..:. --·~. 

" ~ -.. 

40: As discussed in Response 0003-38, the risk assessment has been revised to reflect the use 
of on-site meteorological data and updated unit risk values. The worst-case cancer risk 
is estimated to be 22 in J million.· so·uth Coast Air-Quality Management District Rule 
1401 provides that a project may be approved, if the project uses best available control 
technology for toxics and'the cancer riskdoes not exceed 10 in ii' million. 
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41. The aiialysis'.J;th~·draft'l;:IS/EIR was prepared based-on· an analogo_ri's guid_ance: document 
prep?,red by_:Xiii'c~ii~~ia •Air-Poilu~61tControiYOfficers ~A.s'sociation. Thtpriricipal 
d_if~~.rences·~~~een:th~ tw~ se·ts ot;g~idance do~timents·are':". · -

,.· ~ -

. t~" .... ,., . ' 
•.•:,.•;••.-•••''• • I 

··a. ~j,l)te:SCAQMD:guic;larwe.)n,cI4oes-.a_s~re.eW~g?:ppto~ch;based qpistack'height and 
. :~i~t~~-~i!9\t~e,r:1ear¢st-fe9~ptor_; n~;:#-(9ua}~ty~"d~sper~io~)nodelJQ~j~ n~¢e§Sary for 
thi_s'.l!PBt[a~.h/f:~~-'i~.rps~.dut~:is n_pfyajicl-f%~~jssi_on·~_ fr<i~. ri.o_ri-p~int ~~tjoc.es <e.g.' 

:·',,,the: lan~_fi.JlHii "cq!}'.iplel:~frain~iff'rural are'as; •so: it. can_pot: be·msed .lf or;, the :Eagle 
. :¥p,u9~Wflhlld[iiWP!p,~~8 t::: · -' - -: ,. .- · · ; . · · :· - · 

b. Th~·_s&~QMqfg~J~~~~A~9l~d~s ef.JJ,st of'p~ausibl~ wors_t~case assurilp.tion~ to be 
:ffsed_-iil._~~nf,'~lti~~~~~~~~,~~~~~ajy~j,ffAJ?)~,lp}g~tli\\'.~Y:A:'l~Ysis was no! n~~:~e_~ for 
the-nskassessmenNn.the draft-:EIS/EIR because all.the substances considered were 

. '. vol~_the\;ri~I~;!g~~s; -: which·:: do·· n~t . ~ntet.i"tiie; hu~'rui' body t~Q~gh'- ingestion 
· (dige1stivefp1ihiy:~ys: ,;, ,; · .. - . : _: < .·. · · · 

c. The -~nii: d~t:\~~~pis ,;n: t~'e :sciQMD d_o~um'~ni r~h-~_~t; mor~· recent toxico
_ logi,~'a) '.{nfoi'_1W~ti9p.:. tha11 th¢'. fa~'tors 111 .. tii'~. CA'Pc·oA guid~lines: See· Re-

.I _:·-~:·;··--.:,~ ... r!'•.••'}li;h .. --.,.~,- . "j' - ·,. . -spoii'se~0003~39t···: .,. _, · 
. -~. •· .- --...... - . .. : 

•, .l_·, -~---··: _ _r.·/., -: .• ~-~ -~>.. -~/•--~:·.-_---,.~ 

. ;_d. :i 'Th~:;,~~6-~:MP: ~~td,~~{~'.'~~<w#ts{~-· analysis -._c?,[ the ~?,llCer,·~urd~ri 1(num!Jer of 
. ';.'i poterjtjitlic~,ll~~;r,!¢ase~(iffl.the;¢xpps<fd poprilatiori)fof.the cancedisk-As gre'a~r than 

-, . · Lx:tflt(>)~iJi c#,CQffe~d9c.Uip~~.r#i§~~$S~~~t!}~- ~fthodolpgy;for;'_~u,c.~·:~: evalua
:. 1tion;' but:ifleaves'>tcfthe. filr~idistricts 1ilie ·option •'to 'reguire::diat-the carice·r:burden. be 

'• : " 1·(~:M,Jµ~aie~j·tTp)~otjip}y'.{~hh, SCAQMD: g~f~elin~s. )hi\;ancer~. bbr~en. has:· b~en. 
• ..?: ., • ,, >,.:. -.-, "',.\.· ' •. •• ....... ·.- ... • .. ,- • • .- •• -. - ,, •• ·--,1, ' '. -·-·· • - ... __ •• , . - .•• -

. (. ·~ '.:•:· ' ,rey~~~~~:~~1!tte'.it~ea:rt*:~se~~w~jit (s~~H;~~~SP?~-s~;990p~3-~:'.~~o..re);} Oili~(~han 
. · .i_these d1{f~~~~-~s.;:ilie SCAQMI?:and CAPCOA nsk assessment,gmdances:use the 

:-:,· -~aine ·appfqac~~s'.: . . . ·. . ;• !I ,. . ' ' . . . . •. 

-, ., -·'!.t - - • • . ..... · .. : .•. •, ~:- ./ • . •, - ' - ,.. . . _,.,; " . -~ .• ' • • 

42:~: ;.;'fhe;hea!1:~::.1~~· ~-~e~firi~~t-has been ~vi,~~~~ as de~9pbedjn Atfachmenf:-9~-\.\.pper~dix M 
of the:,finaI·-EISlEIR:· .•· : - . 
' . ~ -~- ·-:: \))\ . :_ ._i:\ ·... \.. ' . - ' -

·: · Th~;~~~;-~s~~*s#.1.~n(it.!J:·~-~::.r~<i4~td :~f P~;~.f tne:;~pplicatio.ri ·for Permit to Construct 
-. ~and·:Perinif to '0pefare;fof the landfill ·ga'.s' c'ollection and' disposal· system. . 
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For a ·disc_ussion -of odor. impacts .and mitigation, please refer to Response.0001-97 . 
• I • •· 

· · ,. • • 44. Mitigation ,Measure AQ~l 6 require_s that wherev~r available, electric versions· of landfill 
equipment such ·as·; overhead cr~es;. crushers, conveyors, and pugmills will :be used. 
Whtfre noi 'ayailable;- a_lternati,ve::-foel._-technology will be used ·depending on air 
permitting ~fordard_s.: ;.l)le, graft EIS/EIR.shows that'the emission reductions associ
ated--w~rh ;the·-elec_¢f~c.!tion qf.~~is-equip·ment is appro_ximately five percent of the 
e~issidns,-'assoc;iatef!}\vith landfill equipment; The ·. actual emissions. reductions 
associated with"tm£trification are .'shown in Table FEIR.'-AQ-'4 (see Appendix ·M, 
Attachment 2 ·of the final EIS(EIR) .. 

·-Electrification of the.52-miJe.stretch of track between Ferrum Junction and the landfill 
·site ·was found to. be·-potentiafry. feasible. Mitigatio~· Measure AQ-10 requires the 
prepara~on -of a- feasibility ·an'alysis. for"electrification at sucli time as -when there is 
sufficientlandfill ga,s to generate 'the. electricity. If electrification.is then found feasible, 
the reductions iri· ·18cc>inotive emissions that could. be achieved. are shown in Table 
FEIR-AQ-5 (see-App~~dix M; Attachmetjt'':i ofthe·final;EIS/EIR).-

45. · The feasibility of railway electrification is,discussed in Appendix-E (pp. 116-117) for the 
52-mile stretch of track between Ferrum· Junction.and. the landfill site. Electrification of 
the Eagle Mountain rail line- is not coitsidJred f~asibl~ :at 'this ti~e ·because of the steep 

, grades and several major. t1ffhs·in the rail line.-(page 38-6:ofthe draft EIS/EIR) .. Also, the 
-. costs and. plfysical ·disturbance ·necessary. for the instalJation · of the ·cateilary cable pe>wer 

· : .. system· reduce the fe~ibility · df .this ~easure: The .conti!)ued review of the feasibility of 
-· . ·electrification ofilie"railway is par(of the project's mitigation measures (AQ,.10). The 

-: i. ;_i_'. electrification of the'.Eagle Mountain railway wili be eval11ated .when· sufficient landfill 
-gas:is generated to provide, the required electrical energy. Tabl~ FEJR:.AQa-5 (Appendix 

. . . . r - . 

M, 'Attachment 2 of the final EIS/EIR) shows the reductions-in- locomotive-generated 
emissions-which 'coutd·''be achieved if electrification of th~ Eagle Mountain rail line is 

, found to be'tfeasible., · · · 

' ' 

Electrification of the Southern Pacific main line was not evaluated as a-mitigation 
measure becau·se rieit_her the-project applicant nor the-lead agencies nor any responsible 
agency would have the authority to implement or.require such• a mitigatiorr·measure for . 
this project While at the present time both the California Air Resources Board and the 
South Coast AQMD are expl!Jring ways to reduce· locomotive· emissions,_ including 
options for electrification-of the Southern :Pacific main line, the· effects of such potential 

-regulations are at this time considered re·mote and speculative. 

46;• See Response 0003-45 above. 
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DOCUMENT 0003 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0003 

47. The screening of hazardous materials in the waste stream will be the responsibility of the 
transfer stations:and materials recovery facilities as required by the solid waste facilities 
permits. This_,process is described on pages 48, 49,331, and 332 of the draft EIS/EIR. 
Also, see Response 0001-117. The review of the California Integrated Waste Manage
ment Board in approving solid waste facilities permits and a load.:.check program where 
the County of Riverside has inspection rights for all solid waste coming to the project 
will monitor this requirement 

48. See Response 0003-47 above. 

49. See Response 0001-117. 

50. A typical (fay's operation of the landfill is provided on pages 34-35 of the draft EIS/EIR. 
The remainder of the project description is broken into: 

a. Landfill site facilities (pages 35-44) 

b. Roads; landfill site, and railroad preparation (pages 45-48) 

c. Landfill operation (pages 48-73) 

d. Closure and post-closure (pages 73-74) 

Section IV.O., Energy Consumption/Generation-(pages 572-584 of the draft EIS/EIR), 
discusses, to the extent possible, types of equipment required for transport, transfer, 
handling, and disposal of refuse at the landfill (see Table 50). ·· Estimates of their fuel 
consumption are shown in Tables 51, 52, and 53. It should be noted that based on public 
and internal· review of the draft EIS/EIR, revisions have been made to the · Energy 
Consumption/Generation seGtion. These revisions·are noted in Section VI.G. of the final 
EIS/EIR. Section IV.D., Air Qualify,- ~iterates .the types of activities· relative to the 
operation ~f.the Ian,dfill,f9cusing on theirfuel consumption and air emissions (see pages 
372-379 of the draft EIS/EIR). . 

51. All equipment expected to be used during the operation of the Eagle Mountain project 
is described in the draft· EIS/EIR, in Apperidix B, and again in Appendix E 
(pp., 70-90). 

52. Emissions from -the · listed equipment are shown in the draft EIS/EIR (Appendix E, 
pp. 78-79). 

53. The Eagle .. _rv.iountain project will be-required to comply with all applicable requirements 
of the Califo'rnia Air Resources Board with respect to both on- highway and off-road 
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equipment. In addition, Mitigation Measure AQ-13 requires that to the extent feasible, 
all landfill equipment should be equipped with on-highway engines which have been 
certified by the California Air Resources Board. This measure has been revised in the 
final EIS/EIR to require that these engines meet 1991 Air Resources Board standards. 

54. This recommendation is included in the draft EIS/EIR as Mitigation Measures AQ-5 
(State Low-Emission Vehicle Regulations), AQ-13 (On-Highway Engines for Landfill 
Equipment), AQ-14 (Low-NOx Engine Design for Landfill Equipment), and AQ-15 
(Construction Equipment Emission Standards). 

55. Internal combusti,on engines are identified as only one potential means of generating 
electricity using landfill gas. Mitigation Measure AQ-17 requires Mine Reclamation 
Corporation to perform an analysis of the feasibility of using landfill gas to generate 
electricity when the LFG generation rate exceeds five million cubic feet per day. This 
measure has been revised to explicitly require that the analysis consider the use of best 
available control technology for equipment selected to generate electricity. 

56. All of the air quality mitigation -measures discussed in the draft EIS/EIR are included in 
the Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program in summary form. The program has been 
revised to explicitly reference the number of the mitigation measures, taken from the 
restated air quality mitigation program found in Section 11.C. of the final EIS/EIR,. for 
easy cross-reference. 

57. This measure is not applicable to waste-hauling trucks, since they will all be container
ized. The mitigation measure calling for a freeboard height of two feet has been added 
in the final EIS/EIR as an additional mitigation measure for all trucks carrying lining and 
cover materials. 

58. All applicable mitigation measures from Table 1 of the SCAQMD' s comments have been 
incorporated into Table FEIR-AQ-2, included in Appendix M, Attachment 2 of the final 
EIS/EIR. 

59. No significant traffic impacts have been identified in the draft EIS/EIR; consequently, no 
traffic mitigation is required. 

60. Since rail haul of waste is less expensive, truck traffic is not anticipated to increase with 
time over the lifetime of the project Truck traffic is principally expected to be used for 
waste obtained from transfer stations located in the desert portion of Riverside County 
and from other sites during the initial start-up stage of the project. Thus, VMT is expected 
to decrease over the life of the project 
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DOCUMENT 0004 -Letter from City of Banning, August 1, 1991 

1. Projections in the 1989 South Coast Air Quality Management Plan incorporate assump
tions adopted by-the Southern California Association of Governments in the Regional 
Growth Managem-ent·Plan. These plans·call for implementation of a '1obs/housing" 
balance strategy which involves actiieving·a·target ratio between the growth in primary 
employment rut'~ the growth of housing uniis_withiit the various subregional areas in the 
SCAG sphere ofinfluence, some of which are under the jurisdiction of the South Coast 
Air Quality Man'agement District. The ratio reflects performance goals that demonstrate 
progress· leading to reduc~d work-related comn;l.utes and improved air quality, and it is 
primarily base!J·on,' and·relate~ to, regional transportation- and land· use patterns, not on 
localized. pollµti~n co·ncentrations. Banning:is located in the CentrarRiverside County · 
urbanizing sub.regional area:, for which the projected, manageable increases are 139,700 
jobs and 168,800 housing uni.ts between tpe years 1984 and 2010. These targets will not 
be affecte4 by the·project 'In addition,:the project is.consistent with the concept included 
in AQMP measure D-2, "Out-of-Basin Transportation of Biodegradable Solid Waste." 

2. From Response 0004-1 above, it is ~l~ar th_at the project will not directly or, indirectly 
affect land use -plann_ing. targets for J~anning. The air quality impacts· of the project are 
·recogni~d in the 9rajl·Ei~1EiR. ·The j~direct effects on society and the economy due to 
air po~uti,o_n. 3:Ce regional or, in some.-~~~~, global in nature and are ~~e basis for all 
statu~ry" ~f(<;>rts to redµce _air p9llution. · Health and other effects are summatj.zed in the 
AQMP-(SCAQMD 1989:1-3 through 1-5) and no·t repeated in the draft EIS/EIR. 

3. The discussion pf noise impa~ts (page 54:3) indicates $at at maxim um operation, 12 trains 
. per.day_woul~ i11crease _Gommunity ~oise Equivalent Levels along the Southern Pacific 
rail_ line by apprg~ipi~~iy,0J dectbeL This_ result is.less. than t~~ ur1~ertaiQty of typical 
noise calculati~}"•~ and less th1µ1 ~~~t c~ n,o~allY.:~e discern,e~ _oy p~ople. The increase, 
therefore, is riot,c9_nsidere~·signj.fican~:ru:td_-~ould not incr,ease mitigation ·requirements 
for any other-,projects 109.ated along the rail line. 

'.:-

4. If recyclable m~tetj~s are s_tored at the project site, r~t~rning trains would occasionally 
tfa.!tsport them,:_~?C~ from the pq>ject_ site to the 11!~.~opoi~tan area. Beyon4 that_ measure, 
it is u~own'_w~~~h.~rJ>~. _Q_ot the_ increa,se ofe~~fto-west rail traffic wo:u.ld promote the -
dey~lopm_eilf 9( a::'°ne:w.~onta:i)!~r han4lii~g yarcffoi:-.truck-to-train transfers or the devel
opm~nt of ~y' other u~f iha't woulc(take advantage of the rali service as~ociateci with 

-, ·t' ' . "-·- ;••' ' .. ' ._ . .. -· - . 

the project Southern Pacific ·and other rail companies already prqvide rail transport into, 
as .'~ell_· as 9ut __ of, µJe_ ~,9J1~eni'Cal_iforni~. reg~op.. -_ It is,_ t~erefore~,.not clear that the 
avai~ab!\~ty of e~p~ container~ .U:.~Y~J.4ig wesibo~nd would inf p~oveJ:ransport service. 
Beca!Jse_,of the_sp~culati~e nature of such discussions, they were not included the draft 
EIS/EIR. 
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DOCUMENT 0005 Letter from City of Banning, August 8, 1991 

1. The transportation appendix (Appendix D) referenced discussions with the Public 
Utilities Commission staff in which excessive rail-caused delays were identified in the 

- Alameda corridor serving the Port of Los Angeles. The delays in this area were used as 
the benchmark to identify significant impacts for rail-caused delays in surlace street 
traffic (Appendix D of the draft EIS/EIR, page 14). For the city of Banning, the four 
at-grade crossings in question (SunsetAvenue, 22nd Street, San Gorgonio Avenue, and 
Hargrave Street) would experience cumulative delays ranging from 0.06 to 0.11 vehicle 
hour, much less than the 1-3 vehicle-hours used as the benchmark. The maximum average 
delay for a single vehicle at any one grade crossing in Banning would be one minute. 
This delay time is not considered a significant impact, and hence, no mitigation is 
required. 

2. See Response 0005-1. The reconstruction of two (2) at-grade crossings in Banning is 
not required or recommended in the draft EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT 0006 Letter from Dorothy Harte, July 29, 1991 

This letter was mailed to both the Riverside Planning Department and the Bureau of Land , 
Management area offices. The concerns expressed in these letters are similar in nature and 
thus, for the sake of economy, appear only once in the final EIS/EIR and are addressed below. 
All letters· submitted are on file at the County and the BLM area offices. 

1. Pages 4 and 106 of the draft EIS/EIR discuss the recently enacted state ~egislation 
(AB 939) which establishes a mandatory program to divert residential solid waste from 
the landfills through recycling and waste reduction programs. Toward this end, the City 
of Los Angeles has recently adopted an ordinance which requires the diversion of 
recyclable _municipal' materials, though industrial and high-density residential waste is 
excluded. These measures have been taken to reduce the amount of solid waste entering ... 
our landfills. Additional waste diversion programs are identified in the draft EIS/EIR 
(pages 108 and 109), including recycling, yard waste composting, and source reduction . 
However, the need for a large-scale or a number of smaller-scale landfill projects in the 
region- would still 'be present. Therefore, waste diversion programs are considered but 
elimin'ated from detailed analysis as feasible alternatives to the proposed project in the 
draft EIS/EIR. . 

2. The project description of the draft EIS/EIR (page 13) proposes to transport a maximum 
of 20,000·tons per day of solid waste generated from Los Angeles, San Bernardino, 
Riverside, and 'Orange counties to the proposed landfill. Additionally, the proposed 
project is a Class in landfill which would only accept nonhazardous municipal solid 
waste. 
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3. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

4. Please refer to Response 0006-1 above. 

5. This comment does not question· the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

6. Please refer to Re.sponse 0006-1 above. Also, Section I.B. of the draft EIS/EIR (page 4) 
discusses the purpose and need for the proposed project 

DOCUMENT:0007 Letter from Hon. Steve Clute (Assemblyman D-68, Riverside 
County)~ July 30~-'.t991 

1. This comment refers to.the fact that not all truck impacts resulting from the project can 
be quantified (as explained on page 155 of the draft EIS/EIR). To clarify the truck 
impacts at this stage of the project, the letter proposes three options regarding truck traffic. 
Each option isaddressed in the responses below.· 

2. Option 1 .-· Eliµiinate_ the trucking component of the project entirely. The Proposed Action 
with Rail Acc~ss--Qnly alternative (page 75 of the draft EIS/EIR) describes this alterna
tive. The impacts_ associated withi;thjs alterna'.tive are described for each issue in the 
·Environmental ¢bnsequences section starting on page 317. 

3. Option 2. R.equire all ~cks associ~ted with the project to use cleaner fuels. The 
mitigation measures proposed in the Air Quality section of the draft EIS/EIR call-for all 
trucks, trains, ''and on-site equipment to use fuels which comply with all applicable 
California Air Resources Board regcl.ations. These measures may be found in pages 
379-385 of the dr~t document. Application of this requirement.to on-highway trucks in 
conjunction with other_reg~latory programs of the CARB and SCAQMD is discussed in 
the air quality :appendix (Sierra· Research 1990: 105-108). 

A brief explanation of why new emission reduction technologies are not yet feasible is 
included in the draft EIS/EIR.-on pages 385-386. However, should any of these technol-

- ogies be requ~d by applicable federal, state, or local regulations, the_ applicant would 
take steps to co1_11ply with these :regulations as expeditiously as possible. Given the 
duration of the project, the application of some of the technologies is likely, but it is not 
possible to predict which additional control measures may be required or at what point 
in time. 

4. Option 3. Reduce truck traffic to 50 or fewer .. Two alternatives to .the proposed action 
are described in'the EIS/EIR (pages ·74 and 75) which would reduce the daily truck 
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volume associated with the proposed .landfill.- At maximum operations, the Reduced 
Landfill Operations alternative would reduce the daily volume of solid waste entering 
the landfiffvia truck from 4,000 tons per day to 2,000 tons per day. Daily ~ck volume 
would be reduced from -200 to 100. The Proposed -Action with Rail Access Only 
alternative would eliminate the use of refuse hauling trucks to the proposed landfill site. 
Project impacts associated with these alternatives are addressed for each issue in the 
Environmental Consequences section of the draft EIS/EIR starting on page 317. 

It should be noted that since the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, MRC has proposed 
that truck traffic to the project site be reduced from 200 to I 00 round trips daily and in 
three years to eliminate all but those trucks serving the desert cities (not to exceed 100). 
This would account for total traffic on Eagle Mountain Road and its extension of up to 
285 daily trips, which includes riot only trucks transporting refuse but also employee 

_ travel and delivery and service vehicles. This is not considered a significant traffic 
impact. See Section 11.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR for a discussion on the modification in 
truck traffic. 

5. A detailed discussion of potential measures to reduce diesel electric locomotive emissions 
is included in the air quality appendix (Sierra Research 1990: 108-116). Measures 
believed applicable to the project are identified in the draft EIS/EIR on page 380. Other 
measures in the research· stage are noted in the draft EIS/EIR (page 385) and described 
more fully in the air quality appendix. In a~dition, Mitigation Measure AQ-9 has been 
revised to include a feasibility study to evaluate the potential for use of diesel engines 
with selective catalytic reduction (SCR) or natural gas fuels to reduce locomotive NOx 
emissions associated with the Eagle Mountain railway. Mitigation Measure AQ-9 is 
C(!ntained in the Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program located in Section 11.C. of 
the final EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT 0008 Letter from Clifford D. Threm, July 27, 1991 

This letter was inailed to both the Riverside Planning Department and the Bureau of Land 
Management area offices. The concerns expressed in these letters are similar in nature and 
thus, for the sake of economy, appear only once in the final EIS/EIR and are addressed below. 
All letters submitted are on file at the County and the BLM area offices. 

I. Potential site suitability is not related to decomposition rates, which vary greatly in 
landfills. 

2. Uses of groundwater in the Chuckwalla Basin are described on pages 115 and 137-141 
of the draftEIS/EIR. Potential impacts are discussed on pages 318-320, control measures 
are discussed on pages 320-322, and monitoring and enforcement responsibility are 
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discussed on pages 322-323. Given the control and enforcement measures proposed, the 
draft EIS/EIR concludes that groundwater impacts would not be significant 

DOCUMENT 0009 Letter from City of El Segundo, July 25, 1991 

1. The increased emissions to both the South Coast Air Basin and the Southeast Desert Air 
Basin caused by the transportation of solid waste materials to the Eagle Mountain landfill 
are .analyzed·'in the draft EIS/EIR and are found to be significant and not entirely 
mitigated. More detailed analysis ~d regulation of some emissions will be part of the 
SCAQMD permit process applicable to the project 

DOCUMENT 0010 Letter from Rolfe E. Tandberg, July,'19, 1991 

1. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR; however, 
to correct some misinformation in the letter to Mrs. Briggs, it should be noted that the 
project is south~ast of Joshua Tree ~ational Monument and at its clos~st point is 
approximately 8,000 feet south of the boundary. The risk, if any, from toxic air 
contaminants associated with the project would occur in the community of Eagle 
Mountain, not. in Jo~hua T~e National Monument or the community of Joshua Tree, 
which is approxiinately 60 miles to the northwest of the project site. See Response 
0003-1. 

DOCUMENT 0011 . - Letter from Edith-Christopher, August 5, 1991 

1. The suggesti_on made in this comment to use existing landfill sites as recycling and waste 
recovery centers-falls.under the-category of project alternatives called Waste Diversion 
Programs in the draft EIS/EIR (page 105). The specific-idea of establishing recycling 
centers at existiriflartdfills is discussed.on page 107. As with other waste diversion 
programs, the 'draft::EIS/EIR concluded-thattherewill continue to be a need for additional 
landfill capacity in southern California even with the full implementation of feasible 
recycling programs. For this reason, this category of alternatives was not analyzed in 
detail. 

DOCUMENT 0012 Letter from Lilly and Manuel Romero, July 25, 1991 

1. The draft EIS/EIR concludes that the _ai! quality in both the South Coast Air Basin (Los 
Angeles) and the Southeast Desert Air Basin (Coachella Valley) will be degraded by 
increased emissioijs resulting from the project's truck and train traffic and on-site 
equipment. Prevailing winds are generally from the west to the east; emissions generated 
on-site, therefore, would not be expected to regularly affect the Coachella Valley. 
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Emissions from trains and on-highway trucks, however, would contribute to air pollution 
levels in Coachella Valley. 

DOCUMENT 0013 
July 8, 1991 

Letter from Eagle Mountain Landfill Evaluation Committee, 

This document was mailed to both the Riverside Planning Department and the Bureau of Land 
Management area offices; however, for the sake of economy it appears only once in the 
comment letters in the final EIS/EIR and is addressed under this document number below. 

1. This newsletter is a brief synopsis of several public meetings sponsored by the Eagle 
Mountain Landfill Evaluation Committee outlining the major issues which this commit
tee intends to examine in the draft EIS/EIR. It does not comment on the adequacy of the 
draft EIS/EIR and does not require a response at this time. 

DOCUMENT 0014 
1991 

Editorial from The Press Enterprise, date of publication August 2, 

1. Document 14 is a set of two editorial letters which apparently address the concerns of 
the individual who sent them. The issue of an accident involving a Southern Pacific train 
carrying trash is discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (pages 352-353). The issue of transport
ing solid waste from outside the county of Riverside for disposal inside the county is a 
policy question which must be decided by County officials. See page 9 of the· draft 
EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT 0015 Letter from California State Lands Commission, August 5, 1991 

I. This comment correctly adds detail to the text at the end of Section 111.E. of the draft 
EIS/EIR by making reference to lands within the project boundary which fall under the 
jurisdiction of the State Lands Commission (SLC). . This paragraph should read as 
follows: 

188 

e. State Lands Commission (page 191 of the draft EIS/EIR). The State Lands 
Commission (SLC) staff has determined that there are State interests in certain 
parcels within the area of the Eagle Mountain project of the Mine Reclamation 
Corporation. In particular, the project appears to involve the follow1ng state-owned 
lands and "interest in lands under the jurisdiction of the SLC: 
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Assessor's 
SLC Parcel No. Descriution/Subdivisions Interest Parcel No. 

233-011 T3S, Rl3E, S36, SBM; Full Fee 701-32-05, 
Lots I, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8 . 06,21,22 

233-577 T3S, R14E, S36, SBM; Reserved 701-38-06, 
Lots 1-11, N2NW 4, W2NE4 Minerals 07, 15 

236-540 T6S, R14E, S 16, SBM; Reserved 811-08-07 
W2W2 Minerals 

237-523 TIS, R12E, S36, SBM; Reserved 719-13-02 
SE4NW4 Minerals 

These state-ovy_riec:l lands are p~ of the State's School Land Grant and are managed, 
by law;Jor the ecop.omic benefit of the State Teachers~ Retirement System (STRS). 
A lease or pennit will be necessary for their use in the proposed project 

2. There are no materials recovery facilities or transfer stations proposed with this project or 
authorized by a,ny discretionary pennits anticipated for this project (see pages xx and xxi 
in the draft EIS/EIR). Precise locatio~~. designs, and operational details for future MRFs 
are unknown at this time. For these reasons, the effects of MRFs are. considered 
sec.ondary or indirec~ effects of the project. In order, to address these eff~cts to a 

•{f ·._.reasonable.extent, a typical network-or scenario_ for MRF locations was assumed (see 
page 150 and Figure 49). The operation of a typical transfer station is discussed on pages 
48-49 of the draft EIS/EIR. The environmental effects of the transfer stations are 
analyzed to the extent_re~onably possible, in discussions on pages 311-312, 344,351, 
353, 356-358;360,--373-374, 387,391,540,572,579, and 600. If an existing transfer 
station's capacity to accepr waste is inc~eased due to establishing a contract to haul waste 
to Eagle Mountain, additional environmental evaluation would be required. 

3. See Response 0015-1 above. 

DOC_UMENT0016 '·,.;Letter from City of San Bernardino, August 14, 1991 

1. It is estimated that app~oximately one-half of truck transported waste would_come from 
withj.n'·:Riversidf:County and the ottiet one-half. from San Bemardino·county (draft 
EIS/EJR .pag~ ;-~62). 'It sho~ld be notechhat since the· preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, 
the truck portion o.f the proposed project has been reduced by one-half, from 200 to 100 
rourid trips d~ly .. Th1~-mearis'that_truck traffic <;>riginatin·g from San Bernardino County 
would amouiff:tc{no -more than 50 round trips;_a: day. Furthennore,· all truck traffic 

. "'; ~•l"• ,._ ,' .- • I I.: . , - . 

originating wesfof the Coachella Valley and the desertcommunities would be eliminated 
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within three years of project commencement. See Section 11.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR for 
a discussion of the proposed reduction in truck traffic. 

The truck traffic using 1-10 originating west of the city of San Bernardino will be direct 
hauling for approximately 150 miles to the landfill site at Eagle Mountain. Only on a 
rare occasion would such a hauler be likely_ to use the truck stop at the intersection of 
Hunt's Lane and Redlands=Boulevard for such a short haul. Again, all of this traffic will 
cease after three years. 

DOCUMENT 0017 Letter from Carol and Duane Johnson, July 31, 1991 

1. See Response 0001-8 and 25 for a discussion of measures that would protect the area's 
groundwater resources from degradation. In addition, project phasing, the dry climatic 
conditions and waste characteristics, and the daily compacted soil cover of refuse would 
minimize the amount of leachate generated. Additionally, a thorough discussion of the 
discharge of water during mining operations and groundwater use in the project vicinity 
occurs on pages 118-127 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

2. Although it is possible that gulls could be attracted· to the landfill site, of greater concern 
is the regional raven population. Gulls. confine most of their activity to the vicinity of 
water (i.e., Salton Sea, over 50 miles from the landfill site), whereas ravens, being more 
adapted to the desert environment, are likely more wide-ranging. Gulls have not- been 
documented to use the Desert Center landfill currently in operation, but ravens are known:~· 
to be present. Also, gulls have never be~n documented to prey upon the desert tortoise, 
whereas, ravens have. The mitigation plan for the project involves monitoring programs 
for _tortoise and raven populations and a raven control program. Mitigation measures 
proposed for raven control will be implemented in at least two phases, a passive and an 
active phase. The passive control phase involves daily trash burial, hazing, and possibly 
the use of a new bird repellent applied to the 'refuse. The active control phase would only 
be implemented if raven numbers continue to increase despite passive controls. Active 
control measures include raven nest destruction, possible capture and translocation of 
ravens, shooting, and poisoning. Should it become clear that gulls are posing a threat to 
the tortoise population, they could be included in the control program. Daily refuse burial 
and other control measures will greatly reduce the likelihood oflarge population increases 
of the~ birds. Discussions of_these mitigation plans are found on pages 447-451 in the 
draft EIS/EIR, pages 70-71 and 83-84 in the biological technical report (Appendix F). 
Also see the Biological Assessment (Appendix N of the final EIS/EIR). 

· 3. The concentration of air pollution will be greatest at the landfill site, where evidence of 
desert tortoise activity is very meager. Most tortoise activity is south ofl- fO and in Joshua 
Tree National Monument, where any landfill-generated airborne pollution will be 
significantly dispersed. Little or no scientific research has been conducted on the 
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tolerance of tlJ,e desert tortoise, or.the plants it forages on, to air pollution. Past mining 
activity gen~r?~.d dust and vehicle exhaust, as will the proposed, landfill, but did not 
app~ar to signiftc~i:1.y ~feet local vegetation. Gases generated by organic d~coinposi
tion;iri the landf~ are .n~t corrq~;".e an~ most will: be collected and proc~ssed· by a landfill 
gas collection.sy_$ie'n;1:'.-No.stgnificant impacts to native vegetation, or the desert tortoise, 
are expecte_d•fr~m air pollution generated by the proposed landfill. · 

4. As with the-tortoise, little or no research has,been conducted on the effects of air pollution 
on desert bighoi:n sheep. It is believedithat once the proposed new water sources are 
iO:stalled·for :!l,t_e ~heel? in• ~~-·Eagle'·M.o..untains,.,they will spend _much less time in the 
immedi_ate vi~~i:ifty of)he landfill site;•thu~:reducing exposure to potential air pollution. 
No- evidenc~::exj~ts:, that sheep were 'significantly adversely affected: by air pollution 
generated froin past :iron ore mining operations. 

5. On the contrary, ·the:primary air pollutants associated with past mining activities were 
particulates; froni~_gr,~und disturbance and rn_aterial · handling, vehicle emissions from 
heavy.eq~ip~ent'(al~<?ugh ~he ~i~e also used several electric shovel~), and locomotive 
em'issio~s. fro~ 9re.trai°ils. These are sitnµar to lan~fill-generated pollutants. The landfill 
wouid also ·gene_r~te·gas from 'decomposition.of organic material, which is not expected 
t~. be.c~n:o~ive,fr candfii(gas impacts :and- mitigation are discussed-on pages 334-338, 
376,and 382~ . · · 

6. The _exi~ti~g)~_aglellytountain. rail ;line has_. :t>een recently inspected and determined to be 
in relati_v~iy:got'>'g'.cm1d1tionand. capably.9fsupp_9rtingthe anticipated train loads. Minor 
repairs, upgra~es; and maintenance·.wili be necessary prior to the commencement o_f rail 
op~rations: - Sp_ecific- 'activities associated .with. :railroad· operations are required and 
inciude track,:.~ealigtjinent and replac~ment, ·_tie r~placement, ballast regulation, culvert 
maintenance~,;~brldge · repair, veget.ation control,. oiler maintemµice, and endangered 
spec.ies.-prot¥.ti.oi( The details ofthese activities are described on pages 46 through 48 
. of the draft EISiEiR. The rail line wo~id-be inspected and.maintained on a regular basis. 

7. Train emissic:lps w~r~ calculate~ based on estim•ates of fuel coi:isumption, with cm:rections 
for locomotive.types and grades, as discussed by Sierra Research (1990:75-76). 

8. During the .beginning operations of the landfill .(~hase I), '10 more than one trainload of 
refuse'p~r day'_'and approximateiy 60 UJ}cks. per d'ay would be incoming to the Phase I 
container hai-1cili~g:yafd. A de~cription of.th~s pJiase of the project's ope111tion is provided 
on ,pag~s35~40 of,the'draft Ei~/EIR~ ··RJ~cussioh.:Of the updating, of the railroad occurs 
on pages 46,::4~..-Th~_.protection.of t~e· des~it i:ortoi~e along the railroad is also discussed 
on page-48 ~~ ir:(the biological section (IV;_G}Jpf the_ draft document. It is possible 
that the PhaseY{ontainer handling facility- m~f~e byp~sed for use as a container 
handling area.- ·under this scenario, the Phase 11 ·contairier handling facility would be 

I ..-;·.I•-
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constructed and used when the landfill first opens, and the Phase I area would instead 
become a maintenance area. 

9. As described on page 50 of the draft EIS/EIR, the unit trains serving the landfill would 
consist of one or more locomotives carrying up to 14 railcars. Each train would be less 
than 4,000 feet long and carry approximately 3,500 tons of refuse. This length is 
somewhat shorter than most main line trains and approximately the same length as the 
trains_ previously used by Kaiser. The trainloads of solid waste material would be 
considerably lighter than those which transported iron ore during the former mining 
operations. The present track alignment for the Eagle Mountain rail line consists of 
heavy-gauge track which was originally installed to accommodate the heavy loads 
transported for mining operations and is considered more than adequate to bear the loads 
of the unit trains serving the landfill. In the event of derailment, the potential for a 
runaway train to occur would be minimal. Unlike the mining operations which trans
ported the loaded trains downhill, the full trains en route to the landfill would be traveling 
uphill. If derailment occurs while transporting the refuse uphill, the train' s ability to stop 
would be far greater than if the full load was going downhill. 

In the event of a rail accident, the emergency response plan would be enacted. Public 
·Safety of-the Public Health and Safety section (see pages 147-148 and 351-355 of the 
draft EIS/EIR) ·discusses the risk accidental spillage of nonhazardous compacted munic
ipal waste poses to public health and safety. With implementation of mitigation measures 
such as providing staff to assist in the removal of spilled waste in the event of an accident, 
public safety impacts due to accidental spill~ge would be below a level of significance. 

10. Subsequent to publication of the draft EIS/EIR, MRC proposed that truck traffic to the 
project site be reduced to 100 round trips daily and in three years to eliminate all but 
those trucks ~erving the desert cities (not to exceed 100). See Section 11.B.2 of the final 
EIS/EIR fot a discussion of the proposed reduction in truck traffic. The increased truck 
traffic on Indio hill on eastbound 1-10 due to the proposed project (100 trucks) would 
amount to approximately one percent of the average daily traffic. This is not considered 
a sigriificant traffic impact. Please see pages 362-363 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

11. See Response 0012-1. Emissions from on-highway trucks associated with the project 
were estimated in the draft EIS/EIR and are summarized in Table 25 and in Table 28 of 
Appendix E. • This table has been revised as Table 28 in Appendix M, Attachment 5, of 
the final EIS/EIR. The reduction of truck traffic from 200 to 100 trucks would reduce 
air quality· impac~ resulting from the proposed project, but not to a level below 
significance.- The air basins in which the project occurs would continue to be in 
nonattainment even without the project. 
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12. All trucks used in the project would be required to meet federal, state, and local operating 
standards. These trucks will not be "average trash trucks" or conventional compactor
haulers that provide local trash collection services. As explained throughout the report, 
they would be heavy-duty truck and semitrailer combinations similar to those commonly 
in use for long-haul truck transport. 

13. Maintenance by Caltrans of the state highway system is funded by fuel taxes and other 
sources. Economic effects of the project relative to the county of Riverside are discussed 
on page 476 of the draft EIS/EIR. A fiscal analysis of the proposed project's effect on 
the County by the County of Riverside Administrative Office concludes that there will 
be a net positive fiscal benefit. This analysis- was presented to the County Planning 
Commission on February 26, 1992, in a public hearing. 

14. The capacity of the project (20,000 tons per day) was-established based on projected 
operating parameters at.the proposed landfill site, not on anticipated waste generation in 
Los Angeles County. Projections of solid waste flows and disposal capacities in the 
various southern California counties are summarized on pages 4-5 of the draft EIS/EIR. 
Updated projections are provided in Section I.B. of the final EIS/EIR. Please refer to 
Response 0006-1 for a discussion of state and local recycling programs and other efforts 
to reduce solid waste volumes.- Refuse destined for landfilling ~t Eagle Mountain must 
comply with the provisions of AB 939, the "Recycling Bill." Such compliance means 
that the refuse 'has been subjected to an inspection program to ensure the adequate 
removal of recyclables and hazardous materials. If refuse does not comply, it will not 
be taken to Eagle Mountain. 

The County and MRC are c_urrently discussing how to condition the project to continue 
to accept waste in the event of an emergency situation. If such an agreement-is reached, 
refuse which has· not-been processed by a MRF may be accepted at Eagle Mountain under 
emergency circumstances only. 

15. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy. of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary: 

16. This does ~ot question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, no 
response is necessary. 

17. Dispersion modeling done for the air quality analysis used a worst-case analysis for local 
wind patterns and speeds and atmospheric stability. This is explained· on page 408 of the 
draft EIS/E{R-_and in the.'air quality Appendix E (Sierra Research 1990:59-60) .. Since 
the draft EIS/EIR was completed, on-site atmospheric data was collected and is included 
in Appendbdd, Attachm·ent 7, of the final EIS/EIR. 
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18. The issue of public health is discussed in various sections throughout the report (see 
Sections IV.B. and IV.O.3). This specific comment does not question the adequacy or 
accuracy of these discussions. No response is necessary. 

19. The original application covered approximately 9,800 acres, but early in the processing 
of the applications it was decided to reduce ·the boundaries of the application to include 
only 4,695 acres. The remaining land, outside of the Specific Plan boundaries, remain 
under current zoning of M-R-A and are subject to the development standards established 
in the County General Plan for this area. The only permitted uses allowed would be those 
described in County Ordinance No. 348 for that zone, and those described in the General 
Plan's Open Space and Conservation designations of "Mineral Resources" and 
"Mountainous." 

Storage of containers on-site would be limited to Planning Area 4 of the Specific Plan 
(see Figure 16 in the draft EIS/EIR). This area would serve as a temporary storage for 
recyclable materials recovered from the waste stream at MRFs near the wasteshed for 
which there -is no immediate market. Storage of the containers would be limited to this 
area. The details of this storage area are presented on page 41 of the draft EIS/EIR. 
Recyclables destined for Eagle Mountain will be shipped and stored in closed containers, 
identical with those -being used for the shipment of waste. These containers will be 
prominently labeled as containing recyclables for storage. The rear closure on the 
container is a tight-fitting latched door that will prevent leakage. The closing mechanism 
on each container will be sealed to prevent unauthorized opening and to ensure that the 
latching mechanism is firmly engaged. Recyclable materials having the potential to be 
stored at the site do not include chemicals, as suggested in this comment. 

20. The draft EIS/EIR discusses wastewater disposal on pages 41, 65, and 529-530. Wash 
water will be collected and treated to make it suitable for reuse for dust control. The 
container washing process is discussed on page 41 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

21. Issues raised in this comment do not relate to the contents of the draft EIS/EIR. The 
project proposal does not include the disposal of hazardous wastes on-site as implied by 
this comment. Waste Management, Inc. is a private company which is involved with the 
Amboy Railcycle project described on pages 81-86 of the draft EIS/EIR, not with the 
Eagle Mountain project. The Riverside County Waste Management Department is an 
agency within the Riverside County -government. These are two separate and distinct 
entities. Also, while a great amount of inert solid waste left over from the mining 
operations is present throughout the project site, there has been no extensive dumping of 
household or municipal solid waste on the property. 

22. See Response 0006-1. Collier County, Florida, has developed a process for recovering 
(mining) and recycling materials deposited in a sanitary landfill. The mined area has the 
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23. 

materj.al removed from a vertical open face using a front-loader or a bucket type backhoe 
or shovel. LFG is dispersed in the open air. The mined material is moved to a separation 
and screening plant. The mined material is separated into (a) dirt cover material, 
(b) ferrous metal, (c) plastic, wood, and rubber, and (d) oversized reject material. The 
reject material is recycled to the plant. The dirt material is transported to the landfill 
where is reused _as cover material. The plastic, wood, and rubber (primarily plastic 
material) is stockpiled for recycling or future fuel additive to a thermal resource recovery 
system. The ferrous metal is stockpiled for future sale. 

As with other waste diversion processes, this process could extend the life of existing 
landfills; however, additi6nal landfill capacity would still be required . 

In the context of environmental impact documents, "mitigate" has a variety of meanings 
which go beyond· the ·dictionary definition and which relate to avoiding, minimizing, 
reducing, or otherwise compensating for the adverse effects of a project, as described in 
California Code of Regulations Section 15370. 

DOCUMENT 0018· Letter from City of Fontana, August 15, 1991 

1. The Colton yard transfer--station was used as a hypothetical location .. See Response 
0015-2. 

DOCUMENT 0019 Anonymous flyer, received July 15;·1991 

1. Please refer to Response 0006-1 for a discussion of state and local recycling programs 
and other efforts to reduce solid waste volumes. The Eagle Mountain project will only 
ind~ctly ertforce;compliance with MRF operators for the·removal of recyclables (and 
hazardous waste) through the mechanism of not accepting residual waste unless the 
recyclables anc[haiardcius\vastes ·have been ·removed. Compliance with the standards 
of removal'-\1/iWt,~_enforced by oil-site inspectors directed by and with authority of the 
local enforceirieii{agency. -

DOCUMENT 0020 _ L_~tter from Christine and Vince Samons, Vicky and David 
DaVall, Irene and.Arthur DaVall, August 23, 1991 · 

1. See Response 0001-25. 

2. No signific~t traffic impacts are iden~ed in the draft E~S/EIR d_ue to the volume of 
truck tr¥fi~ as~:ocia~9, with_ t~e_ pfop~se.d project s·ee_ pages 362-367. In addition,· since 
the preparation of _the-·draft EIS/EIR~ MRC has proposed a reduction in-trucks from 200 
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? to 100 round trips daily, which would reduce further the effects of traffic. See Section 
11.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the proposed reduction in truck traffic. 

,-
' 

::-i 

3. No significant train traffic impacts are identified in the draft EIS/EIR (see pages 356-362). 

4. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

5. In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act and the California Environ
mental Quality Act, the draft EIS/EIR provides a discussion of alternative sites to the 
proposed project (Section 11.G., Analysis of Alternative Sites, page 77). A total of seven 
alternative sites are discussed in detail in the draft EIS/EIR. While NEPA or CEQA do 
not specify the number of sites to be addressed, a reasonable range of sites must be 
evaluated in those cases where consideration of an alternate is warranted. Five additional 
sites were considered_ but eliminated from detailed analysis (see page 105 of the draft 
EIS/EIR). No site near Rice, California, was considered. 

DOCUMENT 0021 Letter from Sierra Club - Angeles Chapter, August 20, 1991 

1. On-site atmospheric data was collected and is included in Appendix M, Attachment 7 of 
the final EIS/EIR. More importantly, the proposed project includes several operational 
procedures to control windblown debris. These are discussed on pages 514-516 of the 
draft EIS/EIR. They include portable litter fencing at each cell of the working face of 
the landfill, daily cover of at least six inches of soil, and daily compaction of the soil and 
deposited waste. 

2. Evaporation of water from landfill refuse would not be expected to affect significantly 
local native vegetation. Given the aridity and wind conditions in the desert environment, 
it seems likely that evaporated moisture would be dispersed rapidly into the atmosphere 
and not alter significantly local ecological niches. Local desert flora currently exists in 
close proximity to standing ponds on, or in the vicinity of, the proposed landfill site with 
no apparent ill effects. Evaporation rates from these ponds are likely to be greater than 
th~t anticipated from the landfill. 

3. See Response 0001-97. 

4. The commenter is correct. The legend should read 6.5. 

5. The small percentage of hazardous materials found in the current waste stream has not 
been processed through an MRF or transfer station. The draft EIS/EIR focuses not on 
the percentage but on the detection and appropriate disposal of hazardous materials 
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encountered in the waste stream. The load-checking program which removes hazardous 
waste from the wastestream is described as follows: 

Load-checking of incoming refuse would occur at the transfer station and MRFs to 
remove hazardous materials. Each transfer station and MRF would initiate their own 
load-checking program as required under the facility permit. However, as part of the 
proposed project, MRC would institute a periodic inspection program at the landfill to 
monitor the continued compliance and effectiveness of the load-checking programs. 
Compliance with the standards of removal will be enforced by on-site inspectors directed 
by and with the authority of the LEA (County of Riverside Department of Health). 

As part of the random inspection process at the landfill, the LEA will designate specific 
containers as loads for inspection. These containers will be diverted to the on-site waste 
inspection facility for thorough inspection. The origin of loads found not to be in 
compliance will be noted and appropriate actions taken. In the event that hazardous or 
other unaccept_able materials are identified during the random inspection at the landfill, 
they will be removed from the site by properly licensed personnel. The responsible party 
will be notified that the wastes were illegally deposited at the site and will be charged 
for the disposal costs incurred. All incidents will be reported to the Colorado River Basin 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board at Palm Desert and the Riverside 
County Health Department 

6. A ballast regulator is a machine which is used to loosen, level, redistribute, and compact 
the stone and rock (ballast) along the side of and between the rail tracks. It rides on the 
rails while performing this function. 

7. The draft EIS/EIR states on page 352-353 that in the event of rail service interruption, 
650 trucks per day would be required to handle the portion of the refuse normally carried 
by, rail at full capacity of 20,000 tons per day. However, prior to shifting to the use of 
650-trucks, the draft EIS/EIR points out that a surplus of containers within the system 
can be used to load and store refuse temporarily at transfer stations or to store containers 
at rail sidings if the service interruption occurs during rail haulage. It is also possible to 
send refuse to _other landfills until rail service is resumed. ''This additional response 
would help ensure steady flow of refuse to the Eagle Mountain site or to alternate area 
landfills depending upon the location of the train disruption" (p. 353). 

8. This comment is correct-truck traffic can be expected at any time on the Eagle Mountain 
Road and extension. MRC has proposed that truck traffic to the project site be reduced 
from 200 to 100 round trips daily and in three years to eliminate all but those trucks 
serving the desert cities (not to exceed 100). This would- account for total traffic 
(including existing traffic at the MWD pump station) on Eagle Mountain Road and its 
extension of up to 285 daily trips. Most of this traffic would occur during daylight hours. 
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See Section 11.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the reduction in truck traffic. 
The primary effect to wildlife would not be headlight glare, but- physical impact with 
animals. The limited number of vehicles, the 35 miles per hour speed limit and driver 
awareness program will reduce such potential impacts to below a level of significance. 

9. The draft EIS/EIR (page 363) states that the proposed project would· generate a two 
percent increase in traffic on 1-10. This incremental increase in traffic is not considered 
a significant traffic impact Furthermore, since the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, 
MRC has proposed to reduce the round trip truck traffic from 200 to 100 which would 
further reduce traffic impacts. The draft EIS/EIR (page 351) states that the project itself 
and the operation of off-site transfer stations to serve the project would not be expected 
to increase the frequency of accidents involving solid waste transport, when considered 
in terms of accidents per ton-mile of transport. Using the data referenced in Table 10, the 
following computation correctly states the potential accident rate comparison, using the 
following assumptions: 

a. The round trip distance is 150 miles for trucks. However, these vehicles are loaded 
only one way. This means that the ton-mile accident rates cannot be used directly. 

b. Landfill operations will only be conducted 312 days per year. 

2,000 tpd x 312 days x 7 5 miles = 0.046 billion ton miles per year at 56.6 truck 
accidents per year= 2.63 accidents per year. 

10. Culverts have been installed in a few locations for tortoise use; however, to date, there 
have been no long-term scientific studies to determine their effectiveness. Anecdotal 
information exists indicating that tortoises will use culverts (e.g., presence of tracks, scats, 
etc.). The BLM has proposed a study of the effectiveness of culverts, but no data have 
been gathered. The proposal for culvert installation as mitigation for this project was 
based upon BLM recommendations in their draft report on desert tortoise mitigation 
measures. Part of the project Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program involves a 
monitoring program for the desert tortoise, including monitoring their use of culverts 
(see Section 11.C. of the final EIS/EIR). 

11. The recommendation to restock the site with the nearest suitable genetic strain of pupfish, 
in the event of a rail accident, was made by biologists at the BLM and CDFG. 

198 

The probability of a rail accident at the Salt Creek rail line bridge is extremely low. 
During the approximate 40 years of operation of the Eagle Mountain Mine no train 
accidents occurred at this site. Reactivation of the rail bridge is not judged a significant 
impact, and the new environmental impacts_ associated with an alternate rail line route is 
not warranted. 

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 

•c:,,_ -.• ·.~,"(' .,.f;_;j_._. ·:.·, •'.., -~--,- ,.::: .......... L .. -- , .:.---- .i•:.,. -; • • ::; ·.-•·.' •. l-, ..... . 

I :·I 



I' •, l 

! ' 

I' 
!, I 

i ! 
'' 

i ! 

'' 

• 'r 

) f 

.; \ 

.i _,. 

. · I; 
'• 

. ' ; I 

'! 

.' '· 

_.., : 

DOCUMENT 0021 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0021 

12. It is generally estimated that the adit extension will be 250" feet in length. The pipe will 
rise at right angles to the present opening to avoid settlement forces. The bats are 
currently flying at least 4,000 feet into the mine tunnel to roost An additional 250 feet 
is not expected to deter them from using the mine. 

13. The response to this question is highly speculative. MRC would probably not recapitalize 
a substitute company. In the event of bankruptcy by the railway, it is not likely that rail 
service would be interrupted for very long because the Interstate Commerce Commission 
would be interested in retaining the rail service as it is part of a larger regional system. 

14. The project as proposed does not include transfer stations. MRC may, in the future, 
develop the need to own or operate one or more transfer stations. If this is the case, MRC 
would be required to complete the environmental documentation and acquire appropriate 
local permits for each transfer station. At this point in time, MRC does not plan on 
owning the MRFs. 

15. All loads of refuse destined for the landfill face at Eagle Mountain will pass through a 
radioactive detector (draft EIS/EIR, page 332). This highly sensitive radiation monitor 
will be maintained at the entry area. A constant digital readout will sound an audible 
alarm for radiation detected above 400 counts/minute. Typical background radiation 
ranges from 200 to 400 counts/minute. Monitors will be tested weekly and calibrated 
annually . 

Upon identification of a container in which there is suspected radioactive material, it will 
be off loaded at the tipping floor for inspection by workers using hand-held monitoring 
equipment. When located, the radioactive material will be manually removed to an 
authorized radioactive waste facility. All radioactive material, regardless of the level of 
radioactivity, is considered hazardous and will be removed from the waste stream upon 
detection. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission may reclassify certain low-level radio
active waste as below regulatory concern; however, the materials landfilled at Eagle 
Mountain must comply with Chapter 15 of the California Code of Regulations. 

16. As a requirement of the new federal EPA regulations and RWQCB, MRC proposes that 
a composite liner consisting of a layer of low-permeability soil and a high density 
polyethylene flexible geomembrane be placed over the entire area underlying refuse. See 
Response 0002-4 and Section 11.B.1 of the-final EIS/EIR for a more detailed description 
of the liner characteristics. 

17. The average railcar turnaround time of 28-29 hours is per train trip. It is not an average 
of trips over six or seven days. 

18. Please see Response 0021-16. 
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19. Page 41 of the draft EIS/EIR discusses the storage of recyclable material at the site. The 
transport and storage of recyclable materials at Eagle Mountain is intended to be a 
temporary condition while recyclable markets are depressed or in development. Al
though, theoretically, 10,000 tpd of recyclables could be generated from the daily 20,000 
tpd trash destined for Eagle Mountain, a substantial amount of that material will be 
immediately shipped to manufacturers which use the recyclables as feed stock. The 
storage of recyclable materials would occur in Planning Area 4 of the Specific Plan. The 
storage area could accommodate roughly 12,000 double-stacked containers (40 feet by 
8 feet by 8 feet each). If each container were to hold 20-25 tons, this would represent 
240,000-300,000 tons of recyclables. 

20. 

Recyclables sent to Eagle Mountain for interim storage will not be the property of the 
Eagle Mountain project, but rather the property of recycling firms or MRFs. They will 
be transported to the site by one of the six trains per day serving the landfill. When the 
owner requires return of the recyclables, they will be shipped back in one of the empty 
railcars returning from the site. Refuse destined for landfilling at Eagle Mountain must 
comply with the provisions of AB 939, the "Recycling Bill." Such compliance means 
that the refuse has been subjected to an inspection program to ensure the adequate 
removal of recyclables and hazardous materials. If refuse does not comply, it will not 
be taken to Eagle Mountain. 

The entire landfill will be placed under negative pressure by means of the landfill gas 
extraction equipment. It was conservatively estimated that this control would recover 
only about 80 percent of the LFG produced. It was also assumed that the remaining 20 
percent of the LFG would not be recovered for incineration in the flares and might be 
available for release into the atmosphere or groundwater. In fact, more than 95 percent 
of LFG is routinely recovered in modem recovery systems (see Response 0001-46). 
Because the entire landfill is under negative pressure, the formation of pockets of LFG 
is unlikely. Even if pockets do form, they represent no hazard because they will be fully 
contained within the landfill liner system. 

21a. The laws of probability underlie the statistical nature of predicting hydrologic phenom
ena. By definition, a 100-year storm event is a level of expected rainfall intensity which 
has a chance to be reached or exceeded on the average of once in 100 years. In any one 
year, the probability of exceeding this level of precipitation is one percent. The 
recurrence interval is reciprocal of the annual probability of exceedence. For any given 
area, the intensity, duration, and frequency of rainfall has been charted by various 
agencies. 

200 

The measure of the rainfall associated with a l 00-year flood is made only to allow 
calculations of the volume of surface water runoff that must be accommodated in drainage 
works. Regulations specify that drainage works must be sized to accommodate the 
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100-year flood. It should be noted that the drainage facilities at Eagle Mountain will be 
sized to handle 100-year stonn flows for the most critical events ranging from 1-, 3-, 6-, 
and 24-hour duration stonns. In addition, a 500-year frequency standard will be adopted 
for review of channel freeboard design. 

21 b. Page 328 of the draft EIS/EIR gives a summary of expected water consumption associated 
with the landfill operations. For haul road dust control specifically, it is estimated that 
1,650 acre-feet per year will be used. Wash water from vehicles and containers will be 
treated and, if suitable, used for dust control on unpaved roads or treated to make it 
suitable for reuse (draft EIS/EIR, page 41). This reclamation process will help reduce 
the overall water demand of the project. 

22. Closure and post-closure costs must be borne by the operator (i.e., MRC) in accordance 
with both federal and state regulations (Subtitle D, and Chapter 15, respectively). 
Although the lease with Kaiser is for 99 years and the landfill life is 115 years, use after 
99 years will not be allowed unless a lease extension or other arrangement is made with 
Kaiser. For planning purposes, it is assumed that a lease extension will be made. 

23. See Responses 0001-111 through 0001-116. No surface drainage will be directed towards 
the open channel portion of the aqueduct. Drainage features designed to pass stonn flows 
over the buried aqueduct will be engineered to minimize velocities, reduce erosion, and 
protect adjacent surface facilities. Drainage improvements affecting the aqueduct right
of-way must be approved by MWD. 

Drainage runoff from active landfill and operation areas will not be directly mixed with 
drainage from natural areas. Runoff from areas of potential contamination will be 
directed to temporary de~ention facilities, tested and treated prior to release in accordance 
with current state and federal regulations. Waters to be released are stonn waters that 
have been unaffected by the landfill operations. They will be released in existing 
channels that presently cross the aqueduct. 

Possibility of contamination of water within the MWD aqueduct will be eliminated by 
position and design of proposed drainage facilities and by pretreatment of runoff which 
has come into contact with refuse. 

24. The recyclable storage area·will be policed weekly to ensure housekeeping and to remove 
any windblown litter that may have accumulated, not to remove the recyclable materials. 
The recyclable materials temporarily stored at the site would not be the property of the 
Eagle Mountain project but rather the property of the recycling firms or MRFs. The 
recyclables will be returned at the owner's request. No time frame for storage of these 
materials has been specified; however, it should be noted that the recyclables will not be 
placed in the landfill. 
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25. The intermodal shipping containers are 40 x 8 x 8 feet in siz~ with a stofage,capacity of 
about 284 cubic yards of material or 25 tons ·of comp~c~d trash (page 48 of draft 
EIS/EIR). The containers are not sealed in the sense that they are watertight The rear 
closure is a tightly fitting latched do~r that will prevent.the escape of refuse. The closing 
mechanism on each container will be sealed to preven,t ll!1authorized opening and to 
ensure that the latching mechanism is firmly engaged. A~d1tj.onally, dripping wet refuse 
will not be placed in the containers. For these reasons~ 'the shipping· containers are not 
expected to leak or emit odors. 

I 

The potential for refuse fires to occur during,rail transport is quite low for two reasons, 
as described on page 342 of the draft EIS/EIR. First, all refuse in the project would be 
screened at transfer stations where notably. bumi9g or smol_~~ring materials would be 
removed or extinguished. Second, in the compaction process'_ptjor: t~ ~pading waste into 
the transport containers,. voids or air pockets .c3:p3:ble of supplying· oxygen· to-~support 
combustion would be greatly reduced. -Thus, po_tential h~ard of fires within the waste 
containers is not considered a likely or significant impact requiring mitigation. 

1· 

!,26. Measures which contribute to the prevention of rail accidents are described throughout 
the draft EIS/EIR. They include the regular maintenance of trains and·the inspection and 
maintenance of the track. In the event of ·a- railtaccident, .the·· railroad's ,emergency 
response plan, alre_ady on file with the required administrative· agencies, would be_ 
enacted. 

27. 

l 
Refuse destined for landfilling _at Eagle Mountain m,us~ corµply with the provision of AB 
939, the "Recycling Bill." Such complianc~ means that the refuse has been subjected to 
an inspection program for the removal of recyclables and hazardous materials. If refuse 
does not comply, it will not be landfilled at Eagle Mountain. If rail-based .M~s are not 
approved, it is anticipated that approved refuse willstill be brought.to.the hmdfillby truck 
to the extent allpwed in the project's operating permits. The waste inspection process is 
described on pages 331-333 of the draft EIS/EIR. Also, see Response 0008-2. 

:-DOCUMENT 0022 Letter from City of Brea, August-l9',-"i991 
. •. 

· 1. This letter had no comments on the draft EIS/EIR, ·and;heilce, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0023 Letter from W.H. Rawlings, Inc., August 21, 1991 

1. The proposed project would add a maximum of six trains per day. MRC will arrange 
scheduling of refuse unit trains with Southern Pacific on a contractual basis to prevent 
any conflicts between ongoing rail operations and trains being utilized for the landfill 
project (draft EIS/EIR, pp. 50, 51, 357). A~-grade crossings are described in Section 
IV .C. of the draft EIS/EIR and are considered insignificant. See Response __ 0008-1. 
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2. According to Caltrans, preliminary studies for the undercrossing ramp and at-grade 
modification at Sunset Avenue have been conducted. The environmental analysis and 
clearance has yet to occur. Construction is tentatively scheduled for 1996. 

DOCUMENT 0024 
August 26, 1991 

Letter from City of Rancho Mirage and Attached Resolution, 

This letter was mailed to both Supervisor Larson and the Bureau of Land Management area 
offices. The concerns expressed in these letters are similar in nature and thus, for the sake of 
economy, appear only once in the final EIS/EIR and are addressed below. All letters submitted 
are on file at the County and the BLM area offices. 

1. These comments do not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR. They 
state that the City of Rancho Mirage has adopted a resolution opposing the Eagle 
Mountain landfill project due to the "risk of increased levels of air pollutants and the near 
certainty of ground water contamination." Off-site air impacts were discussed in 
Appendix E (pp. 72-75 and Tables 21 and 22) of the draft EIS/EIR. In response to other 
comments, the final EIS/EIR also presents this information specific to the Coachella 
Valley, where the City of Rancho Mirage is located (Appendix M, Figures FEIR-AQ-2 
and -3). The potential for groundwater contamination is presented in the draft EIS/EIR 
on pages 318-323. Additional concerns of the Rancho Mirage City Council include 
binding assurances of revenue allocation to the desert area, binding assurance of the 
collection of a one-dollar tipping fee, and pass-through to the Coachella Valley Moun
tains Conservancy for acquisition and preservation of open space, retention of adequate 
capacity at the landfill to meet future County needs, truck traffic, and indemnification of 
the City from future claims and actions. Effects of truck traffic are presented in the draft 
EIS/EIR on page 363; and the capacity reservation for the County of Riverside is 
discussed on pages 4-5. 

DOCUMENT 0025 Letter from City of Rancho Mirage, September 19, 1991 

1. Based on the Riverside County Waste Generation Study dated June 14, 1991, an estimated 
1,861,495 tons of solid waste was generated in Riverside County in 1990. On a 
six-day-per-week basis, this means roughly 6,000 tpd are landfilled daily in the county. 

2. A comparison of the 2,000 tons per day reservation with projected waste generation for 
the county of Riverside, including both its incorporated and unincorporated areas, is part 
of the existing County Solid Waste Management Plan and the proposed successor to this 
plan, the County Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan, currently being prepared by 
the Riverside County Waste Management Department. 
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3. The project description includes transporting y,\aste from four counties: Riverside, San 
Bernardino, Los Angeles, and Orange. If in the future San Diego County intends to use 
the Eagle Mountain landfill for solid waste disposal, a separate environmental document 
would be required to identify potential impacts resulting from this action. 

4. See Response 0021-27. 

5. See Response 0021-27. 

6. The MOU is available at the Riverside County Planning Department, as are many other 
documents referred to in the draft EIS/EIR but not attached as an appendix. 

7. The truck portion of the proposed project is very minor compared to the rail portion. 
MRC has proposed that no more than 100 truckloads per day be allowed to transport 
waste to the landfill. After three years, these trucks will serve only the desert area. See 
Section 111.B. for a discussion of this project modification. In the event of a catastrophic 
closing of 1-10, the trucks would simply wait until 1-10 is opened or transport the waste 
to another landfill. It is expected that such occurrences would be infrequent and of short 
duration; therefore, the impacts would not be significant 

8. As the proposed project is a Class III nonhazardous solid waste facility, the transport of 
hazardous materials to the landfill site would not be permitted (page 48 of the draft 
EIS/EIR). Therefore, in the event of an accident, the potential hazardous material spilled 
would be limited to the miniscule amount of hazardous material in the refuse and fuel 
spilled from the vehicle itself. The small amount of hazardous waste in the refuse would 
be picked up by the same crews that pick up the refuse. Members of this crew will be 
trained in identification and handling of such material, and it will be handled, stored, 
transported, and disposed of in accordance with regulations. Contaminated soil and other 
materials will be disposed of in accordance with the applicable regulations. 

Hazardous wastes derived at the landfill (e.g., paints, fuel oil, and solvents from 
maintenance activities; the organic phases from leachate or landfill gas condensate; and 
small quantities of hazardous materials recovered from the on-site waste inspection 
facility) will be segregated and containerized as required by regulations and temporarily 
stored on-site. These wastes will be periodically removed from the site to a licensed 
hazardous waste facility by a licensed hazardous waste carrier under manifest as required 
by state law. 

9. Operators and haulers are required to carry liability insurance against accidents. MRC 
will fund additional adequate insurance for the cleanup and environmental response to 
potential accidental spills. Also, see Response O 109-1. 
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10. The Riverside County Planning Department has on record a letter received from James 0. 
Wallace, Agricultural Commissioner and Director of Weights & Measures, dated April 
10, 1990. It states "that the provisions stipulated for the landfill operation at Eagle 
Mountain would not contribute to the artificial spread of a quarantinable pest [e.g., 
Mediterranean fruit fly (Medfly)]." See Response 0027-58. 

11. See Response 0025-6. 

12. This comment is accurate; however, all mitigations described in the MOU are also 
detailed, not referenced, in the draft EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT 0026 Public Hearing: Palm Desert, August 27, 1991 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no further response is necessary. 

2. See Response 0017-10 for a discussion of traffic impacts resulting from the proposed 
project. The number of railcars cited in this comment is grossly inaccurate. Page 50 of 
the draft EIS/EIR states that there would be a maximum of six trains per day serving the 
landfill under full-capacity conditions. Each train would consist of one or more diesel 
electric locomotives carrying up to 14 cars. 

3. See Response 0017-9. Also, as required by the State Health and Safety Code (Div. 20, 
Ch. 6.95), Southern Pacific's Emergency Response Plan, Spill Prevention Control 
Contingency Plan, and Tier II Chemical Inventory Forms are filed every year with all 
administering agencies, including the health departments of Riverside and San Bernar
dino counties and the California Public Utilities Commission. In addition, General Order 
161 of the California Public Utilities Commission (effective 8/7/91) requires Southern 
Pacific to file the emergency response plan, traffic density data by line segment, lease 
and storage inventories, and a list of 24-hour emergency contact telephone numbers with 
any emergency response agency (such as fire departments) within 60 days of receiving 
a written request from the agency. 

Neither Title 14, Chapter 3, of the California Code of Regulations (Minimum Standards 
for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal) nor Title 40, Part 241, of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (Guidelines for the Land Disposal of Solid Wastes) require MRC to file an 
emergency response plan. The procedures outlined in Section 241.211-3 of the CFR 
(Recommended Safety Procedures for [Landfill] Operations) have been incorporated 
already in the safety program discussed on pages 147 and 352 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

The emergency response plans would be enacted upon interruption of rail service due to 
a rail accident, rail strike, or other catastrophic occurrence. For instance, in case of rail 

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 205 



- .... -_ ... 

DOCUMENT 0026 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0026 

accidents, the train crew will immediately notify the local fire and police departments as 
well as'the STO (Supervisor, Train· Operations) by the quickest means available. The 
crew will provide information on the specific location of the accident; the condition of 
the car(s); the location of people, property, or public systems (roads, power lines, etc.) 
which could be subject to damage; the location and condition of access roads to the 
accident site; and wind and weather conditions. While awaiting fire and police personnel, 
the train crew will assist in keeping people way from the emergency area and remain at 
the scene until relieved by a railway company operating officer, who will then coordinate 
the actions of the emergency response team. 

As part of their own emergency response planning, MRC would maintain adequate staff 
on-site or on call to provide clean-up workers to supplement Southern Pacific personnel 
and to help in trash pickup, as necessary. This provision, in conjunction with existing 
response plans, would provide adequate mitigation for the potential increase in rail 
accidents. 

4. The waste screening station/inspection facility process is described on pages 39, 49, 331, 
and 332 of the draft EIS/EIR. Load-checking of incoming refuse would occur if the 
transfer station and MRFs were to remove hazardous materials (as well as recyclables). 
Each transfer· station and MRF would initiate their own load-checking program as 
required under the facility permit and is not part of the proposed project. However, as 
part of the proposed project~ MRC would institute a periodic inspection program at the 
landfill to monitor the continued compliance and effectiveness of the load-checking 
programs. Compliance with the standards of removal will be enforced by on-site 
inspectors directed by and with the authority of the LEA (County of Riverside Depart
ment of Health). MRC would not accept residual wastes at Eagle Mountain unless the 
hazardous wastes and recyclables have been removed. 

5. During Phase I of the landfill, trains would use the existing Eagle Mountain rail line with 
no more than one train load of refuse being transported per day. Five locomotive engines 
would be necessary to haul the cars up to the landfill from Ferrum Junction located on 
the Southern Pacific line. During Phase II of the landfill, up to six train loads of refuse 
could be received per day. Again five locomotive engines would be needed to haul each 
train load. This information can be found in Section 11.5 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

6. The container handling yard that will receive the refuse will be operational 24 hours a 
day allowing the trucks -~d trains to use the yard 24 hours a day. As stated on page 362 
of the draft EIS/EIR " ... a more conservative scenario would be the arrival of truck 
shipments during daylight hours only (12 to 13 hours daily)." Section N.D. of the draft 
EIS/EIR discusses air quality impacts resulting from the proposed project. Please refer 
to Response 0012-1. 
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7. This comment is incorrect Section 11.5 · of the draft EIS/EIR (pp. 31, 49-50) states that 
the project allows a maximum of six diesel trains per day to travel from the west to Ferrum 
Junction and six diesel trains per day to operate between Ferrum Junction and Eagle 
Mountain. Only the locomotives are likely to change. 

8. A portion of the proposed project is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) and a 
portion (the landfill itself) is located in the Southeast Desert Air Basin (SEDAB). 
Currently, the SCAB is a nonattainment area for ozone, nitrous oxide, carbon monoxide, 
particulate sulfates, and fine particulates (PMlO), while the SEDAB is a nonattainment 
area for ozone and PM 10. Therefore, the draft EIS/EIR must conclude that the air quality 
in both the South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles) and the Southeast Desert Air Basin 
(Coachella Valley) will be degraded by increased emissions resulting from the project's 
truck and train traffic and on-site equipment and that these impacts will not be mitigated 
to below a level of significance. The commenter is correct that any landfill sited within 
either of these two air basins would exceed acceptable levels of several state and federal 
criteria pollutants. 

9. The draft EIS/EIR discusses the project operation that would influence the amount of 
litter that might be windblown. It should be noted that the project's operation is quite 
different from conventional landfills. All waste entering the landfill must be processed 
for materials recovery and recycling away from the landfill and compacted into closed 
containers which must remain closed until the containers are _opened near the face of the 
landfill. The waste will come out of the containers in large clumps or plugs and spread 
out by a compactor tractor. This refuse will be pushed to the face of the landfill where 
it will be compacted and covered with at least six inches of soil. This process will 
minimize the opportunity for the wind to pick up litter. Additionally, portable litter 
fencing at each cell will catch windblown litter. Also, full-time personnel will be 
assigned to litter control. Because the landfill site is quite large, the operator will be able 
to contain windblown litter within the site boundaries by intensifying the labor effort 
when necessary. Finally, the proposed project includes a storm warning system that 
would allow for the closing oflandfill operations and the cover oflitter prior to the arrival 
of a potentially windy storm. This process is discussed on pages 57 and 58 of the draft 
EIS/EIR. 

10. 

11. 

See Response 0026-9 above. The potential for windblown debris and dust associated 
with the proposed landfill operations is addressed in Section IV .J .4 of the draft EIS/EIR. 
The design features listed on pages 515 and 516 of the draft EIS/EIR would ensure that 
the impacts due to windblown debris would be below a level of significance. 

The air quality impacts resulting from the proposed project are identified in the draft 
EIS/EIR. See Response 0026-8 above. 
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12. This comment concurs with the conclusions of the draft EIS/EIR. See Response 0026-8 
above. 

13. The visual effects of the proposed action are presented in Section IV.J. of the draft 
EIS/EIR. Currently, the project site is in a disturbed setting. The proposed landfill site 
would be located in an unused iron ore open pit mine which consists of open pit and 
surface mines, tailing ponds, plant operation and equipment areas, a sewage treatment 
plant, and a residential area associated with the mining operations. The present quality 
of the site is low. The proposed landfill operations would not result in further visual 
impacts to the area. The shape and mass of the landfill topography would blend in better 
with the adjacent landforms more than the existing graded areas do. In addition, the 
revegetative cover proposed over areas disturbed by the landfill would improve the 
existing visual quality. 

14. A comparison of the emissions associated with each of the four project alternatives is 
shown in Figures 79-88 of the draft EIS/EIR for each of the criteria pollutants. Figures 
84-88 provide additional information regarding the distribution of pollutant totals be
tween the two air basins under the various scenarios analyzed. This discussion begins 
on page 395. Comparing all the alternatives with the No Project alternative in effect 
demonstrates that some criteria pollutants (CO, PMI0, NMHC, and SOx), both in total 
and in SCAB, would be reduced. This does not mean that levels would be reduced below 
significance, however. 

15. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

16. See Response 0026-8 above. 

17. Please refer to Response 0001-25. To assure the effectiveness of these measures, a 
Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program has been developed for this project (see 
Section 11.C. of the draft EIS/EIR). As part of the mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program, MRC will prepare design plans and specifications for the liner according to 
standards in Chapter 15, state regulations, as part of the Report of Waste Discharge and 
Report of Disposal Site Information for review and approval by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board and the Local Enforcement Agency (Riverside County Depart
ment of Health). 

18. Since the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, MRC has committed to reduce truck traffic 
to the project site from 200 to 100 round trips daily and in three years to eliminate all but 
those trucks serving the desert cities (not to exceed 100). See Section 11.B.2 of the final 
EIS/EIR for a discussion on the reduction in truck traffic. The desert cities are defined 
as those located east of Banning. 
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19. Operators and haulers are required to carry liability insurance against accidents. MRC 
will fund additional adequate insurance for the cleanup and environmental response to 
potential accidental spills. 

20. See Response 0026-8 above. For a discussion of health risks, see Response 0003-40. 

21. The draft EIS/EIR (page 369) states that in the areas regulated by the SCAQMD any new 
source point emissions are subject to the best available control technology. Measures 
that would achieve this requirement are listed on pages 379-385 of the draft EIS/EIR and 
in Section 11.C. of the final EIS/EIR. 

22. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

23a. Please refer to Responses 0001-25 and 0026-17 above. 

23b. Pages 4 and 106 of the draft EIS/EIR discuss the recently enacted state legislation (AB 
939) which establishes a mandatory program to divert residential solid waste from the 
landfills through recycling and waste reduction programs. The City of Los Angeles has 
recently adopted an additional ordinance which requires the diversion of recyclable 
municipal materials, though industrial and high-density residential waste is excluded. 
These measures have been taken to reduce the amount of solid waste entering our regional 
landfills. Upon achievement of these recycling goals, however, the need for a large-scale 
or a number of smaller-scale landfill projects in the region would still be present. The 
draft EIS/EIR (pages 108 and 109) discusses methods of reducing the amount of waste 
entering the regional landfills, including recycling, yard waste composting, and source 
reduction. 

24. See Responses 0001-25 and 0026-17. 

25. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

26. Page 476 of the draft EIS/EIR states that the benefits received by Kaiser Steel Resources 
retirees will be directly related to MRC's 99-year lease of the land, which is based on a 
percentage of the tipping fee for wastes disposed of at the site. Thus, to a large degree, 
the success of the proposed action and increase in stock value dictates the ability of Kaiser 
Steel Resources to fund the commitments. The trust owns 48 percent of the stock of 
Kaiser Steel Resources. The stock will be used to fund the trust There is no guarantee 
as to the amount of benefits that will be realized from approval of the proposed project. 
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29. 

This comment criticizes a statement in the draft EIS(EIR about the local groundwater 
quality as being an "opinion" which is not justifiable_ because of some facts_ about the 
groundwater near Blythe. First, the, groundwater in the Desert Center area is not the same 
as the groundwater in the Blythe area. The groundwater near Blythe is heavily influenc~d 
by the Colorado River. Second, it is fact that the groundwater from the northwestern 
Chuckwalla Valley" ... contains fluoride concentrations which are above the national 
primary drinking water standards" (page 131 of the draft EIS/EIR) and that the Riverside 
County Department of Environmental Health will require ". . . some sort of acceptable 
defluoridation scheme as part of the overall townsite facility plan" (page 530 of the-draft 
EIS/EIR). 

This comment does not identify where in the· draft EIS/EIR.: ther~~ai:~ conflicting,:,.state
ments. It appears that the commentor is confused between the characteristics of.the daily 
and final cover. Given the dry conditions of the municipal solid waste that will be 
disposed at the site (see page 58-59 of the draft EIS/EIR) and the very dry climatic 
conditions at the site (annual rainf~l averages three ~nch~s), the amount of moisture 
content in the landfill would be minimal. Additionally, refuse will be exposed to some 
drying influence and evaporation under the layer of daily cover (page 318 of draft 
EIS/EIR). The drainage plan for_ the site will divert all runoff away from the landfill as 
well as provide interim cover that is designed to prevent 'infil~ation and percolati9n of 
rainwater that falls on the landfill. Only rainwater that falls directly onto.the,oper:i _f~H~ 
of the landfill operation will percolate through refuse. A final cover having a minimum 
thickness of two feet (consisting of a one-foot vegetative layer over one-foot clay layer) 
would be emplaced when the final grade of the landfill is r(?ached. This smface would 
be very impermeable to rainfall. Thus, daily cover is permeable and final cover is not. 

During development of more detailed design specifications for pn::>ject construction, an 
engineering decision was made to design the leachate collection system.using a blanket 
drainage system without pipes, rather than a series of interconnecting leachate collection 
pipes operating under a gravity system in the higher elevations and a pump system in the 
lower elevations as discussed in Section IV.F. of the draft EIS/EIR. Section 11.B. l of the 
final EIS/EIR detail this project modification. 

Since pipes will not be used, the potential for mineralization to occur would be eliminated. 
The gravel used in the blanket drainage system is extremely durable. It will be tested to 
show that it cannot be dissolved or attacked to any measurable degree by municipal solid 
waste. 

JO. See Response 0026-29 above. 

31. See Response 0026-29 above. 
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32. See Response 0026-29 above. 

33. As a requirement of the new federal EPA regulations and RWQCB, a composite liner 
consisting of a high density polyethylene flexible geomembrane placed directly on top 
of a layer of low-permeability soil will be installed over the entire area underlying refuse. 
A composite liner is more effective than either a geomembrane alone or clay alone for 
containing leachate (Daniel 1990; Giroud and Bonaparte 1989b; u.s.- EPA 1987). A 
composite liner represents the state-of-the-art in landfill liner system design. 

The potential for leakage in municipal waste landfill only exists if there is a sustained 
leachate head acting on the liner. As discussed in Response 0001-25, there will be very 
little leachate at Eagle Mountain. If there is no sustained leachate head, there is no 
potential for leakage. While there should be little or no leachate head on the liner, a 
composite liner will underlie the entire base of the landfill. Composite liners are capable 
of providing a very high level ·of leachate containment even when they are subjected to 
a significant sustained leachate head. 

See Response 0002-4 for a more detailed description of the liner characteristics. 

34. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. However, to correct some misinformation, Eagle 
Mountain will not be the largest landfill in the world and the Chuckwalla Valley water 
basin is not California's second largest aquifer. 

35. This comment is correct that the water gradient is from Eagle Mountain to the_ Colorado 
River. 

36. See Response 0001-18 and 0001-35. 

37. See Response 0021-7. 

38. Regional efforts to reduce the amount of waste material entering the landfill have been 
implemented (see Response 0006-1). Alternative waste diversion programs to reduce 
the volume of the waste stream by diverting waste from the landfills are discussed on 
pages 105-109 of the draft EIS/EIR. The~e programs would not eliminate the need for 
new or expanded landfills in southern California. Therefore, waste diversion programs 
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis in the draft EIS/EIR. 

39. See Response 0017-22 ·above. 

40. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 
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41. The intermodal shipping containers are 40 x 8 x 8 feet in size with a storage capacity of 
about 284 cubic yards of material or 25 tons of compacted trash (page 48 of the draft 
EIS/EIR). The containers are not sealed in the sense that they are watertight. The rear 
closure is a tightly fitting latched door that will prevent the escape of refuse. The closing 
mechanism on each container will be sealed to prevent unauthorized opening and to 
ensure that the latching mechanism is firmly engaged. Additionally, dripping wet refuse 
will not be placed in the containers. For these reasons, the shipping containers are not 
expected to leak or emit odors. The draft EIS/EIR (page 41) states that the shipping 
containers will be washed as necessary at the repair and maintenance facility. See 
Response 0001-97 for a discussion of odor impacts. Also, see Response 0017-6 for a · 
description of the existing railroad track and proposed improvements. 

42. The unit trains serving the landfill would consist of one or more locomotives carrying up 
to 14 railcars. Each train would be less than 4,000 feet long and carry approximately 
3,500 tons of refuse. This length is somewhat shorter than most main line trains and 
approximately the same length as the trains previously used by Kaiser. The train loads 
of solid waste material would be considerably lighter than those which transported iron 
ore during the former mining operations. The present track alignment for the Eagle 
Mountain rail line consists of heavy-gauge track which was originally installed to 
accommodate the heavy loads transported for mining operations and is considered more 
than adequate to bear the loads of the unit trains serving the landfill. 

43. Trains crossed the California Aqueduct for 40 years. See Response 0026-3 above for a 
discussion of emergency responses for train accidents. 

44. Please refer to Response 0026-41. 

45. MRC will arrange scheduling of refuse unit trains with Southern Pacific on a contractual 
basis to prevent any delays in scheduling and to prevent conflicts between ongoing rail 
operations and trains being utilized for the landfill project. Loaded unit trains may await 
switching at Ferrum Junction for two to six hours, possibly up to one day. Please refer 
to Response 0001-97 for a discussion of odor effects from the refuse in-transit to the 
landfill site. 

46. Our records show that Mr. William Bryne was sent a copy of the draft EIS/EIR in July 
of 1991. 

47. The mitigation measures proposed in the air quality section of the draft EIS/EIR (pages 
379-385) call for all trucks, trains, and on-site equipment to use fuels which comply with 
all applicable California Air Resources Board regulations. Additionally, mitigation 
measure·s presented on pages 380 and 381 of the draft EIS/EIR address alternatives to 
diesel engines and trucks, including the electrification of the Eagle Mountain rail line 
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and landfill equipment. In summary, when the landfill gas generation is sufficient to 
warrant the construction of an energy recovery facility at the project site, a cost/effec
tiveness study of electrifying the Eagle Mountain railway to reduce locomotive emissions 
shall be conducted. Also, in lieu of diesel-fueled versions, MRC shall purchase and use 
electric versions of as many types of landfill equipment such as overhead cranes, 
conveyors, crushers, and pugmills wherever available. Where not available, alternative
fuel technology will be used depending on air permitting standards. Other alternative 
measures to diesel fuel are evaluated in the draft EIS/EIR (pages 385 and 386; and 
Appendix E) but are not considered feasible at the present time. Please refer to ~sponse 
0007-5. 

48. The Air Quality Management District is the enforcement agency for local air quality 
standards. The Air Resources Board establishes statewide air quality standards. The 
conclusion that the Air Resources Board is more realistic than the Air Quality Manage
ment District does not comment on the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR. 

49. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

50. The project boundary's closest point to Joshua Tree National Monument is approximately 
8,000 feet (roughly a mile and a half) to the southeast (page 188 of the draft EIS/EIR). 

' 
51. The proposed project is a Class III solid waste landfill which prohibits the acceptance of 

all toxic materials. Screening for hazardous materials will be required at the transfer 
stations and MRFs to remove any hazardous materials from the waste stream. Therefore, 
this comment regarding toxic spills is not relevant to the proposed project since the 
railroad will not be transporting hazardous materials to Eagle Mountain. 

52. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

53. The container size would be 8 x 8 x 40 feet and would hold up to roughly 25 tons of waste 
material. It is unlikely that the containers will explode even at the most extreme desert 
temperatures. 

54. See Response 0020-5. 

55. See Response 0006-1. 

56. See Response 0024-1. 
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57. , See Response 0001-25 for a discussion of groundwater quality effects from the proposed 
project. Waste diversion programs are identified in the draft EIS/EIR (pp. 108 and 109), 
including recycling, yard waste composting, and source reduction. However, the need 
for a large-scale or several smaller-scale landfill projects in the region would still be 
present Therefore, waste diversion programs are considered but eliminated from de
tailed analysis as feasible alternatives to the proposed project in the draft EIS/EIR. 

58. The final design of the flexible membrane liner will mitigate conditions where design 
loads may cause tearing of the synthetic liner. Assurance of the integrity of the liner to 
protect groundwater can be found in Response 0001-25 and 0001-33. Impacts and 
mitigation measures for truck and train traffic are found in Section IV.C.; hazardous 
waste removal from the waste stream is discussed on pages 39, 49, 331, and 332; and the 
socioeconomic effects are discussed in Section IV .H. of the draft EIS/EIR. 

59. 

60. 

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

The estimate ofleachate generation is discussed in Responses 0001-15 and 0001-25. The 
collection system is continuously drained by gravity or pump and then treated according 
to its composition. If hazardous, it is stored and disposed of in accordance with applicable 
regulations. If not hazardous, it is used on roads for dust control or allowed to evaporate. 
For a more detailed discussion of the leachate collecJ_ion and treatment system see pages 
60-65 and Section IV.A.I in the draft EIS/EIR. An alternative method of handling 
leachate/condensate will be to collect and store it for off-site treatment and disposal. All 
appropriate regulations for the handling of hazardous materials will be observed. 

61. See Response 0026-4 above. 

62. Under maximum operations, the landfill could accommodate up to 20,000 tons per day 
of refuse.· the draft EIS/EIR states that a maximum of 200 daily round-trip truck trips 
and 6 trains would be necessary to transport solid waste to the landfill under maximum 
operations. This amounts to an increase of approximately two percent of truck traffic 
over the existing traffic of 1-10. No additional truck or train trips would be required in 
the future. In fact, subsequent to the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, MRC has proposed 
to reduce truck traffic to the project site from 200 to 100 round trips daily and in three 
years to eliminate all but those trucks serving the desert cities (not to exceed 100). See 
Section 11.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR for a description of the reduction in truck traffic. This 
will reduce traffic impacts to levels even lower than the current, less than significant 
prop·osed levels. This reduction in truck trips represent a roughly one percent increase 
in existing traffic volumes on 1-10. 
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63. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

64. All of the solid waste sent to Eagle Mountain landfill ~ill be processed through a MRF 
or transfer station where recyclable materials will be sorted out and separated from the 
waste stream in accordance with AB 939. Refuse that does not comply with AB 939 will 
not be accepted at Eagle Mountain. 

65. See Response 0026-8 above. Also, a screening level health risk assessment conducted 
for the proposed landfill is discussed on pages 424-427 of the draft EIS/EIR. The risk 
assessment has been revised to reflect the use of on~site meteorological data and updated 
Unit Risk Values. The revised risk assessment is ·included as Attachment 9, Appendix 
M of the final EIS/EIR. See Response 0003-40 for a summary of the revised health risk 
assessment. 

66. Cumulative impacts associated with the proposed landfill project are addressed on pages 
585-598 of the draft EIS/EIR. This discussion includes a discussion of all past, present, 
and reasonably anticipated future projects producing related or cumulative impacts. 

67. The Solid Waste Management Plan states that " ... it is illegal to dispose of solid wastes 
at Riverside County-operated Class III landfills which have been generated in other 
counties, without prior approval .... The ultimate decision to allow importation of any 
solid wastes whether in a private or public facility shall rest with the Board of Supervisors 
on a case-by-case analysis" (page IV-5) . 

68. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

-
69. This comment does not· question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 

hence, no response is necessary. · 

70. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

71. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft. EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

72. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

73. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 
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74. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

75. The waste-to-energy concept is addressed in the draft EIS/EIR (see page 105-106) to 
avoid impacts associated with landfilling. The document concluded that the emissions 
resulting from a waste-to-energy operation at the Eagle Mountain landfill would repre
sent a substantial and significant air quality impact. 

76. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

77. The draft EIS/EIR (page 363) states that the proposed project would generate a two 
percent increase in traffic on 1-10. This incremental increase in traffic is not considered 
a significant traffic impact. Furthermore, since the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, 
MRC has proposed to reduce the round trip truck traffic from 200 to I 00 which would 
further reduce traffic impacts (see Section 11.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR for details). 
Because the proposed project is a Class III solid waste landfill which does not accept 
hazardous materials, trucks and trains serving the landfill would not be transporting any 
toxic materials. 

78. As stated on page 521 of the draft EIS/EIR, the project will have no direct impact on 
Joshua Tree National Monument with respect to its recreation values, uses, or opportu
nities for camping, hiking, backpacking, photography, wilderness use, or nature study. 
The project area is not visible from Pinto Basin or from roads within Joshua Tree National 
Monument. 

79. The draft EIS/EIR identifies approximately 150 acres of desert tortoise habitat (Category 
3) will be permanently lost as a consequence of project operations. This habitat is not 
"first-rate," as very little sign of tortoise activity was found. The mitigation for this loss 
involves the surveying and monitoring of tortoises and ravens to minimize losses, the 
placement of road and rail barriers to prevent tortoise deaths, and a land~ll employee 
education program to minimize losses. In addition, MRC will fund the purchase of 
approximately 375 off-site acres of tortoise habitat for preservation purposes as compen
sation. The lands to be purchased will be selected by the BLM. For more details see 
pages 446-452 of the draft document. 

80. The draft EIS/EIR identifies the loss of three permanent and one temporary water sources 
for the Nelson's bighorn sheep. All of these water sources are artificial (i.e., leaky water 
tanks and remnant ponds in the bottom of abandoned mine pits). Mitigation for these 
water source losses will include the creation of three new permanent water sources in 
locations far from the mine site. In addition, Buzzard Springs will be rehabilitated and 
cleared of tamarisk to compensate for the loss of the temporary water source. A two-year 
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monitoring of the local sheep will ensure that the new water sources are located properly. 
Other mitigation measures for impacts to sheep are found on pages 455-456 of the draft 
EIS/EIR and and in Section 11.C. (Biology) of the final EIS/EIR. 

81. See Response 0001-25. 

82. Like the majority of southern California, the project site is in an area subject to 
earthquakes. ·several active faults have been mapped in the project vicinity, the closest 
being the San Andreas fault 34 miles from the site. The site would only receive low to 
moderate ground shaking from a large San Andreas event. California regulations require 
that proposed iandfill sites be designed to the maximum probable earthquake accelera
tion, which would be about 0.1 g (gravity) for the Eagle Mountain site. However, MRC 
plans to design all major facilities at the site to 0.2 g, or double the state requirement.
The draft EIS/EIR (page 484) identifies specific measures to be implemented in the 
project design to mitigate seismic impacts to below a level of significance. The project's 
compliance with appropriate Riverside County ordinance, specifically the Uniform 
Building Code, would be required. 

83. This comment concurs with the conclusions of the draft EIS/EIR. See Response 0026-8 
above. 

84. See Response 0026-38 above. 

85. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

86. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

87. The growth-inducing and socioeconomic effects of the project are identified in Section 
IV .H of the draft EIS/EIR. The regional recycling efforts are discussed in Response 
0006-1. 

88. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
he_nce, no response is necessary. 

89. See Response 0026-3 above. As a Class III solid waste landfill, hazardous materials will 
not be transported to Eagle Mountain . 

90. Upon depositing the refuse at the landfill site, the railroad cars and truck would transport 
the empty intermodal containers back to the transfer stations. However, it is possible 
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that returning trains would at some times transport recyclable materials from the project 
site to the metropolitan area (draft EIS/EIR, page 4). 

91. The possibility exists that a solid waste product will be identified as hazardous or toxic 
long after its use as an apparent benign product. DDT is an example. It is not within the 
scope of this project to predict such occurrences. 

92. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

93. The cumulative air quality impacts are addressed on page 592 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

94. If a conversion to energy recovery equipment is proposed in the future, the impacts of 
that system will require further agency approvals and environmental review (see pages 
376 and 574 of the draft EIS/EIR). 

95. See Response 0026-93 above. 

96. As of September 19, 1991, no water remains in the bottom of the East Pit. For a discussion 
of the level of the groundwater beneath the proposed landfill area, see pages 121-131 ·of 
the draft EIS/EIR. 

97. Impacts of night lighting are discussed on page 518-520 of the draft EIS/EIR. The 
significance criteria for night lighting was generated from consultation with Joshua Tree 
National Monument staff, who feel that lighting for lower-elevation ground uses would 
not be a problem. Flood lighting and high-pressure sodium fixtures would cause 
unnecessary spillage of light resulting in a significant impact; therefore, directed "spot" 
lighting is recommended. 

98. No hazardous concentrations of metals or other substances have been found to be 
contained in the fine tailing proposed to be used for the clay liner (draft EIS/EIR, page 
321). Also, see Responses 0001-10 and 0001-121. The plastic liner is not toxic. 

99. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

100. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

101. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 
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102. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

103. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

104. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

105. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0027 Public Hearing: Desert Center, August 28, 1991 

1. Please refer to Response 0021-7. 

2. See Response 0002-7. 

3. See Response 0002-7. 

4. Pages 137-141 of the draft EIS/EIR discuss the availability of water in the northwestern 
portion of thJ Chuckwalla Valley. This information is based on two studies: the Mann 
study of 1986 and the U.S.G.S. study of 1989. 

5. This com'ment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. · 

6. See Responses 0001-111 through 116. 

7. See Response b00l-25 for measures to protect the area's groundwater. 

8. See Response 0001-25 for measures to protect the area's groundwater. 

9. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

10. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

11. This comment acknowledges- the socioeconomic benefits of the proposed project, which 
are discussed in Section IV.H. of the draft EIS/EIR and in Response 0018-3. Since this 
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comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, no further 
response is necessary. 

12. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

13. Please refer to Response 0006-1 for a discussion ·of state and local recycling programs 
and other efforts to reduce solid waste volumes. 

14. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

15. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

16. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

17. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

18. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

19. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

20. This comment refers to several legitimate concerns local citizens have about the past 
operation of the Kaiser Steel iron ore mine. While MRC will lease the mine property 
from Kaiser Steel, Kaiser will not be involved in any of the permitting, construction, or 
operation of the proposed landfill. The allegations of illeg·a1 dumping of household 
garbage into the East Pit are most appropriately addressed by the Riverside County Health 
Department, not the draft EIS/EIR. Furthermore, the draft EIS/EIR, or the statements 
below, address the other issues raised in the August 30, 1989, scoping letter referenced 
in this comment 

a. The proposed project prohibits the disposal of any chemical, toxic, or radioactive 
wastes. 

b. Air quality is addressed in Sections Ill. and IV.D. and in Appendix E of the draft 
EIS/EIR. 
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c. A two~year monitoring study will be conducted to assess bighorn sheep movements 
in the vicinity of the Eagle Mountain landfill site (p. 454 of the draft EIS/EIR). 

d. The proposed improvements to Eagle Mountain Road are not expected to alter the 
drainage of the natural washes; rather, drainage will be improved through the use of 
culverts. Although the jojoba hermaphrodite specimens said to be located along 
Eagle Mountain Road may be scientifically rare, the species itself is not considered 
threatened at this time; therefore, impacts to jojoba are not considered significant 

,. 
21. While RECON prepared the Short-term Habitat Conservation Plan for Clark County, 

Nevada, the discussion of desert tortoise in the draft EIS/EIR is based on surveys 
conducted at the project site, not in Nevada, as alleged by Donna Charpied in public 
testimony. Pages 7-10 of the biological appendix outline the survey methodology of the 
report, including the days and person-hours spent conducting the surveys. The Short
term HCP is identified in the reference section of the biological appendix as lending 
supporting documentation for scientific assertions made in the report. 

Jean Carr has never worked on the draft EIS/EIR for Eagle Mountain. Mr. Kaldenberg 
worked for RECON for one year beginning in 1976. 

22. The desert pupfish has not been documented to occur directly under the railroad trestle 
at Salt Creek. However, it does represent potential pupfish habitat. A train accident at 
the trestle is a very low probability event. This trestle was built to support over three 
times the weight of the trains that will be transporting trash to Eagle Mountain. During 
the operation of the Eagle Mountain Mine, no train accidents occurred at this site. The 
USFWS, BLM, and CDFG will be notified immediately of any accidents occurring in 
the vicinity of desert pupfish habitat. Should an accident occur and impact the pupfish 
population one-quarter mile downstream, the site could be restocked from the population 
in Salt Creek above the trestle at Rancho Dos Palmas: This species has been successfully 
transplanted to several sites in the desert region of southern California. 

23. See Response 0021-12 concerning the leaf-nosed bat roost in the mine adit on the project 
site. 

24. There is no evidence that landfill gas will accumulate in the adit extension. However, 
several measures exist to deal with this should it occur. First, the bat population will be 
monitored during landfill operations, and the adit extension periodically tested for gas. 
Should the presence of gas be detected in the adit, an air ventilation system currently 
existing in the mine shafts could be engaged to vent any accumulated gas. A second, 
and possibly more efficient, solution that will be recommended in the EIS/EIR will be 
to make sure that. the landfill gas collection system that will be distributed throughout 
the landfill will include gas collection pipes in the immediate vicinity of the adit 
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extension, to siphon off any gas in the area. The concrete pipe used in the adit extension 
will also be sealed to inhibit or stop any infiltration of gas into the adit. 

25. It is clear from past observations that bighorn sheep used the Eagle Mountain Mine site 
even during periods of active mining. So despite any increase in stress, many sheep will 
acclimate to human activity. However, it is the goal of the proposed mitigation program 
to shift the bulk of bighorn sheep activity away from the potentially more stressful 
landfilVmine area to sites in more remote sections of the Eagle· Mountains. There is an 
abundance of sheep habitat i~ the Eagle Mountains, but much is not used or is.under
utilized because of the lack of permanent water sources. Bighorn· sheep use the current 
mine site primarily because of the permanent availability of water. A mitigation goal is 
to create new water sources in the Eagle Mountains which will cause sheep to move away 
from the landfill site (stress-causing human activity). These measures are explained in 
detail on pages 454-456 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

26. The draft EIS/EIR states that the presence of the landfill has the potential to be a significant 
impact to the desert tortoise due to increased predation by ravens attracted to the areas 
by the landfill refuse (see draft EIS/EIR, pp. 446-449 and Appendix F, pp. 70-71). The 
document proposes to monitor both tortoise and raven populations throughout the life of 
the landfill project. Prior to the deposit of trash, ravens will be monitored for two years 
to determine baseline data. After the landfilling begins, various passive controls will be 
used on ravens including daily cover of trash. If the raven population is found to increase 
to a level that threatens tortoise populations despite the passive controls, then an active 
raven control program will be instituted, including a raven destruction program which 
would be undertaken in consultation with the BLM, USFWS, and CDFG. All permits 
and plans to institute this program will be in place before landfill operations begin, so 
that a quick response to a threat to the tortoise is possible. Raven control and monitoring 
measures are discussed on pages 450-451 of the draft EIS/EIR and in Section 11.C. 
(Biology) of the final EIS/EIR. 

27. The draft EIS/EIR states that at maximum buildout, the landfill project would generate 
approximately 163 jobs. Local qualified residents would be given a priority hiring status; 
however, employees may also be relocated from outside the immediate area. Current 
employees at the return-to-custody facility may seek employment at the landfill, which 
would provide additional employment opportunities at the RTCF. For a further discus
sion on growth-inducing impacts resulting from the proposed landfill, see pages 471-475 
of the draft EIS/EIR. 

28. AB 939 is a mandatory recycling program. Refuse destined for landfilling at Eagle 
Mountain must comply with the provisions of AB 939, which includes the removal of 
all recyclable materials. If refuse does not comp I y, it will not be taken to Eagle Mountain. 
If municipalities meet the 50 percent reduction in waste requirement by the year 2000, 
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50 percent of the waste stream must still be landfilled. The life of the landfill would not 
decrease the incentive to meet the requirements of AB 939. The project proposes to store 
recyclables until that time it is profitable to sell them, not to dump them (see page 41 of 
the draft EIS/EiR). Pages 105-109 of the draft EIS/EIR discuss recycling, composting, 
and other forms of waste source reduction in greater detail. 

29. The projected- life span of the project is based on the most current landfill design as 
depicted in the draft EIS/EIR. Landfill footprint and final elevations are detailed in the 
project description of the draft document. Although the lease with Kaiser Steel is for 99 
years and the landfill life is 115 years, landfilling after 99 years will not be allowed unless 
a lease extension or other arrangement is made with Kaiser. For planning purposes, it is 
assumed that a lease extension will be made. 

30. See Response 0027-27 above. 

31. According to the draft EIS/EIR, the project would implement temporary and permanent 
drainage facilities to divert storm water flows around and away from the refuse fill, to 
collect and remove any storm water that falls on the refuse fill, to control off-site flow 
of waterborne debris, and to minimize erosion. The proposed landfill would be designed 
to meet all relevant state and federal regulations. A drainage plan for Eagle Mountain is 
contained in Appendix L of the final EIS/EIR. Please refer to Responses 0001-111 
through 116 for additional information on the proposed drainage facilities . 

32. See Response 0026-38 for a discussion of alternative waste diversion measures . 

33. Section 2774 of the California Public Resources Code (Surface Mining and Reclamation 
Act) requires that a reclamation plan be submitted and approved for the closure of the 
mine. Kaiser Steel Corporation submitted such a plan in 1978, which was approved. 
Refilling the pit was not part of the reclamation plan. An amendment to that plan must 
be approved to allow a landfill to occur within the mining pit. An amendment to 
Reclamation Plan No. 107 was submitted November 1990 and is waiting approval as part 
of this project. 

34. Please see Responses 0002-7 and 0002-13a and 13b. 

35. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

36. Please refer to Responses 0001-111 through 116. A drainage plan for Eagle Mountain 
is contained in Appendix L of the final EIS/EIR. The drainage system will be designed 
to handle 100-year-storm flows for the most critical events ranging from 1-, 3-, 6-, and 
24-hour duration storms. In addition, a 500-year frequency standard will be adopted for 
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review of channel freeboard design. The drainage plan will divert all runoff away from 
the landfill as well as provide interim cover that is designed to prevent infiltration and 
percolation of rainwater that falls on the landfill. It is not possible for a failure of this 
system to result in several hundred acre-feet of water being dumped into the fill site that 
will result in the generation of leachate, because only rainwater that falls directly onto 
the open face of the landfill will be covered with either interim or final cover, which is 
designed to drain runoff and prevent percolation. Additionally, if an entire year's rainfall 
fell onto the open face of the landfill in one storm event, this would only cause the upper 
one foot of refuse to reach the field capacity required for leachate to be released from the 
refuse mass. Since a day's volume of refuse is usually 20 to 30 feet thick, there is 
insufficient water in the 500-year 24- or 3-hour storm events to cause the refuse to reach 
a point of saturation where leachate will be generated. 

37. As discussed in Response 0027-36 above, even after a major storm event, vast amounts 
of water would not percolate into the landfill itself. Although no leachate is predicted to 
be generated at the Eagle Mountain landfill, the site will be provided with a leachate 
collection and removal system (LCRS). The LCRS will be sloped to drain at a minimum 
of three percent toward the centerline of the FML. The LCRS blanket drain will be placed 
on the FML protective geotextile filter fabric. The LCRS geotextile filter fabric will be 
placed over the upper surface of the LCRS blanket drain to protect the blanket drain from 
infiltration of fines from the protective soil cover above the LCRS blanket drain. The 
protective soil cover will maintain separation between the refuse and the LCRS liner 
system. The protective soil cover is intended to mitigate potential damage to the 
underlying drainage system and liner during construction and during initial lifts of refuse 
filling. 

38. During development of more detailed design specifications for project construction, an 
engineering decision was made to design the leachate collection system using a blanket 
drainage system rather than a series of interconnecting leachate collection pipes operating 
under a gravity system in the higher elevations and a pump system in the lower elevations 
as discussed in Section IV .F. of the draft EIS/EIR. More details of the leachate collection 
system can be found in Response 0027-37 above. 

39. The drainage system will be subject to approval by the relevant state and federal 
regulatory agencies as well as the County Flood Control District. 

40. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

41 a. The RWQCB' s permitting process will require the implementation of the applicable _state 
and federal regulations which would assure that the liner design ensures the integrity of 
the liner during seismic events and the static loading of the refuse. The site is 34 miles 
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from the nearest active fault, the San Andreas, and as such will only receive low to 
moderate ground shaking. As per the active fault evaluation prepared by geologist Dr. 
Richard Proctor titled "Evaluation of Active Faulting at Eagle Mountain," the maximum 
probable earthquake acceleration at the Eagle Mountain site is 0.1 g (gravity). However, 
the landfill will be designed to withstand the maximum probable earthquake without 
damage to the foundation, fill slopes, or structures which control leachate, gas collection, 
or surface drainage. That is, all structures will be designed to withstand 0.2 g, double 
the maximum probable earthquake. 

41b. The groundwater basin is distantly connected to the aquifer. However, due to the 
proposed mitigation me·asures working in conjunction with each other, the area's 
groundwater resources would be protected from any degradation. See Responses 0001-8 
and 0001-25. A detailed description of the composite liner and the leachate collection 
and removal system can be found in Response 0002-4. A description of the proposed 
groundwater monitoring program is provided in Response 0002-5. 

42. Please refer to Response 0017-10 for a discussion of traffic impacts associated with the 
proposed project. 

43. The draft EIS/EIR identifies measures to control potential fue hazards and associated 
smoke (see page 340-344). Measures to control vectors include the application of a daily 
earthen cover, barriers, and explosive noises (see page 345-347). Please refer to 
Response 0001-97 for a detailed discussion of odor impacts. 

44. See Response 0006-1. Refuse destined for landfilling at Eagle Mountain must comply 
with the provisions of AB 939, the "Recycling Bill." Such compliance means that the 
refuse has been subjected to an inspection program to ensure the adequate removal of 
recyclables and hazardous materials. If refuse does not comply, it will not be taken to 
Eagle Mountain. 

45. Please refer to Response 0017-10 for a discussion of traffic impacts associated with the 
proposed project. 

46. The Air Quality section of the draft EIS/EIR discusses both the South Coast Air Basin 
and the Southeast Desert Air Basin air quality standards because aspects of the project 
occur in both air basins. The draft document does address the project's air impact under 
SCAB rules. See pages· 368-418. 

47. The draft EIS/EIR (page 363) states that the proposed project would generate two percent 
increase in traffic on 1-10. This incremental increase in traffic is ·not considered a 
significant traffic impact.· Furthermore, since the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, MRC 
has proposed to reduce the round- trip truck traffic from 200 to 100, which would further 
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reduce traffic impacts (see Section II.8.2 of the final EIS/EIR). The draft EIS/EIR (page 
351) states that the project itself and the operation of off-site transfer stations to serve 
the project_would not be expected to increase the frequency of accidents involving solid 
waste transport, when considered in terms of accidents per ton-mile of transport. 
Emergency response plans are already in place at the local government level, as part of 
federal and statewide programs (see Response 0026-3). As part of their own emergency 
response planning, MRC would maintain adequate staff on-site or on call to provide 
clean-up workers and trash pickup as necessary. 

48. Yes, Eagle Mountain Road will be doubled in width from 20 feet to 40 feet to accommo
date the truck traffic as explained on page 25 of the draft EIS/EIR. The traffic impacts 
along Eagle Mountain Road are addressed on pages 363 to 365 of the draft EIS/EIR, 
which concludes that no significant impacts due to truck traffic on surface streets are 
anticipated. Additionally, subsequent to preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, MRC has 
proposed to reduce truck traffic to the project site from 200 to 100 round-trips daily and 
in three years to eliminate all but those trucks serving the desert cities (not to exceed 
100). See Section 11.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the reduction in truck 
traffic. 

49. Page 157 of the draft EIS/EIR discusses the existing daily traffic on Eagle Mountain Road, 
pointing out that it primarily serves traffic related to the MWD pumping station. The 
document fails to mention that approximately 15 residences are located on the MWD 
property, accounting for the 65 daily vehicle trips shown on Figure 50. Figure 78 shows 
the 1995 future traffic volumes on Eagle Mountain Road to be 485 vehicles (200 trucks 
each way and the 1990 daily trips factored upward to reflect growth at the MWD pumping 
station). The traffic report determined that all traffic movements would continue to 
operate at LOS A (excellent). 

50. The draft EIS/EIR (page 365) concludes that regardless of the configuration of the 
intersection at Eagle Mountain Road and Kaiser Road, LOS A operating conditions 
would result. This is the optimum LOS obtainable. 

51. The proposed landfill operations will not involve the transport of hazardous materials. 
In the event of a rail accident, the clean-up procedures for nonhazardous materials are 
described in Response 0026-3. 

52 .. Please see Responses 0021-7 and 0026-3. 

53. Operation of the landfill and associated equipment will be in accordance with the terms 
and conditions of Title 14, California Code of Regulations. In particular, those sections 
which require actions to prevent the harboring of flies, birds, and vectors will be observed. 
See Responses 0026-9 and IO for a discussion of measures to control dust and windblown 
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debris. Also, measures to control vectors include the application of a daily earthen cover, 
barriers, and explosive noises (see page 345-347 of the draft EIS/EIR). 

54. As stated on page 50 of the draft EIS/EIR, truck traffic to the Phase I container handling 
yard would use Interstate 10 and the existing Eagle Mountain Road. From Eagle 
Mountain ·Road, approximately six miles north of 1-10, the new Eagle Mountain Road 
extension would provide access directly to the Phase II container handling yard. See 
Response 0027-49. Currently, approximately 6,000 trucks use 1-10 per day. During high 
winds, these trucks are stopped at the bottom of the Indio grade. The additional trucks 
serving the landfill will lay over there also. If an overflow of trucks arrives at t~e landfill 
simultaneously, a line will be formed at the container handling yard and the intermodal 
containers will be removed from the trucks in the order they arrived. The landfill would 
continue to operate under normal conditions. 

55. See Response 0027-57 below for a detailed discussion of project impacts to the residents 
near the pumping station; including noise. Phase I ope_rations would involve one 
round-trip train trip per day to the Phase I container handling yard. There is not a • 
significant noise impact on the return-to-custody facility, w~ich is much closer to the 
railroad tracks than the school. When the Phase II operations commence, up to five trains 
serving the Phase _II container handling yard will be utilizing the new rail alignment 
located approximately 1.5 miles from the school. 

56. Although the applicant is not proposing nighttime landfill operations except for the 
unloading facilities, such lighting and security lighting from the landfill could present a 
potential visual impact to the surrounding area. The draft EIS/EIR (page 518-519) 
identifies project design features to reduce potential night lighting to below a level of 
significance, including limitation on night activities, the type and direction of lighting, 
and truck traffic routing. 

57. This comment ·is correct. The Metropolitan Water District operates a pumping plant and 
ancillary faciiities located 1.5 miles south of the southernmost project boundary and 4 
miles south of the landfill footprint at its closest point. There _are approximately 15 
single-family residences in the vicinity of the pumping plant, housing approximately 60 
MWD employees and their families. Access is provided by the existing Eagle Mountain 
Road to Interstate 10, and by the MWD maintenance road from the pump station north 
to Kaiser Road_. The residences are located approximately 3,500 feet west of the existing 
Eagle Mountain rail line and the proposed Eagle Mountain Road Extension. The 
following is a discussion of issues which may potentially impact the residents at the 
MWDplant 

a. Traffic. All truck traffic hauling refuse to the site will be required to use the Eagle 
Mountain Road Extension via Eagle Mountain Road. Up to 12 trains of refuse would 
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cross Eagle Mountain Road and the MWD access road per day ( 6 trains to the landfill 
and 6 return trains). 

Eagle Mountain Road runs from south of 1-10 north to the MWD pumping station, 
located approximately 7 miles north of the interstate. The existing roadway is a 
two-lane· facility with a 20-foot paved width. Existing traffic volumes on Eagle 
Mountain Road and its freeway interchange with 1-10 are very low, since the road 
primarily serves only traffic associated with the pumping station and residents there. 
As shown on Figure 7, current average daily traffic volume on Eagle Mountain Road 
between the 1-10 freeway ramp and Ragsdale Road (a short two-lane facility which 
connects Eagle Mountain Road with Kaiser Road to the east) is 110 vehicles. The 
existing daily traffic volume on Eagle Mountain Road from Ragsdale Road to the 
MWD pump station is 65 vehicles. All intersections currently operate at a Level of 
Service (LOS) A, meaning minimal or no delays and free flow for all traffic 
movements. Also, see Response 0027-49 above. 

By 1995 the daily traffic volume on Eagle Mountain Road between the 1-10 freeway 
ramp and Ragsdale Road would be 135 vehicles. Between Ragsdale Road and the 
MWD pump station, the 1995 ADT would be 85 vehicles. The traffic appendix of 
the draft EIS/EIR (Appendix D:33) explains that these estimates of future traffic 
volumes are based on applying generalized growth rates from the Southern Califor
nia Association of Governments Regional Transportation Plan to the current traffic 
volumes. With these projected traffic volumes, LOS A conditions are projected for 
all turning movements. 

The project proposes to extend and widen Eagle Mountain Road so that it is capable 
of accommodating the increased truck traffic associated with the transport of solid 
waste to the landfill site. The extension would begin at the point where the existing 
public road now ends just south of the MWD pump station. The extended road 
would follow parallel to the existing railroad tracks, and to the new rail spur proposed 
to lead to the Phase II container handling yard. 

All project-related truck traffic would be required to use Eagle Mountain Road and 
-its extension. The project would be limited to a maximum of 100 one-way truck 
shipments (200 round trips) per day. With implementation of the proposed project, 
future· ( 1995) traffic volumes on Eagle Mountain Road are estimated at 335 vehicl_es 
in the sector between 1-10 and Ragsdale Road, 285 vehicles on the sector between 
Ragsdale Road and the MWD pump station, and 200 vehicles on the sector north of 
the station (the sector to be extended). 

The extended and improved Eagle Mountain Road would be constructed to match 
County standards for a mountain arterial ( 40-foot-wide pavement/ 110-foot right-of-
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way). As such, the roadway would have a nominal capacity of 18,000 ADTs (Studor, 
Riverside County Transportation Department, 12/18/91). Since the traffic volumes 
expected to result from project implementation would be well below this capacity, 
no significant degradation in operating conditions is anticipated as a result of 
project-related. truck traffic on Eagle Mountain Road. All traffic movements would 
continue to occur at LOS A. 

The railroad line and its proposed spur into the Phase Il container yard will include 
four at-grade crossings in the vicinity: (1) the existing at- grade crossing on Eagle 
Mountain Road at Victory Pass, two miles south of the MWD pump station, (2) a 
crossing where the Eagle Mountain Road extension would begin at Eagle Mountain 
Road, (3) the existing crossing where the railroad crosses the MWD access road 
about 1.5 miles north of the pump station, and ( 4) a new crossing where the new rail 
spur will cross Kaiser Road. The busiest of these at-grade crossings (number 4) was 
analyzed in the traffic appendix (Appendix D:45-47), and was determined not to 
represent a significant hazard. The project would, however, install an automated 
crossing gate at this location. 

Of the remaining three crossings, ( 1) and (3) would affect the residents at the MWD 
pump station in the same manner as the previous operations of the Kaiser ore trains. 
Minor delays at one access point or the other would occur as trains pass. A review 
of 28 years of operations records revealed no collisions with motor vehicles at either 
of these crossings. In the highly unlikely event of a rail accident that would block 
either Eagle Mountain Road or the MWD access road to the north, the other access 
route would remain open since a distance of about four miles separates the two. 
Thus, the resumption of rail operations is not expected to have a significant impact 
on vehicle traffic to and from the MWD pump station and its associated residences. 

b. Air Quality. Potential air quality impacts to the MWD site would be generated by 
three activities associated with the proposed project: (1) rail and (2) truck transport 
of solid waste to the site, and (3) on-site operations at the landfill site itself. The 
revised air quality modeling results presented in Appendix M (Attachment 5, Table 
36, and Attachment 8) indicate that for the worst-case receptor point in the project 
vicinity, all short-term and long-term standards for all air pollutants would be met. 
The worst-case receptor points ~or the 24-hour and annual averages are located along 
the easterly project boundary, approximately four miles north of the MWD pump 
station. Effects on ambient air quality at the pump station itself, and at the residences 
associated with the pump station, would be substantially less than at the worst-case 
receptor point. Local air quality impacts at the pump station would, therefore, not 
be significant 
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c. Noise. Potential noise impacts to the MWD site would be generated by three 
activities associated with the proposed project: (1) rail and (2) truck transport of 
solid waste to the site, and (3) on.,.site operations at the landfill site itself. Riverside 
County does not have a noise ordinance that would apply to this project. However, 
the state Department of Health has established guidelines for assessing the compat
ibility of community noise environments and land uses in terms of CNEL (Commu
nity Noise Equivalent Level). These guidelines are summarized in Figure 76 of the 
draft EIS/EIR. 

CNEL represents a time-weighted 24-hour average noise level based on the A
weighted decibel (dBA). "A" weighting equates noise to the frequency response of 
the human ear. Time weighting involves the penalization of noise (or the determi
nation that a noise is perceived to be louder) during certain periods during which 
people's sensitivity to noise is increased. The CNEL scale penalizes noises during 
the evening period (7 to 10 P.M.) by 5 dBA, and by 10 dBA during the nighttime 
(10 P.M. to 7 A.M.). The highest threshold noise levels considered normally accept
able for single- and multi-family residences are 60 dBA CNEL and 65 dBA CNEL, 
respectively. Noise measurements conducted during December 1989 measured the 
equivalent noise levels (Leg) and the maximum noise levels (Lmax). 

1) Train Noise. The residences at the MWD pump station are 3,500 feet from the 
area of track where they have a line of sight uninterrupted by hills. Table 17 of 
the draft EIS/EIR indicates that the existing one-hour Leg values in this vicinity 
were measured at 46 dBA. As indicated by the data shown in Table 19 of the 
draft EIS/EIR, 12 trains per day at this distance would produce noise levels of 
about 40 CNEL, which is consistent with rural areas. Assuming that a 10-minute 
Leg is 79 dBA at 50 feet, at 3,500 feet the 10-minute Leg would be 50 dBA. 
Twelve events per day of 50 dB A Leg occurring for 10 minutes each in an area 
where the existing ambient is 46 dBA Leg would be audible but would not 
constitute a noise level significantly intrusive on people's activities. 

2) Truck Noise. Trucks transporting solid waste would only be allowed to use 
Eagle Mountain Road and its extension. Where the houses near the pump station 
have a line of sight uninterrupted by topography, they are 3,500 feet from the 
roadway. A heavy truck traveling at 35 mph along Eagle Mountain Road would 
produce a noise level of 80 dBA at 50 feet. At 3,500 feet, using an attenuation 
rate of 5 dBA for every doubling of distance plus 3 dBA for atmospheric 
absorption, the exterior noise level produced by the truck would be 46 dBA. 

Existing daytime average hourly noise levels in the vicinity of the area occupied 
by the MWD facility were measured at 46 dBA Leg. Interior noise levels would 
be less due to attenuation by the buildings. It is not likely that the noise level 
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of 46 dBA produced by a truck pass-by would significantly impact the resi
dences at the MWD pumping station either during the daytime or during the 
nighttime. 

3) Landfill Noise. The landfill operations would be limited to the daytime hours 
and only .the container handling yard would operate on a 24-hour basis. During 
the nighttime, the yard would only load or unload containers artd perform 
maintenance activities. 

Table 49 of the draft EIS/EIR shows the noise levels projected to be produced 
by on-si~ equipment As shown in the table, the loudest equipment would 
generate a combined noise level of 106 dBA. Maximum noise levels for each 
piece of.equipment were used to obtain the combined 106 dBA level, which 
would be a worst-case scenario. 

The MWD pump station and residential land uses are located approximately 3.6 
miles south of the landfill site., Ambient noise levels in this vicinity were 
measured-to be approximately 46 dBA. Assuming that the landfill is a point 
source, the attenuation rate would be 6 dBA for every doubling of distance plus 
1 dBA for every thousand feet due to attnospheric absorption (Bolt, Beranek, 
and Newman Inc. 1973). Therefore, at the MWD pump station and residences, 
the noise level would be 36 dB A from the landfill. This is a conservative estimate 
because of the assumption of a worst-case noise level and the fact that interven
ing topography was not considered. It should be noted that many of the landfill 
operations would occur inside the pit, which would provide shielding, and the 
equipment would be dispersed throughout the site, further reducing the esti
mated maximum noise level. The estimated worst-case 36 dBA landfill noise 
level would not be a significant impact 

d. Utilities and Services. Secondary effects of the project include an increase in the 
demand for utility and other services from the added population of workers and their 
families. Relative to the existing residents at the MWD pump station, no significant 
impacts relating to an increased demand for electricity, natural gas, and· telephone 
service are.anticipated. Within the Eagle Mountain community, neither the elemen
tary northe middle schools are being used. Approximately 93 students enrolled in 
grades K-8 use the high school building, and the 30 high school students from the 
area are bused to Blythe. The anticipated increase in the school-aged population 
would not substantially alter the educational services for the community. 

Improvements to the fire station, and the water supply system for fire protection are 
expected with the soon-to-be expanded RTCF. Additionally, since the larger 
population attracted to the area by the new job opportunities at the landfill would be 
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served by the fire fighting staff at the RTCF, the proposed project would contribute 
to the funding of the fire improvements necessary to provide the required fire flows 
in the housing area and the landfill site. Emergency medical services would be 
provided by fire fighting personnel assigned to the fire station; critical emergency 
service in the area (by helicopter) is now provided from Indio or Riverside. The 
Riverside County Sheriff's Office does not anticipate any significant impacts in the 
department's ability to continue providing service to Eagle Mountain. Thus, the 
provision of emergency services in the vicinity of the MWD pump station would 
not be degraded by the proposed project. 

The MWD resident's potable water needs are provided for by the MWD; water is 
taken directly from the Colorado River Aqueduct, treated on-site at the pump station 
and distributed to the station residents (Ray Hurd, MWD, 12{23/91). No significant 
adverse potable water impacts would be expected. 

58. The Riverside County Planning Department has on record a letter received from James 0. 

232 

Wallace, Agricultural Commissioner and Director of Weights & Measures, dated 
April 10, 1990. It states "that the provisions stipulated for the landfill operation at Eagle 
Mountain would not contribute to the artificial spread of a quarantinable pest [e.g., 
Mediterranean fruit fly (Medfly)]." A variety of factors combine to make the probability 
of aerial spraying of malathion in the Desert Center area for the purpose of controlling 
an extensive Medfly infestation quite low: 

• The insects are not likely to survive in the conditions of compaction, transport, 
and burying to which the solid waste would be subject 

• The availability of host fruit to support the insect is quite low, relative to urban 
areas, in the Desert Center area. Grapes, which are grown in the area, are not a 
good host fruit" for this insect 

• Control measures other than aerial spraying are available. State law does require 
the Director of the Department of Food and Agriculture to take steps to control 
and eradicate infestations of the Medfly but does not prescribe the control 
method to be used. Release of sterile individuals, spot spraying at ground level, 
and other techniques have been successfully applied to control infestations in 
Riverside County. 

In the unlikely event that malathion would be used in an eradication program, risks posed 
to public health and the environment would be quite low. Any application of pesticides 
in an eradication program is controlled-by existing regulations to avoid or minimize 
adverse effects. For example, spraying on or near open bodies of water such as the 
Colorado River Aqueduct is prohibited. One reason that malathion is a widespread 
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pesticide is that it does biodegrade in the environment within a matter of days to weeks. 
In summary, all of these factors operate together to make the potential for the risks implied 
in the comment very small (California Department of Food and Agriculture, Pesticide 
Registration Branch, Don Henry, pers. comm., April 29, 1992). 

59. Surface drainage is directed across the aqueduct, not leachate. At the locations where the 
surface water will be-allowed to cross the aqueduct, the aqueduct is covered. Waters to 
be released in existing channels that presently cross the aqueduct are storm waters that 
have been unaffected by the landfill operations. See the drainage section (IV.F.) of the 
draft EIS/EIR for more details. Also, the updated drainage report is contained in 
Appendix L of the final EIS/EIR. 

60. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

61. A discussion of at-grade rail crossings can be found on pages 358-362 of the draft 
EIS/EIR. The draft EIS/EIR concludes that the effect of the project on safety at rail 
crossings with surface streets is not considered a significant impact. The draft EIS/EIR 
states that due to the presence of school children, MRC will install flashing lights at the 
railroad crossing proposed along Kaiser Road. This measure will make it one of the 
lowest-hazard at-grade crossings analyzed. Also, since the preparation of the draft 
EIS/EIR, MRC has proposed to reduce truck traffic to the project site from 200 to 100 
round trips daily and in three years to eliminate all but those trucks serving the desert 
cities (not to exceed 100). This measure would further reduce traffic impacts. See 
Section 11.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the reduction in truck traffic. 

62. The monitoring of emissions standards by Southern Pacific will not be the responsibility 
of MRC. It will be the continued responsibility of the South Coast Air Quality Manage
ment District to investigate any complaints or violations pertaining to visible exhaust 
with respect to Southern Pacific operations as prescribed by Rule 401 of the district. 

63. Subsequent to the issuance of the draft EIS/EIR, a revised Chapter 15 was issued by the 
State of California. One of the new provisions of Chapter 15 states: "Waste discharge 
requirements shall contain a provision which requires the discharger to obtain and 
maintain assurances of financial responsibility for initiating and completing corrective 
action for all known or reasonably foreseeable releases for the waste management unit." 
This provision requires. the discharger to post a bond to provide for cleanup of any 
foreseeable release. The amount of the bond is established by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board after evaluation of the nature of the refuse, the site characteristics, 
protection measures, and other factors . 
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64. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

65. The County of Riverside General Plan does not require a minimum distance between 
Class III nonhazardous landfills and school sites. The distance requirement referenced 
in this comment applies to hazardous waste disposal sites; however, this would not apply 
to the proposed-Class III nonhazardous landfill (County of Riverside 1986:365). 

66. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

67. See Response 0001-25. 

68. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. Air impacts are addressed in Section IV.D. of the draft 
EIS/EIR. 

69. Project implementation is expected to result in additional consumption of approximately 
20,000 gallons of diesel fl!el per day. The fuel consumption associated with the proposed 
action is primarily d~e to the proposed rail operations to the landfill site. However, the 
use of rail transport is more fuel efficient that using trucks to haul the waste approximately 
75 miles to the landfill site. The estimated 20,000 gallons of additional diesel fuel 
consumption per day is equivalent to approximately 650 megawatt-hours of energy 
consumption each day. The LFG recovery and utilization system discussed in the draft 
EIS/EIR (pages 40, 41, 574-584) is not expected to produce an equivalent amount of 
energy until peak power production reaches 32 MW. Depending on LFG generation 
rates and other factors, the landfill will have been operating for 12 to 27 years before this 
power output is achieved (sometime between the years 2004 and 2017). 

70. At maximum operations, the project originally proposed 200 round-trip truck trips per 
day to deliver refuse to the site. An additional 250 round-trip vehicle trips are anticipated 
which would include employee travel, delivery vehicles, service vehicles, and other 
traffic to and from the site. Only a small portion of these vehicles would be trucks. 
Overall freeway traffic would be increased roughly five percent, while truck traffic would 
represent a two percent increase in the overall daily traffic volume on 1-10. 

234 

Subsequent to the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, MRC proposed to reduce truck traffic 
to the project site from 200 to 100 round trips daily and in three years to eliminate all but 
_ those trucks serving the desert cities (not to exceed 100). This would represent a roughly 
one percent increase in the overall daily traffic volume on 1-10, which is considered an 
insignificant increase. See Section 11.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the 
reduction in truck traffic. 
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71. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

72. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

73. See Response 0026-4. 

74. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

75. Please see Responses 0001-36 and 0002-13. 

76. By order of the Riverside County Environmental Health Division, Kaiser Steel has 
repaired the leaking water tanks for the town of Eagle Mountain. A water source for 
bighorn sheep has been placed at one of the tank sites ( with the approval of the California 
Department of Fish and Game). If the project is approved, the loss of a permanent water 
source for Nelson's bighorn sheep is mitigated by replacement of a permanent water 
source in an area away from the landfill. 

77. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

78. Please refer to Response 0006-1 for a discussion of regional recycling efforts. In addition 
-to household and neighborhood recycling efforts, recycling activities are required at the 
MRFs and transfer stations. Waste which has not been processed for the removal of 
recyclables will not be sent to Eagle Mountain for landfilling. 

79. As outlined in Section IV .H. of the draft EIS/EIR, the increase in population, employment, 
and income resulting from the proposed project would be considered an economic benefit 
to the Desert Center communities (see Response 0018-13). Furthermore, the draft 
EIS/EIR states that the increased population could also have a positive influence on real 
estate and property values in the surrounding area. 

80. The memorandum of understanding between MRC and the County of Riverside is 
discussed in the Socioeconomics section, page 476 of the draft EIS/EIR. One stipulation 
of the MOU requires that MRC pay the County of Riverside $444,000 toward the cost 
and operation of CSA 51 during the project permitting phase provided that certain other 
requirements established in the MOU are met 

81. Water quality data were obtained from the California Department of Water Resources, 
the Lower Colorado River RWQCB, the Riverside County· Department of Health, the 
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U.S. Geological Survey, and Kaiser Steel Resources. In addition, water samples were 
taken from seven wells in the northwestern Chuckwalla Valley. These data indicate that 
the groundwater quality in most of the northwestern Chuckwalla Valley is not suitable 
for drinking without treatment because its fluoride concentrations exceed the national 
primary drinking water standards. The town of Eagle Mountain uses untreated ground
water for industrial and domestic purposes, but due to the high fluoride content, all 
drinking water is provided by tanker truck or in bottles. Lake Tamarisk has a.plant which 
treats the water for fluoride removal. 

82. · The Solid Waste Management Plan states that" ... it is illegal to dispose of solid wastes 
at -Riverside County-operated Class ill landfills which have been generated in other 
counties, without prior approval. . . . The ultimate decision to allow importation of any 
solid wastes whether in a private or public facility shall rest with the Board of Supervisors 
on a case-by-case analysis (page IV-5)." 

83. See Response 0026-28. 

84. As a requirement of the new federal EPA regulations and RWQCB, a composite liner 
consisting of a layer of low-permeability soil and a 60-mil high density polyethylene 
(HOPE) flexible membrane will be placed over the entire area underlying refuse. A 
description of the modified containment system is contained in Section Il.B. l of the final 
EIS/EIR. See Responses 0001-10 and 1 1. 

85. "State-of-the-art" for municipal solid waste landfills is a single composite liner formed 
from a synthetic flexible membrane liner and a low-permeability soil layer having a 
permeability of 1 x 1 o-7 cm/sec or less; Double composite liners are prescribed for the 
land disposal of hazardous waste, which is not required for the proposed Class ID landfill. 
Please see Response 0026-33. 

A detailed description of the proposed liner is provided in Response 0002-4. 

86. See Response 0026-29. 

87. See Response 0026-29. 

88. See Response 0001-18, 28, and 29. Contrary to this comment, fractures in the bedrock 
will facilitate the groundwater monitoring because the detection wells will be placed in 
fracture zones which are most likely to be impacted by a release from the waste 
management unit 

89. A Class ill nonhazardous municipal solid waste landfill is proposed at Eagle Mountain. 
As stated on page 48 of the draft EIS/EIR, state laws and regulations define nonhazardous 
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solid waste as garbage, trash, refuse, paper, rubbish, industrial waste, ashes, appliances, 
food waste, and other materials provided that such wastes do not contain wastes which 
must be managed as hazardous waste or wastes with soluble pollutants in concentrations 
that exceed water quality objectives. In the event that radioactive materials are detected, 
such materials would be removed in accordance with procedures specified in the project's 
solid waste facilities permit · 

90. Response 0009-1 addresses air quality impact to both the South Coast Air Basin and the 
Southeast Desert Air Basin caused by transportation of solid waste materials to the Eagle 
Mountain landf'ill. The unit trains serving the landfill would consist of one or more 
locomotives carrying up to 14 railcars, not 100 cars as this comment suggests. E~h train 
would be less than 4,000. feet long and carry approximately 3,500 tons of refuse. This 
length is somewhat shorter than most main line trains and approximately the same length 
as the trains previously used by Kaiser. The trainloads of solid waste material would be 
considerably lighter than those which transported iron ore during the former mining 
operations. 

91. At the present time, Caltrans has no plans to widen Interstate 10 from Indio to Desert 
Center. 

92. Please refer to Response 0027-81. 

93. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0028 
1991 

Letter from California Public Utilities Commission, August 19, 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0029 
1991 

Letter from California Department of Conservation, August 13, 

1. The 1978 reclamation plan (Number 107) was approved for the closure of the Kaiser 
Eagle Mountain iron ore mine. It was amended in late 1990 to reflect the use of the 
property as a landfill. The amended reclamation plan must be approved by the Riverside 
County Planning Commission prior to implementation of the project The draft EIS/EIR 
for the Eagle Mountain Landfill project covers this discretionary action (page 5). 
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Letter from California Department of Transportation, August 

1. Scheduling of refuse unit trains will be coordinated with Southern Pacific Railroad to 
prevent any conflict between ongoing or future rail operations and trains being utilized 
for the landfill project (draft EIS/EIR, page 357). 

2. See Response 0015-2. 

3. The refuse transported by rail or truck would be contained in closed intermodal contain
ers, 40 x 8 x 8 feet in size. Standard intermodal containers are not sealed in the sense 
that they are watertight. Dripping wet refuse will not be placed in containers. The rear 
closure is a tightly fitting latched door that will prevent the escape of refuse. The closing 
mechanism on each container will be sealed to prevent unauthorized opening and to 
ensure that the latching mechanism is firmly engaged. 

DOCUMENT 0031 Letter from Clarence Suchil, August 29, 1991 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0032 Letter from Citizens for Chuckwalla Valley, no date 

1. This announcement from the Citizens for the Chuckwalla Valley expressed their concern 
regarding the proposed landfill and noticed the two public hearings. It does not question 
the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0033 Letter from City of Palm Desert, August 27, 1991 

1. All of the solid waste will be processed through an MRF prior to being hauled to Eagle 
Mountain, with the exception of refuse coming from the local area including Desert 
Center, Lake Tamarisk, and Eagle Mountain. In this case, the waste would be sorted and 
separated at the waste screening station/inspection facility located in the Phase II 
container handling area. See pages 39-40 for details on this program. 

2. See Response 0015-2. 

3. A discussion of waste diversion programs, including green waste and composting, to 
reduce the waste entering landfills is discussed on pages 105-109 of the draft EIS/EIR. 
In compliance with AB 939, green waste will likely be removed from the waste stream 
for composting at the transfer stations and MRFs. These programs, however, would not 
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eliminate-the need f9r new or expanded landfills in southern California; therefore, waste 
diversion programs were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. 

4. The proposed project includes accepting truck-transported waste from local areas in 
Riverside and San Bernardino counties, especially during Phase I of the project. The 
Reduced Landfill Operations alternative halves the truck transported waste, retaining 
minimal truck transport to serve potential future demand in Riverside County which 
cannot be served economically by rail transportation. 

5. The mitigation measures cited on pages 382-386 of the draft EIS/EIR would serve to 
minimize the PMIO impact during construction anci operation of the landfill. For an 
analysis of weather conditions at the landfill site which may affect the Coachella Valley, 
see Response 0021-1. 

6. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

7. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

8. The Eagle Mountain landfill project will comply with all mitigation measures set forth 
by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. However, electrification of the 
railway is not considered feasible for the Eagle Mountain rail line at this time because of 
the steep grades and several major turns in _the rail line (page 386 of the draft EIS/EIR). 
Also, the costs and physical disturbance necessary for the installation of the third rail or 
catenary cable power system reduce the feasibility of this measure. The continued review 
of the feasibility of electrification of the railway is part of the project's mitigation 
measures. The electrification of the Eagle Mountain rail line will be evaluated when 
sufficient landfill gas is generated to provide the required electrical energy. 

9. This comment does not question the adequ_acy ·or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is neces~ary. 

DOCUMENT 0034 · Letter from California Department of Fish and Game, August 26, 
1991 

1. The Habitat Management Areas referenced in the draft EIS/EIR were not included for 
the purpose of comparison with the proposed landfill project, but to give a regional 
overview of resource agency planning and administration near the project If a habitat 
management plan for the Eagle Mountains becomes available before the draft EIS/EIR 
becomes finalized, then it will be incorporated into the document 
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2. Although the time of year of the botanical survey precluded finding certain annual plant 
species, all sensitive species known or with potential to occur on the property are 
perennials and were observable during the survey period. Directed searches were made 
for these sensitive species. While additional botanical survey would lengthen the plant 
species list, it would not significantly alter the project impact analysis (see Appendix F, 
p. 7, par. 2; p. 9, par. 4). 

3. As with the botanical survey, the faunal survey did not assess the landfill site during all 
seasons. This resulted in some species, either certain migrants or those that are only 
active during certain seasons, going unobserved during the survey. While a number of 
species may not be readily observable, signs of their activity can be found and mapped. 
An emphasis was also placed on delineating any sensitive habitats that might be present. 
For certain species-bats, for instance-seasonal surveys were performed. Thus, the 
surveys for wildlife species were adequate and that the lengthening of the species list 
would not significantly change the impact analysis for the project. 

4. The proposed mitigation for losses of Alverson's foxtail cactus includes establishing 
transplant trials for I 0-15 percent of the population prior to undertaking transplantation 
of the entire impacted population. The test site will be carefully monitored. Only after 
the test has been successful for a minimum of two years will the remaining cactus be 
transplanted. Also, the final mitigation areas will be monitored to measure survivorship 
of the cacti and determine the degree of success of the transplant program. The test 
transplant sites are located within the open-space subarea of the Specific Plan (Subarea _ 
6) as illustrated on Figure 20 of the Biological Assessment (Appendix N of the final 
EIS/EIR). Although the transplant program is not without some risk, it is considered 
adequate by BLM since a large percentage of the existing locations of Alverson' s foxtail 
cactus occur on lands already protected. A final report will summarize the results of the 
transplant program and be submitted to BLM, CDFG, and USFWS. This mitigation 
program is proposed by BLM, the lead agency for the draft EIS/EIR. 

5. The California barrel cactus was recently down-listed to a federal Category C3c plant. 
This means that distributional information on the species has become available and it 
was determined that the species is too widespread and is not threatened at this time. 
Therefore, impacts to this species are not considered significant. Although some loss of 
individuals of this species will occur under the proposed project, large portions of the 
California barrel cactus population at the landfill site will be included in the natural open 
space areas. Discussion of this species is contained within the draft EIS/EIR (see pp. 239 
and 464; Appendix F, pp. 36 and 66). 

6. The draft EIS/EIR concludes that impacts will occur to only a very few plants of Orocopia 
sage within the Eagle Mountain rail line right-of-way. Avoidance of all impacts will be 
attempted by clearly marking, in the field, the areas supporting Orocopia sage and by 
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diverting maintenance activities around these marked areas. Any impacts that absolutely 
could not be avoided would be minimal and are not considered significant. This species 
is a candidate for listing, but is not listed. A "no net loss" policy, regulation, or law does 
not exist for Orocopia sage. 

7. This response reflects the updated information regarding the population of bighorn sheep 
occurring in Joshua Tree National Monument to an estimated 150 (instead of 100 as 
stated in the draft EIS/EIR, Appendix F, page 51). 

8. A 1990 aerial survey of the Eagle Mountains was conducted and estimated 50 animals, 
of which 19 were counted in the immediate vicinity of the Eagle Mountain Mine (see 
Appendix F, p. 54, par. 1 ). Revised population estimates for bighorn sheep in the various 
mountain ranges surrounding the Eagle Mountains are as follows: Eagle Mountains (50), 
Orocopia Mountains (80), Chuckwalla Mountains (25), and Chocolate Mountains (160) 
(Weaver 1989). 

9. As this comment points out, supporting documentation should be provided for the bighorn 
sheep intermountain movement. This response reflects that the draft EIS/EIR (page 236) 
and Appendix F, p: 52, par. 3 should read ". . . corridors have been documented for 
sheep in the California desert area by the BLM and the CDFG (Bleich et al. 1990)." Also, 
the following citation was omitted from the draft EIS/EIR: "Bleich, V. C., J. D. Wehausen, 
and S. A. Holl. 1990. Desert-Dwelling Mountain Sheep: Conservation Implications of 
a Naturally Fragmented Distribution. Conservation Biology 4(4):383-390." 

10. As recommended in this comment, this response reflects the deletion of the statement that 
bighorn sheep 6edding areas may be a limiting factor for sheep populations. 

11. It is the opinion of.the bighorn sheep biologists at the BLM that there is more potential 
bighorn sheep habitat in the Eagle Mountains than is currently utilized. This is because 
at Eagle Mountain, permanent water is the limiting factor in bighorn distribution, not 
vegetation. The 894 acres of bighorn habitat that would be lost to the proposed landfill 
represents habitat that is closest to the currently heavily disturbed Eagle Mountain Mine. 
This habitat is occupied primarily because it is closest to water sources on the disturbed 
mine site. Whether this habitat, given its proximity to past and present human distur
bance, should be considered "prime habitat" is debatable. The proposed mitigation plan 
would redistribute bighorn activity away from the mine site into unoccupied habitat 
where impacts from human disturbance would be lessened. This would be accomplished 
through the establishment of new water sources. Given the amount of unoccupied 
bighorn habitat in the Eagle Mountains, the loss of 894 acres adjacent to the mine site 
would not be significant when combined with mitigation plan implementation. 
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12. As requested in this comment, the discussion on the effects of stress to bighorn sheep 
(Appendix F, page 71 of the draft EIS/EIR) has been expanded to read as follows: 

Indirect impacts to bighorn sheep may occur if the landfill operation causes sheep 
to alter their use patterns in the habitat surrounding the landfill. Bighorn sheep are 
known to respond to the presence of humans and vehicles with an increased heart 
rate due to stress. However, unless there is a direct threat to the sheep, heart rate 
usually quickly returns to normal, indicating habituation (MacArthur et al. 1979). 
Sheep accustomed to the presence of humans have allowed humans to approach to 
within 50 meters before an increase in heart rate occurs (MacArthur et al. 1979). 
How much habituation occurs is not known. Whether prolonged sheep-human 
interaction significantly increases the stress levels in bighorn to the point where there 
is a decline in reproductive success or an increase in susceptibility to disease is not 
known. There are examples in Nevada of bighorn sheep populations that have 
remained fairly constant for the past 50 years despite a significant increase in 
adjacent human recreational activity (McQuivey 1978). The most serious human 
impacts are those that remove habitat or block sheep access to needed resources, 
such as water holes. The bighorn sheep population in the Eagle Mountains appeared 
to habituate to past mining activities, as they were regularly observed near the mine 
and adjacent haul roads while the mine was active (Anderson, pers. comm., 1989). 
It is likely that they will also habituate to landfill operations. 

13. The project proponent (MRC) would prefer to contract with the CDFG to carry out the 
entire bighorn sheep telemetry/monitoring study, with input to program design from 
BLM, RECON, and the U.S. Park Service. MRC proposes to pay for the study and the 
installation and maintenance of the new water sources. The location and design of the 
new water sources will be decided upon by the CDFG and BLM, with input from MRC 
and RECON. The mitigation for the loss of one temporary water and three permanent 
sources is the creation of three new permanent water sources and the rehabilitation, for 
bighorn use, of Buzzard Springs. Any costs necessary to translocate sheep will be borne 
by MRC. 

14. 

15. 

242 

The new bighorn sheep water sources will be maintained throughout the 115-year life of 
the landfill project and, replaced by MRC, if necessary. The new water sources will be 
monitored to insure that they are functional year-round. If proper function entails 
transporting water to the site, MRC will do so. 

The draft EIS/EIR states that domestic sheep should not be allowed on the proposed Eagle 
Mountain landfill site (p. 456, par. 1). A separate environmental document will be 
required for impact assessment on the Eagle Mountain townsite. This will address and 
develop any necessary restrictions (e.g., no domestic sheep) on the landfill employees 
who will reside in the town. 
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16. As discussed on page 454 (second paragraph) of the draft EIS/EIR, no significant impacts 
to bighorn sheep are anticipated from reintroduction of rail service along the Eagle 
Mountain rail line. No documented bighorn sheep dispersal route crosses the rail line. 
At only one location were tracks found along the rail line during the biological survey, 
and it was the opinion of the local BLM biologistthat these were most likely mule deer, 
not bighorn, tracks. Bighorn are tolerant of some human disturbance, as evidenced by 
their continued use of the Eagle Mountain Mine while it was still active. No evidence 
exists that the previous train traffic along the.rail-line inhibited sheep movements. No 
sheep were reported struck by train traffic. Thus, it is believed that an active rail line 
would not be a significant barrier to sheep movements, and no further revisions to either 
the draft EIS/EIR or to Appendix F are necessary. 

17. This response reflects that Table 5 of Appendix F in the draft EIS/EIR has been modified 
to change the current habitat-designation for the desert pupfish from "ponds" to "back
waters along streams and pools." 

18. This comment refers to a map in the Biological Assessment for the Section 7 consultation 
required by the Endangered Species Act and not the draft EIS/EIR. Figure 10 of 
Appendix F of the draft EIS/EIR is correct. For the Biological Assessment (Appendix 
N of the final EIS/EIR), correct distribution maps for desert pupfish found in California 
were obtained from Ms. Kim Nicol (CDFG). Figures 10a and I Ob of the Biological 
Assessment reflect this correct information. 

19. As suggested in this com~ent, this response acknowledges thatalthough a flash flood in 
June 1990 reduced the pupfish population to two fish in a portion of the Salt Creek, 
additional surveys showed that this pupfish population had returned to pre-flood condi
tions by March 1991. 

20. As suggested in this comment, the sentence has been reworded to eliminate any implica
tion that the CDFG monitoring program represents mitigation. However, the results of 
the CDFG surveys will be used to assess the need for mitigation measures for routine rail 
operation. No significant impacts from routine operation are expected, but the potential 
exists for impacts. If necessary, MRC will do any additional monitoring activity deemed 
necessary by the BLM, USFWS, or CDFG. 

21. Specific response procedures have been developed in conjunction with the Biological 
Assessment (Appendix N of the final EIS/EIR) required by the Section 7 consu~tation. 
The draft EIS/EIR states in Appendix F, p. 87, par. 3, that the USFWS .and CDFG will 
be consulted if mitigation procedures are required after any rail accident that could affect 
desert pupfish populations. The USFWS, BLM, and CDFG will be notified immediately 
of any accidents occurring in the vicinity of desert pupfish habitat 
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22. As originally envisioned, the BLM would receive the results of the raven monitoring 
program and then consult with other -agencies as necessary. A Raven Monitoring 
Working Group consisting of representatives of the BLM, USFWS, CDFG, U.S. Park 
Service, MRC, and any other agency representative or individuals is recommended in 
the Biological Assessment (Appendix N of the final EIS/EIR.). 

23. There is some anecdotal evidence that tortoises will use culverts, although a long-term 
study of their effectiveness is lacking. Recommended mitigation in the draft EIS/EIR is 
for the use of culverts in association with barriers (Appendix F, p. 86, par. 5). The 
suggestion of relocating tortoises was made in case monitoring of tortoises indicates that 
they are not utilizing the culvert system. 

24. As suggested in this comment, an 18-inch vertical tortoise-proof-barrier will be installed 
on both sides of Eagle Mountain Road. MRC will regularly monitor the barrier/culvert 
system to check for sand buildup and provide subsequent sand removal; in addition, the 
system will be repaired and maintained throughout the life of the project 

25. Pages 467-468 of the draft EIS/EIR concur with this comment 

26. The procedures mentioned in this comment have been initiated. 

27. All requirements of the California Fish and Game Code will be met 

28. The development of the draft EIS/EIR for the Eagle Mountain landfill project has been 
ongoing for more than two years, to date. During that time federal, state, and local 
agencies have been extensively consulted and their input into the document has been 
extensive. Not only has much of the baseline biological data come from these sources, 
but mitigation strategies have also been extensively discussed. Because of this, it is felt 
that the review period for both the draft EIS/EIR and draft Biological Assessment is 
adequate. 

Baseline monitoring studies for various species requiring mitigation for impacts will be 
concluded before any start-up of ·operations that would cause the impacts. The results 
of these studies may be used to modify mitigation plans if necessary. However, given 
existing studies, it is not believed necessary to complete these studies before the final 
EIS/EIR is certified. 

DOCUMENT 0035 Letter from CSA 51 Advisory Board, September 3, 1991 

1. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 
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DOCUMENT 0036 Letter from Walt V. Hopkins, September 2, 1991 

1. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is nece~sary. 

DOCUMENT 0037 Letter from Mickey and Will Truitt, September 1, 1991 

1. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0038 Letter from Riverside County Fire Department, August 29, 1991 

1. The intermodal shipping containers are 40 x 8 x 8 feet in size with a storage capacity of 
about 284 cubic yards of material or 25 tons of compacted trash (page 48 of draft 
EIS/EIR). The containers are not sealed in the sense that they are watertight. The rear 
closure is a tightly fitting latched door that will prevent the escape of refuse. The closing 
mechanism on each container will be sealed to prevent unauthorized opening and to 
ensure that the latching mechanism is firmly engaged. Additionally, dripping wet refuse 
will not be placed in the containers. For these reasons, the shipping containers are not 
expected to leak. 

2. Liquid carbon dioxide has been used to control and extinguish deep landfill fires in a few 
instances, including one in Long Beach, California. The method is very speculative and 
likely would not work for large or long-lasting fires. The liquid CO2 would not be stored 
on-site. 

DOCUMENT 0039 Letter from Walter L. Rector, August 29, 1991 

1. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0040 -Letter from C.G. Boyd & Associates, Inc., August 28, ~991 

1. A discussion of alternative landfill sites and alternative waste diverting techniques is 
presented in the draft EIS/EIR. ·See Responses 0020-5 and 0026-38. 
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DOCUMENT 0041 Letter from Riverside County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District, August 9, 1991 

1. A drainage report which contains a detailed description of the drainage system is included 
in Appendix L of the final EIS/EIR. The Specific Plan drainage discussion, including 
figures, has been updated. Also, see Responses 0001-111 to 116. 

2. This comment is correct. Several inconsistencies occur in the drainage discussions in the 
draft EIS/EIR and the Specific Plan. These inconsistencies have been corrected in the 
drainage report discussed above. See Response 0041-1. Drainage channels throughout 
the project site will be designed in accordance with accepted practices and standards. 
Channels and other structures will be designed and sized to minimize velocities. Where 
velocities indicate possible erosion, the channels will be lined. Lining materials will 
consist of concrete or riprap as conditions dictate. Detention/settling basins and cut-off 
walls will also be used to mitigate drainage volumes and velocities. Drainage design will 
include free board allowances and use of dikes, where possible, to protect adjacent 
facilities and structures. 

3. Maxim_um drainage impacts in this region are believed to occur during short-term, 
high-intensity summer storms. A 100-year 3-hour storm is the probable optimum storm 
event. It should be noted that the relevant regulatory stipulations to be complied with by 
the proposed landfill include the state (Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations 
and the California Integrated Waste Management Board) and federal (RCRA Subtitle D, 
the "open dump" criteria) regulations requiring that the landfill be protected from 
flooding or washout from a 100-year 24-hour storm (page 443 of the draft EIS/EIR). The 
drainage system has been designed to handle 100-year storm flows for the most critical 
events ranging from 1-, 3-, 6-, and 24-hour duration storms. In addition, a 500-year 
frequency standard will be adopted for conservative review of channel free board design. 

4. See Response 0001-115. Consideration will be given to evaluation of the pre-mined, 
post-mined, inteJj.m, and ultimate stages of hydrological conditions associated with the 
project. Impacts on downstream properties will be reduced by a combination of on-site 
detention basins, flow-spreading structures, and energy dissipaters. Attention will be 
given to the potential downstream effects of project discharge relative to historic runoff. 

5. Maintenance of all drainage facilities and structures will be borne by the operator of the 
landfill project. It is anticipated that some facilities may require specific operation and/or 
maintenance procedures. These facilities will be operated by trained personnel, retained 
by the project operator. 
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DOCUMENT 0042 Letter from Juana and Louis Gutierrez, July 25, 1991 

1. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0043 Letter from San Bernardino County Museum, July 24, 1991 

1. A paleontologic resource impact mitigation program may be found on pages 568-569 of 
the draft EIS/EIR. This same program should be part of the Specific Plan #252. 

DOCUMENT 0044 Letter from Dorothy Harte, July 12, 1991 

1. This comment does not address the adequacy or ac~uracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0045 Letter from J.H. Reclamation, Inc., January 4, 1991 

1. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0046A Letter from Eugene R. Boess, August 28, 1991 

1. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 00468 Letter from Eugene R. Boess, September 20, 1991 

1. The issues in this letter do not question the adequacy and accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, 
and therefore, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0047 Letter from Lorraine and Gilbert Sherman, September 2, 1991 

1. This comment does not address the adequac}' or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0048 Letter from Gilbert D. Sellan, August 30, 1991 

1. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary . 
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DOCUMENT 0049 Letter from City of Palm Springs, August 29, 1991 

I. There have been seven Planning Commission hearings held to date on the proposed 
project. The Planning Commission will be making a recommendation to approve or not 
approve the project to the Board of Supervisors. CEQA does not require review of the 
document prior to a Board of Supervisors decision. However, NEPA allows for a 30-day 
review period prior to final approval by the BLM, and the Notice of Availability will be 
announced in the Federal Register. 

2. The draft EIS/EIR provides a detailed analysis of the relative impacts of the proposed 
project and all the alternatives, including the Reduced Operations alternative. The 
potential increase in emissions resulting from the operation of the proposed project, 
compared to the "No Project" alternative is discuss in the draft EIS/EIR as well (see 
Appendix E, pp. 198-210). The mitigation measures proposed in the Air Quality section 
of the draft EIS/EIR (pp. 379-385) call for all trucks, trains, and on-site equipment to use 
fuels which comply with all applicable California Air Resources Board regulations. 
Also, see Response 0007-5. Since the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, the project has 
been scaled down by reducing truck trips from 200 to 100 trips per day. This project 
modification is discussed in Section 11.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR. 

3. The emissions calculations presented in the draft EIS/EIR include emissions from 
activities in the Coachella Valley. The project activities which will generate emissions 
in the Coachella Valley are train and truck travel for the hauling of containerized waste 
to the landfill site. See Response 0026-8. 

248 

Of the total 269-mile train route assumed in the draft EIR analysis, 78 miles are located 
within the Coachella Valley. The emissions associated with this rail travel are (a) NOx, 
582 tons/year; (b) CO, 236 tons/year; (c) PMlO, 14 tons/year; (d) ROG, 40 tons/year; 
and ( e) S02, 7 4 tons/year. 

Emissions from truck hauling within the Coachella Valley cannot be quantified at the 
present time due to a lack of specific information regarding the locations of the MRFs, 
which would be the points of origin of the truck-hauled waste. As a worst case, one could 
assume that all of the truck-hauled waste originates within the Coachella Valley. Based 
on this worst-case assumption, the truck emissions associated with the project in the 
Coachella Valley would be (a) NOx, 157 tons/year; (b) CO, 74 tons/year; (c) PMlO, 23 
tons/year; (d) ROG, 25 tons/year; and (e) SO2, 32 tons/year. Figure FEIR-AQ-2 
(Attachment 2, Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR) compares the estimated project 
emissions from rail and truck travel in the Coachella Valley with estimates of emissions 
from all rail arid truck travel in the Coachella Valley and with estimates of emissions 
from all sources in the Coachella Valley. In addition, Figure FEIR-AQ-3 (Attachment 
2, Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR) shows relative impacts for the proposed project with 
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mitigation and the "No Project" alternative for the Coachella Valley and the Eagle 
Mountain area. 

4. It is unclear which mitigation measures the commenter is referring to. The mitigation 
measures contained in the draft EIS/EIR (pp. 379-383) clearly define the commitment 
by Mine Reclamation Corporation. Compliance with the Mitigation Reporting/Monitor
ing Program (Section 11.C. of the final EIS/EIR) is required by the CEQA and NEPA 
process. 

The use of alternative fuels (such as methanol, natural gas, or liquefied petroleum gas) 
for locomotives and landfill equipment is discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (see Appendix 
E, pp. 115~117 and 120-121). Mitigation Measure AQ-9 has been revised in the final 
EIS/EIR to include a feasibility study to evaluate the potential for use of diesel engines 
with selective catalytic reduction (SCR) or natural gas fuels to reduce emissions from 
Eagle Mountain railway locomotives. The revised Mitigation Measure AQ-9 includes a 
specific timetable for conducting the feasibility study. A comparison of the emissions 
from the uncontrolled diesel-fired, mitigated diesel-fired, and natural gas-fired Eagle 
Mountain railway locomotives is shown on Table FEIR-AQ-15 of the final EIS/EIR 
(Attachment 2 of Appendix M). It is not possible to commit to a specific timetable for 
implementing the use of alternative fuels in landfill equipment at the present time, 
because no alternative-fueled engines are available for the types of equipment expected 
to be used at the Eagle Mountain project 

5. The proposed project includes accepting truck transported waste from local areas in 
Riverside and San Bernardino County up to 4,000 tons per day at full operation of the 
landfill. The Reduced Landfill Operations alternative would allow for 2,000 tons per 
day, retaining minimal truck transport to serve potential future demand in Riverside 
County which cannot be served economically by rail transportation. The Riverside 
County Solid Waste Management Plan estimates that the Coachella Valley will generate 
1,330 tons per day of solid waste in the year 2005. Thus, the project has more than enough 
capacity· to meet the . future needs of Riverside County and, more specifically, the 
Coachella Valley. Riverside County will have the right to deposit up to 2,000 tons per 
day at the site without charge. Any additional tonnage shipped to Eagle Mountain would 
be charged as determined by the applicant at current market rates. It should be noted that 
since the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, the number of trucks has been reduced by half 
from 200 to 100 trucks per day, which in tum reduces the amount of refuse transported 
daily by truck from 4,000 tpd to 2,000 tpd. A full description of this scenario is contained 
in Section 11.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR. This minor modification will not affect the 
project's ability to meet the future capacity needs of Riverside County. 

6. The draft EIS/EIR (Section IV.H.2) concludes that there will be a substantial beneficial 
impact to the public fiscal status of the local area (County Service Area 51 ). Impacts to 
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DOCUMENT 0050 RESPONSES 10 COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0052 

public facilities near the out-of-county transfer stations or transportation ways were not 
analyzed in detail because the size, location, and operation of any processing and transfer 
station would have to be determined by the community in which it is located. Because 
no significant fiscal impact was identified, NEPNCEQA do not require "full fiscal 
impact analysis" as suggested by this comment 

DOCUMENT 0050 Letter from Allen,T. Brown, August 30, 1991 

1. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0051 
August 30, 1991 

Letter from Johnso~ & Johnson Development Corporation, 

1. As documented in the traffic analysis of Appendix D (page 1 of Appendix A), 35 trains 
pass the at-grade crossings of North Sunset Avenue and 22nd Street. The average daily 
traffic on 22nd Street is 5,669 and 530 on North Sunset. These two crossings have 
automatic gate protection. Trains are traveling approximately 40 MPH at these two 
crossings. At full capacity of 20,000 tpd, an average of 9 .4 trains per day (both directions) 
will pass these intersections. Each train will be approximately 3,500 to 4,000 feet long. 
This calculates to approximately one minute average delay per passing at each of the two 
crossings. This is not considered a significant impact See page 359 of the draft EIS/EIR 
for an explanation of the assumptions made for assessing the significance of vehicle delay 
times from potential rail haul waste disposal projects. 

2. See Responses 0023-2 and 0005-1. 

3. An average of 4.7 round-trip shipments per day (or 9.4 one-way trains) will utilize the 
primary rail segment when the project is operating at full capacity. The project is capable 
of receiving a maximum of six round-trip train trips per day (or 12 one-way trips) serving 
the container handling yard. The average delay created by increased rail traffic will be 
about 10 seconds per vehicle stopped at the Sunset Avenue and 22nd Street at-grade 
crossing. This should not serve to "cut off' the northern portion of the city of Banning 
from the southern portion. 

4. See Responses 0023-2 and 0005-1. 

DOCUMENT 0052 Letter from Riverside County Fire Department, August 21, 1991 

1. - Recycling, train repair, dust control, road building, and other industrial/service land uses 
will be integral to the project and not occur outside its boundaries. There are not likely 
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DOCUMENT 0053 RESPONSES 10 COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0053 

to be additional service demands other than enumerated in the draft EIS/EIR which will 
concern the fire department 

2. The design of the intermodal shipping containers would prevent their opening and 
leakage; For a description of the containers, please refer to Response 0030-3. 

This comment is correct. Riverside County Department of Health, as the Local Enforce
ment Agency, will have inspection rights for all solid waste coming to the project site. 
Compliance with the standards of hazardous waste removal will be enforced by on-site 
inspectors directed by and with authority of the Local Enforcement Agency. See pages 
332 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

3. See Response 0038-2. 

4. This comment raises a legitimate concern about the availability of emergency medical 
servfoes at the town of Eagle Mountain. The potential would exist at the landfill for any 
variety of accidents which may require all levels of emergency medical services. The 
mitigation measures have been clarified to require that the project applicant share in the 
fire staffing requirements at the Eagle Mountain station to an emergency medical services 
level of training required by the Riverside County Fire Department. This mitigation 
measure appears on the Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program (Section 11.C. of the 
final EIS/EIR). See Response 0001-128. 

5. The draft EIS/EIR on page 533 acknowledges the project will be required to contribute 
to the funding of the fire improvements. See Response 0001-128. 

DOCUMENT 0053 Letter from Office of the Mayor, Cathedral City, August 27, 1991 

1. The concerns raised in this comment are more appropriately raised with the Riverside 
County Solid Waste Division. The draft EIS/EIR identifies alternative waste disposal 
options and conclud~s ~at even with active recycling, yard waste composting, and other 
source reduction techniques, the need for a large-scale or .a number of smaller-scale 
landfill projects in the region would still be pres~nt. Premature landfill closings would 
only exacerbate .this problem. Moreover, this comment does not question the adequacy 
or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, no other response is necessary. 

2. As required· by the State Health and Safety Code (Division 20, Chapter 6.95), Southern 
Pacific's Emergency Response Plan, Spill Prevention Control Contingency Plan, and 
Tier II Chemical Inventory Forms are filed every year with all administeririg agencies, 
including the health departments of Riverside and San Bernardino counties and the 
California Public Utilities Commission. In addition, General Order 161 of the California 
Public Utilities· Commission (effective 8/7/91) requires Southern Pacific to file the 
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emergency response plan, traffic density data by line segment, lease and storage inven
tories, and a list of 24-hour emergency contact telephone numbers with any emergency 
response agency (such as fire departments) within 60 days of receiving a written request 
from the agency. In addition, as part of their own emergency response planning, MRC 
would maintain adequate staff on-site or on call to provide clean-up workers to supple
ment Southern Pacific staff and to accomplish trash pickup as necessary (draft EIS/EIR, 
page 352). The other public health concerns presented in the comment are discussed in 
the Public Health and Safety section (IV.B.) of the draft EIS/EIR. See Response 0026-3 
for more details of Southern Pacific's emergency response plan. 

3. Page 543 of the draft EIS/EIR explains that the noise level increase of 0. 7 dB that would 
be experienced by residential areas 100 feet from the Southern Pacific rail line is not 
discernible by people and therefore not considered a significant impact (Fundamentals . 
and Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise, by Bolt, Beranek, and Newman, Inc., prepared 
for the Federal Highway Administration, June 1973, page 1-20). A noise barrier would 
not be necessary for such a small'increase. 

DOCUMENT 0054 Letter from Mel Ballen, September 4, 1991 

1. To clarify the potential water quality impacts, please refer to Response 0001-25. 

DOCUMENT 0055 
August 30, 1991 

Letter from U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Mines, 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0056 
1991 

Letter from Marilyn, Maurice, and Joshua Beidler, August 27, 

1. For a discussion of mandatory recycling efforts in southern California, please see 
Response 0006-1. As a compliance requirement of AB 939, green waste material will 
likely be removed from the waste stream for composting at the MRFs and transfer 
stations. 

2. Section IV .D of the draft EIS/EIR (page 368) discusses the air quality impacts associated 
with the project, including emissions from train and truck transport. For a summary of 
air quality impacts to residences in the Coachella Valley, please refer to Response 0012-1. 

3. Section IV.A of the draft EIS/EIR (page 317) discusses the potential for groundwater 
impacts resulting from the proposed project. Please refer to Response 0001-25. 
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DOCUMENT 0057 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0059 

4. The Mineral Resources section (IV.1.3) of the draft EIS/EIR (page 487) provides a 
detailed discussion of the mineral reserves, including iron ore, at Eagle Mountain. The 
proposed phasing of the landfill project would assure that the most potentially minable 
iron resources are impacted last Such sequencing would allow approximately 75 years 

· to recover the ore if economically justified. The proposed landfill operations at Eagle 
Mountain, particularly reactivating ihe rail line, could benefit possible future mining 
operations. It should be noted that any such future mining would require environmental 
review and land use permits. 

DOCUMENT 0057 Letter from R. J. Arden, received September 10, 1991 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary . 

DOCUMENT 0058 Letter from Maney and Murray Olderman, September 5, 1991 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0059 
September 5, 1991 

Letter from National Parks and Conservation Association, 

1. As discussed on page 413 of the draft EIS/EIR, project impacts were based on extremely 
conservative modeling assumptions. Mitigation Measure AQ-23 (Appendix E, page 
130) required a reanalysis of ambient air quality impacts using meteorological monitoring 
data collected on-site. This revised modeling using weather data collected on-site has 
been completed and the results are summarized on modified tables (Tables 29, 36, 49, 
and 52) and as_sociated plots of project impacts in Attachment 5, Appendix M of the final 
EIS/EIR. The results of the revised modeling show that project impacts at the Joshua 
Tree National Monument will not exceed federal Class I or II increments. Therefore, the 
results of the. revised air quality modeling do not indicate a need for any mitigation 
measures in addition to those specified in the final EIS/EIR. 

2. The proposed project site is located southeast of Joshua Tree National Monument and at 
its closest point is approximately 8,000 feet south of the boundary. Numerous design 
features have been incorporated into the proposed project which would _ensure that 
windblown debris generated from the proposed landfill would be minimal. Please refer 
to pages 515-516 for a description of the proposed mitigation measures to minimize 
impacts of windblown debris. In the event that JTNM or BLM staff observe or receive 
reports of problems developing with windblown debris, there will MRC operations 
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personnel assigned to litter control that can be contacted to ensure the timely retrieval of
stray litter. 

3. The draft EIS/EIR points out, "The project area is not within the boundaries of JTNM 
and will have no direct impact on its recreation values, uses, or opportunities for camping, 
hiking, backpacking, photography, wilderness use, or nature study" (p. 521). In fact, 
Joshua Tree National Monument at its closest point is approximately 8,000 feet south of 
the project boundary. Figure 91 shows that a ridgeline protects the monument's viewshed 
from the project area. 

4. The draft EIS/EIR discusses the project's impact on Coxcomb Mountains, Eagle Moun
tains, Pinto Basin, and Chuckwalla Mountains WSAs on pages 524-527. The draft 
document concludes that the significance of impact after implementation of the design 
features will not impair the suitability of adjacent WSAs for preservation as wilderness. 

5. The draft EIS/EIR (pages 450 and 451) outlines the raven control and monitoring 
program. In general, the passive raven control program includes trash burial at the end -
of each workday at a minimum, prompt removal of large road-killed animals from the 
truck route, hazing, and other nonlethal measures to minimize raven feeding at the project 
site. If, through the monitoring program, the raven population is found to be increasing, 

· an active raven control program would be initiated. This would include the destruction 
of individual raven nests and/or animals. 

6. Noise impacts on Joshua Tree National Monument and wilderness areas are discussed 
on page 556 of the draft EIS/EIR. Due to distance and the intervening barrier of the 
·Eagle Mountains, noise levels from project operations would not be considered signifi
cant. 

7. Potential night lighting impacts on the national monument and wilderness areas will be 
reduced by implementing the proposed design features including limitation of night 
activities, type of lighting, an·d truck traffic routing. More specifically, the significance 
criteria for night lighting was generated from consultation with JTNM staff who feel that 
lighting for lower-elevation ground uses would not be a problem. Floodlighting and 
high-pressure sodium fixtures would cause unnecessary spillage of light resulting in a 
significant impact; therefore, directed "spot" lighting is recommended. 

•'\·· DOCUMENT 0060A Letter from Tom Glenn, September 4, 1991 

/•: 
._ . .. : ,:, ,._ 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 
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DOCUMENT 00608 Letter from Tom Glenn, September 11, 1991 

1. The draft EIS/EIR addresses landfills in counties where waste is generated (page I 05). 
Other potential sites in these areas were not analyzed in further detail because of their 
limited capacities an_d because adequate information is not currently available regarding 
the description of projects at these sites. Furthermore, this comment does not address 
the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR. 

2. This coITlment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 

3. This comment does not address the adequacy or_ accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 

4. See Responses 0001-4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 15, 18, 25, 33, 111, and 112 and 0002-4 and 6. 

5. Refuse destined for landfilling .at Eagle Mountain must comply with the provisions of 
AB 939, the "Recycling Bill." Such compliance means that the refuse has been subjected 
to an inspection program for the removal of recyclables and hazardous materials. If 
refuse does not comply, it will not be taken to Eagle Mountain. For a discussion of 
hazardous material screening, please refer to Response 0002-8. 

6. The draft EIS/EIR does not suggest that the econom_ic benefits of the proposed project 
serve as mitigation for any significant impacts associated with the proposed project. 

7. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 

8. This comment d~es not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0061 Letter from Lucille and Cliff Busse, September 3, 1991 

I. This comment doe_s not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0062 Letter from Lewis L. Warner, September 3, 1991 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 
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DOCUMENT 0063 Letter from Jean M. LaRoss, September S, 1991 

1. The assessment of air quality impacts resulting from the proposed project takes into 
consideration the amount of exhaust emissions produced from the combustion of diesel 
fuel during transport and on-site handling of solid waste (see pages 374 and 375 and 
Table 25 of the draft EIS/EIR). 

2. Please refer to Response 0026-66. 

3. Cumulative air quality impacts are discussed on page 592 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

4. See Response 0006-1. The removal of recyclables from the waste stream, as mandated 
by law (AB 939), will be the responsibility of the MRF and transfer station operators. 
Compliance with these standards of removal will be enforced by on-site inspections 
performed by the Local Enforcement Agency (Riverside County Department of Health). 
MRC will only indirectly enforce compliance with AB 939 through the mechanism of 
not accepting residual waste unless recyclables (and hazardous materials) have been 
removed. 

DOCUMENT 0064 Letter from Margaret Schmidt, September 4, 1991 

1. For a discussion of air quality impacts, please refer to Section IV.D. of the draft EIS/EIR 
commencing on page 368. 

2. See Response 0021-19. 

3. A discussion of cumulative impacts of all past, present, and reasonably anticipated future 
projects is presented on pages 585-598 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT 0065 Letter from Nanette McMahon, no date 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0066 Letter from Jean Spier, September 6, 1991 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

256 Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR. 

--····- .. -,,.. -. 



' 
\ ' ) '· 

I . 

. '• 
l ' 

\ i I 

J \ 
! . 

DOCUMENT 0067 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0071 

DOCUMENT 0067 Letter from Arlene Pallenberger, no date 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0068 Letter from Joseph W. Monroe, September 4, 1991 

1. It is unclear what the commenter means by "loose materials." The draft EIS/EIR 
discusses in great detail the air emissions associated with haul vehicles and on-site 
stationary equipment (see Appendix E, pp. 70-105). In addition, the draft EiS/EIR 
discusses recommended mitigation measures for these emission sources (see Appendix 
E, pp. 105-133). 

2. Please refer to Responses 0006-1 and 0011-1. In conformance with AB 939, recyclable 
materials will be recovered from the MRFs and transfer stations. Compliance with the 
standards of removal of recyclable material will be the responsibility of the operators of 
the MRFs and transfer stations. These regulations will be enforced by on-site inspectors 
directed by and with the authority of the Local Enforcement Agency (Riverside County 
Department of Health). MRC will indirectly enforce these requirements by not accepting 
residual wastes unless the recyclable materials have been removed. 

DOCUMENT 0069 Letter from Jana Thompson, September 4, 1991 

1. Please see Responses 0012-1 and 0017-12. 

DOCUMENT 0070 
1991 

Letter from U.S. Department of Transportation, September 6, 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0071 Letter from Virginia O'Connor, September 8, 1991 

1. See Response 0012-1. Cumulative air quality impacts are discussed on page 592 of the 
draft EIS/EIR. 

2. As outlined on pages 39, 40,331, and 332, hazardous wastes derived from the landfill 
operation and the small quantities of hazardous materials recovered from the on-site 
waste inspection station will be collected and temporarily stored on-site. Wastes will be 
segregated and coniainerized as required by regulations. These wastes will be periodi
cally removed from the site for delivery to a licensed hazardous waste facility. Trans-

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 257 



·,_ .. 

j.'"'. ,, 
'. 

DOCUMENT0072 RESPONSES 10 COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0073 

portation of these wastes will be by licensed hazardous waste carriers under manifest as 
required by state law. 

DOCUMENT 0072 Letter from Madalene Good, September 7, 1991 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0073 · Letter from Desert AG Services, September 5, 1991 

la. As noted in the draft EIS/EIR (page 322), monitoring/detection wells will be "placed 
down-gradient close to the margin of the landfill." Analysis of the fractures and 
sedimentary strata has indicated the best locations for earliest detection/monitoring. 

1 b. Please see Responses 0001-8, 15, 18, 25, and 33. The mitigation measures for the 
protection of groundwater, as iden~ified in the draft EIS/EIR (pages 320-323), include a 
system of waste acceptance criteria, drainage controls, leachate collection and control, 
landfill gas collection and control, and a redundant barrier system that in combination 
reduce the potential for groundwater contamination to a level of insignificance. Leachate 
is not expected to be generated at the landfill because of the climate and the dry nature 
of the waste that will be received. As an additional mitigation measure, to prevent 
leachate from building up pressure necessary to cause any leakage, the site will ·be 
provided with a blanket leachate collection and removal system that is designed to remove 
any leachate, should any leachate be generated. For a more detailed description of the 
containment system, please see Section II.B.1 of the final EIS/EIR. 

2. Please refer to Responses 0001-111 through 116. The drainage system will be designed 
to handle 100-year storm flows for the most critical events ranging from 1-, 3-, 6-, and 
24-hour duration storms. In addition, a 500-year frequency standard will be adopted for 
review of channel freeboard design. The drainage plan will divert all runoff away from 
the landfill as well as provide interim cover that is designed to prevent infiltration and 
percolation of rainwater that falls on the landfill. It is not possible for a failure of this 
system to result in several hundred acre-feet of water being dumped into the fill site that 
will result in the generation of leachate, because only rainwater that falls directly onto 
the open face of the landfill will be covered with either interim or final cover which is 
designed tci drain runoff and prevent percolation. Additionally, if an entire year's rainfall 
fell onto the open face of the landfill in one storm event, this would only cause the upper 
one foot of refuse to reach the field capacity required for leachate to be released from the 
refuse mass. Since a day's volume of refuse is usually 20 to 30 feet thick, there is 
insufficient water in the I 00-year storm events to cause the refuse to reach a point of 
saturation where leachate will be generated. The drainage report is contained in Appen
dix L of the final EIS/EIR. 
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3. The monitoring of the foundation and monitoring layer, immediately beneath the barrier 
system, as well as the groundwater several hundred feet below the barrier system, will 
serve to evaluate the performance of the barrier system. If there is"leakage through the 
barrier system, it will be detected immediately beneath the system, long before any 
leacha~ would reach the groundwater. The assumption that a "continuum of leachate" 
leakage would continue is incorrect because leachate will continually be pumped out of 
the leachate collection system to prevent a buildup needed for a continuous source of 
leakage. Additionally, if monitoring indicates a buildup of leachate within the removal 
system, additional cover material can be added to further reduce the amount of precipi
tation that would be the main cause of leachate generation. If the leachate is collected 
and removed as proposed in the draft EIS/EIR (pages 60-65 and 320-323), there will not 
be a source of leachate that could leak and contaminate the groundwater. 

4. Please see Response 0001-33. 

5. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR. A 
discussion of.potential groundwater impacts resulting from the proposed project can be 
found in Section N.A. of the draft EIS/EIR. Also, see Response 0001-25. 

6. Air quality impacts resulting from the proposed project are discussed in Section N.D. of 
the draft EIS/EIR. Since this comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the 
draft EIS/EIR, no further response is necessary. 

7. Without specific examples· of "conscienceless wildlife habitat compromises," no re
sponse to this comment can be given. The biological impacts resulting from the proposed 
project and recommended mitigation measures are outlined in Section IV.G. of the draft 
EIS/EIR. A mote detailed description of mitigation measures can be found in Appendix 
F of the draft EIS/EIR and the Biological Assessment (Appendix N of the final EIS/EIR). 

8. A discussion of potential traffic impacts can be found in Section IV.C. of the draft 
EIS/EIR. Since this comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft 
EIS/EIR, no further response is necessary. 

9. Please refer to Response 0006-1. AB 939 is a mandatory recycling program requiring a 
25 percent reduction in waste by the year 1995 and a 50 percent reduction in waste by 
the year 2000. Pages 105-109 of the draft EIS/EIR discuss recycling, composting, and 
other forms bf waste source reduction in greater detaiL Nevertheless, the implementation · 
of these waste diversion programs would not eliminate the need for a large-scale or 
number of smaller-scale landfill projects in the region. 

For refuse destined for landfilling at Eagle Mountain, each transfer station ~d MRF 
would be required to initiate their own load-checking program as required under the 
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facility permit and is not part of the proposed project. However, as part of the proposed 
project, MRC would institute a periodic inspection program at the landfill to monitor the 
continued compliance and effectiveness of the load-checking programs. Compliance 
with the standards of removal will be enforced by on-site inspectors directed by and with 
the authority of the LEA (County of Riverside Department of Health). MRC would not 
accept residual wastes at Eagle Mountain unless the hazardous wastes and recyclables 
have been removed. 

DOCUMENT 0074 Letter from G.T.J. Enterprises, September 16, 1991 

1. Please see Response 0026-75 for a discussion of pyrolitic conversion of trash-to-energy. 

DOCUMENT 0075 Letter from Marilyn Beidler, August 30, 1991 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0076 Letter from John R. Warner, September 12, 1991 

This letter was mailed to both the Riverside Planning Department and the Bureau of Land 
Management area offices. The concerns expressed in these letters are similar in nature and 
thus, for the sake of economy, appear only once in the final EIS/EIR and are addressed below. 
All letters submitted are on file at the County and the BLM area offices. 

1. Refuse being transported to the site by truck or train would be compacted in closed 
containers. For a description of the containers, please see Response 0021-25. The 
measures taken during the transport and deposit of refuse at the working face of the 
landfill and the application of the daily cover would minimize the attraction of animals, 
birds, and insects to the project site. See Response 0026-9. A description of this process 
is found on pages 51, 57, 58, and 345-346 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

2. Burning refuse is not a viable alternative in southern California due to the present air 
quality conditions in the Los Angeles basin and surrounding area. See Response 
0026-75. Mitigation measures to reduce emissions generated by project operations 
presented on pages 380 and 381 of the draft EIS/EIR address alternatives to diesel engines 
and trucks, including the electrification of the Eagle Mountain railway and landfill 
equipment. In summary, when the landfill gas generation is sufficient to warrant the 
construction of an energy recovery facility at the project site, a cost/effectiveness study 
of electrifying the Eagle Mountain railway to reduce locomotive emissions shall be 
conducted. Also, in lieu of diesel-fueled versions, MRC shall purchase and use electric 
versions of landfill equipment such as overhead cranes, crushers, conveyors, and 
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3. 

pugmills wherever available. Where not available, alternative-fuel technology will be 
used depending on air permitting standards. Other alternative measures to diesel fuel are 
evaluated in the draft EIS/EIR (pages 385 and 386; and Appendix E) but are not 
considered feasible at the present time. 

The scientific community is still debating the effects that CO2 emissions have on global 
warming. Therefore, it highly speculative at this point to determine the effect (if any) 
CO2 emissions from the proposed project would have on global warming. 

DOCUMENT 0077 Letter from Hallock Hoffman, September 4, 1991 

1. Please refer to Response 0021-25 for a description of the intermodal shipping container. 

2. Please refer to Response 0026-3. In the event of a rail accident, the emergency response 
plan would be enacte_d,_ Public Safety of the Public Health and Safety section (see pages 
147-148 and 351-355-of the draft EIS/EIR) discusses the risk accidental spillage of 
nonhazardous compacted municipal waste poses to public health and safety. With 
implementation of mitigation measures such as providing staff to assist in the removal 
of spilled waste in the event of an accident, public safety_ impacts due to accidental 
spillage would be below a level of significance: 

3. As part of Title_ 14, Chapter 3, of th~_ California Code of Regulations, MRC will develop 
a standard se(of p~pceduf~s for employee activity with respect to all phases of landfill 
operations. Please refer to Section IV .B.5 of the draft EIS/EIR for a discussfon of these 
procedures. 

4. The proposed Class m landfill will only accept nonhazardous solid waste and inert 
wastes. Mandatory procedures for detection, collection, temporary storage, and off-site 
disposal to a licensed hazardous waste disposal facility would be implemented at the 
MRFs and transfer statio~s as part of their facilities permits. A description of this process 
can be found in the draft EIS/EIR (pages 39, 40, 48, 49, and 331-333). Also, please refer 
to Respons~ 0026-4. 

5. Because of the very dry climate.at Eagle Mountain, the dry nature of the refuse, and the 
fact that liquids will 1_1ot be_ accepted into the landfill, it is expected that refuse decompo
sition rate~ in the lanclfili will be· very slow. I-or these reasons, the production of leachate 
in the landfill mass is expected to be minimal, if at all. 

6. The draft EIS/EIR (Section IV.D.) discusses air quality impacts resulting from truck and 
train activity" serving the landfill site. As described· on pages 356 and 357 of the draft 
EIS/EIR, the number of daily train trips required when the landfill is operating at full 
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capacity would be 9.4 with a maximum of 12 round trips daily. See Response 0012-1 
for a discussion of air quality impacts to the Coachella Valley. 

DOCUMENT 0078 
September 17, 1991 

Letter from Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District, 

1. This letter and its attached resolutions do not comment on the adequacy or accuracy of 
the draft EIS/EIR, and therefore, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0079 Letter from Mr. & Mrs. James Johnson, September 18, 1991 

1. Three letters were received by the County of Riverside and the Bureau of Land Manage
ment area offices expressing opposition to the project. These letters are almost identical 
in content and thus, for the sake of economy, appear only once in the final EIS/EIR. 
However, all letters submitted are on file at the County and the BLM area offices. None 
of the letters question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, no further 
response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0080 Letter from City of La Quinta, September 19, 199l 

1. The Coachella Valley and the Chuckwalla aquifer are not connected. Moreover, for 
protection of the Chuckwalla aquifer froin groundwater contamination, the project design 
includes the iristallation of a composite liner, a drainage control system, a leachate 
collection system, a landfill gas collection system, daily compacted soil cover of refuse, 
project phasing, and groundwater monitoring wells. See Response 0001-25. For addi
tional regulations concerning the liner, please see Response 0021-16. 

2. Please refer to Responses 0012-1 and 0017-12. 

3. The draft EIS/EIR (page 351) states that the project itself and the operation of off-site 
transfer stations to serve the project would not be expected to increase the frequency of 
accidents involving solid waste transport, when considered in terms of accidents per 
ton-mile of transport. Emergency response plans are already in place at the -local 
government level, as part of federal and statewide programs. As part of their own 
emergency response planning, MRC would maintain adequate staff on-site or on call to 
provide clean-up workers and trash pickup as necessary (see Response 0026-3). 

DOCUMENT 0081 Letter from Myrt Griffin, September 18, 1991 

1. This letter does not comment on the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 
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DOCUMENT 0082 Letter from State Building and Construction Trades Council of 
California, September 18, 1991 

1. This letter does not comment on the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore,no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0083 Lett~r from K. H. Carabio, September 17, 1991 

1. The comment does not define the geographical area of interest. One method that may be 
used to compare project emissions with existing emissions from vehicles and trains is to 
examine the project imp_acts on the Coachella Valley. The emissions calculations 
presented in the draft EIS/EIR include emissions from activities in the Coachella Valley. 
The project activities which will generate emissions in the Coachella Valley are train and 
truck travel hauling containerized w·aste to the project site. 

Of the total 269-mile train rcmte assumed in the draft EIS/EIR analysis, 78 miles are 
located within the·coachella Valley. The em_issions associated with this rail travel are 
(a) NOx, 582- tons/year; (b) CO, 236 tons/year; (c) PMlO, 14 tons/year; (d) ROG, 
40 tons/year; and.(e) SO2, 74 tons/year. 

Emissions from- truck_ haµling within the Coachella Valley caimot be quantified at this 
time due to· a lack of specific information regarding the location of MRFs, which would 
be the points of origin_ of the truck-hauled waste. As a worst case, one could assume that 
all of the truck-hauled waste originates within the Coachella Valley. Based on this 
worst-case assumption, the truck emissions associated with the projectin the Coachella 
Valley would be (a) NOx, 157 tons/year; (b) CO, 74 tons/year; (c) PMlO, 23 tons/year; 
(d) ROG, 25 tons/year; and (e) SOz, 32 tons/year. 

Thus, it is estimated that in -the Coachella Valley·, the truck and train emissions associated 
with the proposed· project would amount to 739 toils/year of NOx, 37 tons/year of PM 10, 
and 65 tonsfy~ar of ROG. Based on information derived from the SCAQMD emissions 
inventory (a linear extrapolation ·between the 1987 baseline values and the year 2000 
estimate), it is estim·ated that 1991. vehicle and train emissions in the Coachella Valley 
amount to 15,311 tons/year of NOx, 2,415 tons/year of PMlO, and 7,226 tons/year of 
ROG (see Table FEIR-AQ-6, Appendix M, Attachment 2, of the final EIS/EIR). 

2a. Recyclables sent to Eagle Mountain for _storage will be shipped to the site· in closed 
containers, identical with those being used for the shipment of waste. These containers 
will be shipped using the same trains that carry waste to the site, but will be prominently 
identified as containing recyclables for storage. When required, the recyclable containers 
will be'reloaded ·on the-trains for shipment back to the source. 
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2b. Table 51 of the draft EIS/EIR has been corrected to show that rail haul operations will 
use 21,404 gallons of diesel fuel per day, and transfer station operations would use 2,160 
gallons of fuel per day. This revision is noted in Section VI of the final EIS/EIR. 

2c. The use of low-emission fuels would be enforced through the requirements of the air 
quality permits issued by the SCAQMD for the proposed project. The air quality permits 
would require the use of fuels meeting certain specifications, as well as detailed record 
keeping attesting to the amount and type of fuel purchased. With this information, the 
district can ensure that fuel used by the project is in compliance with permits require
ments. 

3. The proposed project site is located southeast of Joshua Tree National Monument and at 
its closest point is approximately 8,000 feet south of the boundary. Project impacts on 
surrounding recreation uses, including JTNM, and wilderness areas are discussed on 
pages 520-528 of the draft EIS/EIR. The draft concludes that the project will have no 
direct impact on JTNM with respect to its recreation values, uses, or opportunities for 
camping, hiking, backpacking, photography, wilderness use, or nature study. For a 
specific discussion on air quality impacts to JTNM, please see Response 0059-1. Noise 
impacts to JTNM are discussed in Response 0059-6. Page 413 of the draft EIS/EIR 
discusses the impact of fugitive dust emissions on JTNM. The most important receptor 
of fugitive dust in the project area is the JTNM. boundary. Impacts to the ambient 
concentrations at the monument boundary are presented in Table 34 in the draft EIS/EIR. 

Regulation IV, Rule 403, specifically states that" ... a person shall not cause or allow 
the emissions of fugitive dust ... such that the presence of such dust remains visible in 
the atmosphere beyond the property line of the emission source . . . ." The rule also 
says that" ... every reasonable precaution [shall be taken] to minimize fugitive dust 
emissions from ... solid waste disposal operation." Suspension of activity during 
winds in excess of 25 miles per hour was not considered as a separate mitigation measure 
since virtually all sources of fugitive dust would have active dust control programs 
applied to them. 

Mitigation measures to minimize impacts from fugitive dust emissions are discussed in 
Responses 0003-29 and 30. 

4. The long-term survival rate of transplanted tortoises is not known at this time. This issue 
is being studied; however, results will not be available in time for incorporation into the 
initial phases of this project. Any tortoises that would be moved, either during construc
tion of Eagle Mountain Road or during rail line maintenance or operation, would only 
be displaced a maximum of 300 feet (see draft EIS/EIR, pp·. 450; Appendix F, pp. 85-87), 
a distance likely to keep the tortoise within its current home range. It is not anticipated 
that such a short movement would cause significant impacts to tortoise survival. No 
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Category 1 habitat would be directly impacted l;>y this project, and any potential indirect 
impacts would not be significant As a worst-case scenario, 150 acres of Category 3 
tortoise habitat would be impacted from the expansion and extension of Eagle Mountain 
Road (see draft EIS/EIR, pp. 447-448). Dust impacts can be found on pages 377-379 
and 514-516. 

DOCUMENT 0084 Letter from Building ,and Construction Trades Council of San 
Bernardino and Riverside Counties, September 18, 1991 

1. Although this letter does not comment on the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, 
it raises several issues of concern associated with the proposed project. In response, it 
should be noted that the draft EIS/EIR concludes that the groundwater will not be 
adversely affected by the landfill (see Response 0001-25). · With respect to traffic 
impacts, the draft EIS/EIR (page 363) states that.the proposed project wool_~ generate a 
two percent 'inc~ase in traffic on 1-10. This incremental increase in t$tffic is not 
considered a significant ~affic impact. Furthermore, since the preparation' of the draft 
EIS/EIR, MRC has proposed to reduce the round-trip truck traffic from 200 to 100, which 
would further reduce traffic impacts. See Section 11.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR for a 
discussion of the reduction in truck trips. 

DOCUMENT 0085 Letter from Dorothy Harte, September 15, 1991 

1. This letter does not comment on the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0086 Letter from City of Walnut, Septe.mber 12, 1991 

1. The duration of Phase I operations is not linked to a particular time frame but instead to 
I 

the use and capacity of the Phase I handling yard. The maximum capacity of the initial 
. I -

container handling yard would oe appt9.~imately 4,750 tons per day consisting of one 
trainload of refuse per day (3,500 Wd) and an additional 1,250 tpd that would be delivered 
by truck. When this volume is.exceeded, Phase II operations would commence. 

2. This comment ~oes not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR but is 
welcomed for'the suggestt<;m of the use of an alternative type of lighting. Metal halide 
lights will be evaluated during the final design stages of the project. 

3. The precise locations, designs, and operational details for future MRFs and transfer 
stations are unknown at this time. Please refer to Response 0015-2 for a discussion of 
transfer stations. 
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4. This letter does not comment on the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0087 
1991 

Letter from Office of the Mayor, City of Blythe, September 17, 

1. The groundwater gradient from the 'Eagle Mountains slopes to the southeast in the 
Chuckwalla Valley, turns southward toward 1-10, then again to the east through Palen 
and Ford dry lakes towards the Colorado River. The regional groundwater potentiometry 
has been studied by others and reviewed by the project hydrologist. If the landfill were 
to leak, and with no mitigation whatsoever~ by the time it could get to the Colorado River, 
the concentration effects would be insignificant. Based on the state-of-the-art measures 
of the proposed project working together to protect the area's groundwater resources 
from degradation, the draft EIS/EIR concludes that the groundwater will not be adversely 
affected by the landfill. Also, see Response 0001-25. 

2. Please see Responses 0001-3, 4, 6, 7, 21, 23, and 24. Many landfills throughout the state 
have been designed, constructed, and operated to withstand the effects of the ground 
shaking resulting from earthquakes. The permitting process will require the implementa
tion of the applicable state and federal regulations which would assure that the liner 
design ensures the integrity of the liner during seismic events and the static loading of 
the refuse. As per the active fault evaluation prepared by geologist Richard Proctor, the 
maximum probable earthquake acceleration at the Eagle Mountain site is 0.1 g (gravity). 
However, MRC plans to design all major facilities at the site to 0.2 g, or essentially double 
the state requirements. 

3. For the same reasons discussed in Response 0087-1, no significant groundwater effects 
would occur to the correctional facility. 

4. Section VI of the final EIS/EIR (see reference for pages 574 and 579, and Tables 51 and 
53) contains revised information on the fuel required for this project and its alternatives 
(discussed on pages 572-584 of the draft EIS/EIR). The impacts to air quality are 
quantified in the Air Quality section of the draft EIS/EIR beginning on page 368. Energy 
consumption impacts are discussed in SectionIV.O. of the draftEIS/EIR. Traffic impacts 
and its associated ~afety hazards are discussed in the Traffic and Public Health and Safety . 
sections (IV.C. and IV.B., respectively) of the draft EIS/EIR. 

5. It is unclear why the commenter believes that emissions from the proposed project would 
be trajiped in the Desert Center area. The Desert Center area is located in the Chuckwalla 
Valley, which is open to the east all the way to the border with Arizona. This "opening" 
would provide an avenue for ventilation/air exchanges. Odor impacts from the proposed 
project are addressed in Response 0001-97. 
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6. Please refer to Response 0006-1 for a discussion of mandatory recycling programs in the 
region. 

DOCUMENT 0088A Letter from Kenneth Statler, no date 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0088B Letter from Ken_neth Statler, no date 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0089 
September 12, 1991 

Letter from County of Riverside Parks Department, 

1. Following discussions with Jeff Weinstein of the Riverside County Parks Department, it 
was conclud_ed that the location of the proposed trails and their use density would pose 
no conflict with the use of the Eagle Mountain rail line. One of the County's proposed 
trails is located between the Salton Sea and Highway 111 and hence is not at all impacted 
by the Eagle Mountain rail line. The second trail parallels the Coachella Carial and will 
therefore have a single crossing of the rail line. The density of use at this location is 
expected to be extremely low; hence, no significant impacts will result. 

2. The California £?epartment of Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service have 
been ·consulted extensively for their input on plant and wil~life species in the region of 
Eagle Mountain. Not only are these agencies reviewing and commenting upon the draft 
EIS/EIR, but they are also involved in review of the Biological Assessment (Appendix 
N of the final EIS/EIR) which was developed for compliance with federal and state 
Endangered Species Acts. 

DOCUMENT 0090 Letter from Janet Cook, September 15, 1991 

1 a. See Response 0087-4 for a breakdown of the fuel consumption from refuse transportation, 
including trains. Rail haul operations, as proposed, will use approximately 21,404 gallons 
of diesel fuel per day, and transfer station operations would use 2,160 gallons of fuel per 
day. 

1 b. The overall energy consumption of this _project was determined to be not wastefui, 
inefficient, and unnecessary. However, because the United States is overall an importer 
of fossil fuels, this project will contribute to that importation. Whether importation 1Jf 
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fossil.fuel causes a trade deficit is dependent on the country's exports and is not a relevant 
discussion in this draft EIS/EIR. 

, 2. Project impacts associated with the proposed landfill on Joshua Tree National Monument 
can be found on pages 409,413,418,439,451,516,518,521,525,528, and 556 of the 
draft EIS/EIR. Revegetation is discussed in the draft EIS/EIR on pages 493, 509, 512 
and 513. See Response 0083-4 for consideration of overall impact to the desert tortoise 
by implementation of this project 

DOCUMENT 0091 Letter from City of Desert Hot Springs, September 16, 1991 

1. This letter does not comment on the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0092 Letter from Karen S. Elam, September 16, 1991 
,.•, 

1. Response 0012-1 discusses the significance of the air quality impacts in the South Coast 
and the Southeast Desert air basins. Cumulative air quality impacts are addressed on 
page 592 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

2. Landfill siting studies have been conducted in Orange County. In addition, SANDAG 
"•:. has prepared a feasibility study and a general environmental assessment of transporting 

waste by rail to nine remote desert centers in Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside, 
Imperial, and Kem counties. A discussion of these alternative sites can be found on pages 
77-104 of the draft EIS/EIR. The draft EIS/EIR (page 105) also addresses landfills in 
counties where waste is generated. Other potential landfill sites in Los Angeles County 
were not analyzed in further detail because of their limited capacities and because 
inadequate information is currently available regarding the description of projects at these 
sites. Consequently, they were deemed, at this time, to be remote and speculative. 

i.• DOCUMENT 0093 
September 9, 1991 

San Bernardino County Air Pollution Control District, 

I. The section of th~ draft EIS/EIR cited by the commenter (Section III.D.) discusses the 
air quality setting of the South Coast and Southeast Desert air basins rather than project 
impacts on air quality. The relative air quality impacts of the proposed project and of all 
the alternatives, including the "No Project" alternative, are discussed in Section IV.D. 
and in Appendix E of the draft EIS/BIR for the South Coast Air Basin as well as for the 
Southeast Desert Air Basin. 
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The section on air quality trends in the draft EIS/EIR (Section 111.D.4) discusses the 
maximum ambient concentrations found in the Southeast Desert Air Basin. This analysis 
was done by reviewing data contained in "California Air Quality Data," published by the 
California Air Resources Board; this document lists data for all monitors located-in the 
Southeast Desert Air Basin, including data collected at the San Bernardino County Air 
Pollution District's Twentynine Palms monitoring station. 

A discussion of.the San Bernardino County Air Quality Attainment Plan was not included 
in the draft EIS/EIR because the· proposed project is not located in San Bernardino 
County'. 

2. All of the emissions from the equipment associated with the project are discussed in the 
draft EIS/EIR.(Appendix E, pp. 72-91). This discussion includes tables which showed 
the worst-case daily emissions from the equipment in question. In addition, mitigation 
measures are discussed in Appendix E, pp. 105-131, of the draft EIS/EiR. 

3. As discussed in Response 0093-1 above, the relative impacts of the proposed project and 
all alternatives are discussed in the draft EIS/EIR separately for the· Southeast Desert and 
the South Coast air basins (see Appendix E, pp. 204-210). 

Response 0117-3 includes further discussion regarding the relative impacts of the 
proposed project. As discussed in this response, the estimated impacts from the proposed 
project in the Coachella Valley will result in an increase above the estimated 1991 
emissions baseline for the area. The emission increases are approximately 3.8 percent 
for NOx, approximately 0.5 percent for ROGs, and approximately 0.06 percent for PMlO 
emissions. There are no approved regional air quality models which can be used to 
perform the analysis request~d; Regional photochemical models, such as those used to 
prepare regional air quality plans, are not suitable for this purpose, because they are 
insensitive to changes in emissions which are less than five percent of the regional total. 
The =emissions changes associated with the Eagle Mountain project are below this 
sensitivity threshold in the South Coast and Southeast Desert air basins and in the 
Coachella Valley. Due to the lack of an adequate modeling tool, it would be speculative 
to attempt to quantify the ozone impacts from the proposed project. The analysis ·in the 
draft EIS/EIR was performed using the best analytical tools available. 

4. _See Response 0093-3 above. 

5. Aside from the Eagle ·Mountain project, the only other regional landfill proposed to be 
located'in either Riverside or San Bernardino counties is the proposed Rail-Cycle landfill 
(Boio Station) near Ainboy, in Riverside County, which was discussed in -the draft 
EIS/EIR.· Similar to the Eagle·· Mountain project, the Rail-Cycle project intends to 
transport municipal refuse from urban transfer stations located at several sites in Los 
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Angeles, San Bernardino, and other counties in southern California. At each transfer 
station, refuse will be processed for removal of recyclable materials and the remainder 
will be compacted and placed in shipping containers. The containers will be loaded onto 
double-stack unit trains for transport to the landfill site near Amboy. The Rail-Cycle 
project is a cut-and-fill operation where 20-acre modules will be excavated, lined, and 
filled with refuse. Excavated m~terials will be temporarily stockpiled on-site for later 
use as either daily or final cover. According to the land use application for the Rail-Cycle 
project (dated December 13, 1990), at ultimate project development, the Rail-Cycle 
project will receive approximate!~ 21,000 tons-of refuse per day. The estimated service 
life of this project ranges from 66 to 100 years, depending on the refuse deli very rate. 

As is the case for the Eagle Mountain project, emissions from the Rail-Cycle project will 
be associated with five activities: urban transfer stations, waste transport, on-site 
vehicles, cover material handling, and landfill gas combustion. Vehicle emissions at the 
urban transfer stations will generate "tailpipe" emissions. Transport of the refuse from 
the metropolitan areas to the disposal site will generate emissions from the locomotives 
used to pull the railcars. The on-site vehicles will be the source of exhaust emissions, as 
well as fugitive dust from travel on unpaved roads. Fugitive dust will also be generated 
from the handling of cover materials. The landfill will be a source of fugitive vapors. 
Finally, the flaring of the landfill gas will also generate emissions. 

As shown in Tables FEIR-AQ-7 and 8, included in Appendix M, Attachment 2 of the 
final EIS/EIR, the emission sources associated with both the Eagle Mountain project and 
the Rail-Cycle project are divided into off-site and on-site categories. For each emissions 
category, the emissions for the Rail-Cycle project are calculated by multiplying the 
corresponding emissions for the Eagle Mountain project by the ratio of the operating 
parameters for each project. The two major operating parameters used for the emissions 
calculations are the daily amount of waste transported to each project site and the 
corresponding rail haul distance to each project. This method of calculation assumes that 
the emissions from the urban transfer stations, unit train locomotives, landfill heavy 
equipment, landfill gas generation rates, and landfill gas disposal methods associated 
with the Rail-Cycle. project are similar to those at Eagle Mountain, with the only 
difference being the relative activity levels for each project. 

The ratio between the maximum daily waste streams for the Rail-Cycle pr(?ject (21,000 
tons per day) and the Eagle Mountain project (20,000 tons per day) is approximately 
1.05. As shown in Tables FEIR-AQ-7 and 8, this value is used to calculate Rail-Cycle 
project emissions from the urban transfer stations, on-site vehicle exhaust, on-site fugitive 
dust, and landfill gas combustion. The ratio between the maximum amount of waste 
transported by rail each day to the Rail-Cycle project (21,000 tons per day) and the Eagle 
Mountain project (16,000 tons per day) is approximately 1.31. In addition, the ratio 
between the one-way rail haul distance to the Rail-Cycle project (220 miles) and the 
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Eagle Mountain project (204 miles) is 1.08. As shown in Tables FEIR-AQ-7 and 8, these 
two values are used to calculate train emissions. The rail haul distance for each project 
was measured from the Southern Pacific's Los Angeles Transportation Center (SPLA TC) 
to each of the proposed landfills. The SPLATC was selected as the end point of both rail 
routes because·n: is located approximately in the center of the Los Angeles/Orange County 
rail network. Finally, the ratio· between the maximum amount of waste transport by 
on-highway ~c;k each day to the Rail-Cycle and the Eagle Mountain project is zero, 
because the Rail-Cycle project intends to transport waste only by train. 

As shown in Tables FEIR-AQ-7 and 8 (Appendix M, Attachment 2 of the final EIS/EIR), 
the estimated,emissions from the Rail-Cycle project are higher than the emissions from 
the Eagle Mountain project. This is due to the slightly higher maximum waste stream 
and longer ra11-hauHng distance to the Rail-Cycle project. Because the emissions 
associated with the Rail-Cycle project are of the same order of magnitude as for the Eagle 
Mountain ·project, the air quality impacts in the immediate vicinity around the Rail-Cycle 
project would be similar to those estimated for the Eagle Mountain project. Except for 
the impacts within the South Coast Air Basin from transfer stations and rail hauling, there 
would be no overlap in air quality impacts'from the two projects, because of the relative 
distance and differ~nt terrain between the two landfill sites. As discussed in Response 
0093-3, due to the lack of an adequate modeling tool, it is not possible to quantify 
interbasin ozone transport from the two projects. 

6. As discussed in Response 0093-2, all of the emissions from the equipment associated 
with the project are discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (Appendix E, pp. 72-91). In addition, 
mitigation measures are discussed in Appendix E, pp. 105-131, of the draft EIS/EIR. 
Please see Response 0093-3 for a discussion of interbasin transport. 

DOCUMENT 0094 Letter from Ruth and Robert Anderson, September 10, 1991 

1. This letter does not comment on the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no re·sponse is necessary. 

DOCUMENT.0095 Letter from U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Septefuber.23, 1991 . 

1. Please see Responses 0017-19, 0021-19, and 0021-24. 

2a. Quantification of the number of tortoise burrows to be impacted by road or-rail line 
construction and/or maintenance cannot be precisely determined at this time because the 
location of burrows and other signs will undoubtedly change from the 1989 surveys to 
the actual impact time at constn.Ictipn. _Therefore, a clearance survey will be conducted 
just prior to any construction activity. 
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2b. To mitigate potential increases in raven populations due to landfill operations, a raven 
monitoring program will be established which will include a minimum of two years of 
pre·construction monitoring. Monitoring shall conform to methodologies-outlined by the 
BLM and USFWS, and shall be conducted in concert with other raven monitoring 
programs (e.g., Joshua Tree National Monument) in the COCA. Monitoring of ravens 
will continue throughout the life of the landfill project, or until the agencies determine 
that it is no longer necessary. 

272 

Exposed trash at the landfill site, which could attract ravens, will be minimized by daily 
burial of all deposited trash. A minimum six-inch covering of dirt/mine tailings will be 
placed over deposited trash at the end of each working day. In most cases, refuse will 
be buried within 30 minutes of deposit, further reducing exposure time. The active 
portion of the landfill will be fenced to aid in controlling windblown trash. This fencing 
should reduce the ability of other wildlife species such as coyote and fox to utilize the 
refuse in the landfill. These species could potentially dig out and expose buried trash, 
thus giving ravens access to the trash as well. However, fencing should minimize this 
potential impact. A coordinated hazing program shall also be established to discourage 
raven use of the landfill during times when trash is exposed. 

It is also recommended that the non-toxic taste aversion bird repellent (methyl anthranil
ate) be applied to landfill refuse to repel the ravens. This has been used successfully 
elsewhere on turf and animal feed. It has not been used at a landfill, but researchers 
believe it could be highly effective (John Cummings, Denver Wildlife Research Center, 
Department of Agriculture, pers. comm., 1992). 

Should monitoring indicate that the raven population is significantly increasing, and 
potentially threatening tortoise populations, then an active raven control program will be 
implemented immediately, and include one or more of the following control measures: 
nest destruction, poisoning, shooting, alteration of landfill operations, or any other 
measures that the responsible agencies deem appropriate. All necessary depredation 
permits, plus a comprehensive raven management/control program, will be in place 
before landfill operations begin. It is recommended that a Raven Monitoring Working 
Group be established at the time preconstruction raven monitoring begins. This 'Yorking 
group should consist of representatives of the BLM, USFWS, CDFG, MRC; 'and any 
other agency representative or individual that the federal and state agencies believe 
appropriate. This working group would oversee the raven monitoring and control 
program, evaluate monitoring data, and make decisions on the timing and implementation 
of.the raven control program. If the raven population in the vicinity of the landfill site 
increases significantly but due to political and legal constraints an active raven control 
program cannot be implemented, then impacts to the desert tortoise would be considered 
significant and unmitigated. However, at this time, given the proposed tortoise mitiga
tion, tortoise impacts appear mitigable to nonsignificance. 
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It is strongly reco·mmended that the nearby Desert Center landfill be closed, if feasible. 
This county-operated .refuse dump is currently used by ravens, and its closure would 
remove one local source of food for this species. It is also recommended that if this dump 
site is closed it be done during the winter months when tortoises are not available as an 
alternative food source for ravens and other scavengers. 

3. See Response 0027-22. 

4. As suggested in this comment, this response reflects that the surveys conducted by the 
CDFG are standard management,practice for desert pupfish. The CDFG monitoring 
program for desert pupfish will not be included in the mitigation measures. See Response 
0034-20. 

5. See Response 0034-19. 

6. Most of the initial transplant areas have only minor disturbances and could be easily 
restored, while some of the sites are less disturbed and need little or no further enhance
ment. All Alverson's foxtail cactus remaining within the impact. areas after the _initial 
transplant experiment will be salvaged and moved to the selected mitigation site. 
Although the attempt will be to recover all the individuals, it is possible that some could 
be. missed. However, it is anticipated that the vast majority of the population will be 
salvaged. 

7. Although no signifi~ant impacts to adjacent wetlands or to major plant species in the 
washes are anticipated:to occur from this project, where unavoidable, any such impacts 
will be minimized by flagging the construction corridor to prohibit the removal of trees 
outside of the construction corridor. Since the disturbance to plant species in the washes 
due to widening of the existing road would be very low, if at all, impacts are considered 
not significant, and thus, qiitigation is not required. Therefore,- the project does not 
include restoration for these species. 

8. Drainage runoff from active landfill and operational areas will not be directly mixed with 
· drainage_ from natural areas, Wash water and surface runoff which has come in contact 
with refuse wil!: ~e din:ctedto detention facilities, tested, and trea~d_prior to release for 
dust control in accordance. with current state and federal regulations. Was~ oil in runoff 
will be separated and/or treated by pre-engineered treatment facilities immediately 
adjacentto t}?.e.detention are~. In a~cordanc~ with National Pollutant Discharge Elim
ination System ·standards, all potentially hazardous discharges will be tested and moni
tored. Runoff from the Kaiser townsite is a separate consideration and not directly 
connected with the landfill project. It should be noted that leachate and condensate 
generated at the landfill will be collected and temporarily stored on-site and properly 
disposed of at an approved off-site disposal facility. 
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9. The drainage plan calls for several intermediate on-site detention/settlement facilities 
which will reduce the volume and velocities of drainage flows. Design will include the 
use of riprap and concrete cut-off walls. Approval of these drainage plans is dependent 
on the condition that drainage outlet facilities will be sized to minimize velocities and 
reduce potential erosion. No other measures are deemed necessary to protect desert 
washes and their vegetation from erosion. For an updated discussion of the drainage 
plans for the proposed project, see Responses 0001-111, 112, 113, 114, 115, and 116 
above. The drainage report is contained in Appendix L of the final EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT 0096 Letter from LASER, Septem_ber 19, 1991 

1. 
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The measures proposed for the project would ·protect the area's groundwater resources 
from any degradation. Please see Response 0001-25. 

Protection of the open portions of the Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA) is discussed 
below. The open portion of the aqueduct is roughly 1,000 feet from the Phase II handling 
facility. The waste screening/inspection facility at the Phase II container handling yard 
is discussed on pages 39-40 of the draft EIS/EIS. This area will process only locally 
generated waste and provide a location for random container load-checking. This 
amounts to no more than two to three tons of waste per day. All other waste would be 
compacted and compressed into the containers and delivered directly to the working face 
of the landfill in closed containers, thereby reducing the risk of windblown debris falling 
into the open portion of the aqueduct to below a level of significance. Dust control 
measures that would prevent any significant impacts to the aqueduct are presented in 
Responses 0003-29, 30, and 43. Please see Responses 0002-7, 13a, and 13b. 

While the proposed rail terminus would be located within 1,500 feet of an open section 
of the CRA, all the waste would be compacted and confined to a closed container prior 
to arriving at Eagle Mountain. The risk of contaminating the CRA from windblown 
debris is minimal. 

The waste container maintenance facility and recyclable material stockyard are separated 
from the CRA by an existing 40-foot berm. Recyclables will be stored in closed 
containers, thereby minimizing any risk of contaminating the CRA from windblown 
debris. In addition, the recyclable storage area will be inspected on a weekly basis to 
remove any windblown litter that may have accumulated. The container maintenance 
facility drainage system is designed to be self-contained so that all of the wash water will 
be properly treated and reused for additional washing and dust abatement. The CRA will 
not be impacted. 

No drainage from the proposed project will be directed toward the open Colorado River 
Aqueduct. Drainage outlets and other upstream facilities will be sized to minimize 
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2. 

3. 

velocities and reduce erosion. Only surface runoff which has been diverted before 
coming in contact with refuse is planned to cross the covered portion of the aqueduct. 
MWD will be consulted as to design and location of these facilities. Copies of the 
drainage report and detailed plans have been forwarded to MWD for review. All drainage 
facilities for conveyai;ice of flow over the aqueduct will be approved by MWD prior to 
construction . 

See Response 001-28 and 29 for a discussion of landfilling in the lowest portions of the 
East Pit. The suggestion of this commei_:it that the Reduced Project alternative be used 
will not significantly lessen the potential impacts to water quality identified in the draft 
EIS/EIR nor change the mitigation measures. 

See Response 0096-1 above. Dust will be controlled at the site according to SCAQMD 
requirements as outlined in the draft EIS/EIR. Pages 515 and 516 describe the design 
features incorporated into,the project design which would ensure that the impacts due to 
windblown debris ·and dust would be below a level of significance. No additional 
mitigation is needed. 

The draft EIS/EIR discusses wind erosion of disturbed areas and applicable mitigation 
measures and concludes that:particulate emissio·ns from wind erosion are expected to be 
negligible (see App·endix E, pp. 85-90·and 123-124). 

4. For on-highway vehicles, California's low-emission vehicle regulations and the corre
sponding requirements of the SCAQMD (Rule 1601) achieve the objectives of what are 
popularly referred.to,as "alternative fuels":· methanol, natural gas, or liquefied petroleum 
gas (LPG). While ·a1ternativ_e-fuels may be used to comply with these regulations, they 
are not essential and provide no air quality benefits when compared with "traditional" 
fuels used to satisfy the same regulations. The Caiifornia ·and the. SCAQMD low-emis
sion vehicle programs are discussed in-the draft EIS/EIR (see Appendix E, pp. I 07-108). 

For landfill equipment, the use of alternative fuels as well as of electricity is discussed 
ori pages 120,.121 of Appendix E. -· As . one of the recommended mitigation measures, 
electric verslons of landfill equipment including overhead cranes, crushers, conveyors, 
and pugmills will be used wherever available. Where not available, alternative-fuel 
technology will be used depending on-air pel'.ffiitting standards. See Mitigation Measure 
AQ-16 in the Air Quality poition of Section Il.C. in the final EIS/EIR. 

5. Project compliance with th_e SCAQMD New Source Review (NSR, Rule XIlI) require
ments is discussed 1n the Draft EIS/EIR (see Appendix E, pp. 102-105). By being 
designated as ai:i "essential public service," the project is not exempt from any require
ments under the'. SCAQMD NSR regulations. 

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 275 



-, -; ...... 

-- 1: 
J 

1} 
._, .. 

DOCUMENT0096 RESPONSES 10 COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0096 

6. Any translocation of tortoises or foxtail cacti would be carried out by qualified biologists 
approved by the USFWS and BLM (draft EIS/EIR, p. 450). A USFWS permit is required 
to handle the desert tortoise, because of its threatened status. Therefore, USFWS will 
have significant input into the biologist selection process. Translocations of both plants 
and animals will be conducted at the optimum times of year to increase chances of success 
(draft EIS/EIR, p. 456). 

7. Translocated tortoises may be placed in either artificial burrows or in unoccupied burrows 
in adjacent habitat (Appendix F, pages 85-86). 

8. A comprehensive worker/driver education program is proposed to sensitize local employ
ees to the sensitive plants and animals in the area and to outline their responsibilities 
when these species are encountered ( draft EIS/EIR, page 451 ). 

9. Most of the BLM lands to be transferred to Kaiser Steel Resources at the Eagle Mountain 
Mine site have been heavily disturbed. Virtually all of the Kaiser property being 
transferred to the BLM is relatively undisturbed, except for the presence of the rail line. 
The land exchange is not considered mitigation for impacts to biological resources. This 
comment is incorrect in that it states that no other compensation is offered for project 
impacts. The BLM will select 375 acres of high-quality desert tortoise habitat, at a 
location of its choosing, as compensation for impacts to tortoise habitat from upgrading 
and extending Eagle Mountain Road. MRC will fund the purchase of this 37 5 acres ( draft 
EIS/EIR, page 450). 

A portion (894 acres) of the BLM land at Eagle Mountain Mine to be exchanged will be 
directly impacted by the landfill. However, 7 44 acres of natural habitat will be preserved 
(draft EIS/EIR, page 447) as natural open space. No hunting of bighorn sheep will be 
permitted. 

10. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR but is 
welcomed for the suggestion of the makeup of a panel for evaluating the mitigation 
monitoring program. As required by the Local Enforcement Agency for the· Eagle 
Mountain project (the Riverside County Department of Health), a mitigation monitoring 
plan must be established prior to the initiation of operations at Eagle Mountain. A 
Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program has already been prepared for the proposed 
project and is included as Appendix K of the draft EIS/EIR and has been updated in the 
final EIS/EIR (see Section 11.C.). This program would be enforced by the LEA, as well 
as the RWQCB and the SCAQMD, to ensure its compliance as mandated by AB 3180. 
The inclusion of various citizens' groups on this panel will be suggested to the LEA. 

11. No significant impacts to the elementary school were identified in the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no further action is required. As stated in the draft EIS/EIR (page 537), the 
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schools at Eagle Mountain are substantially underutilized. Both the elementary school 
and middle school buildings are not being used, and the high school has 93 students 
attending grades K-8. Based on the relatively incremental population increases resulting 
from this project (see pages 471-474), an additional high school site is not considered 
necessary. 

12. Pages 49 and 331. of the draft EIS/EIR identify materials which would not be accepted at 
the site, incluping_biological or infectious waste. The process to remove these and other 
unacceptable materials is outlined on pages 39, 49, 331, and 332 of the draft EIS/EIR. 
Also, see Responses 0001-117 and 0021-15 for a more detailed discussion on radioactive 
wastes. 

13. The mandatory recycling goals of AB 939 and other local recycling efforts are outlined 
on pages 4 and 106 of the draft EIS/EIR. Also, please refer to Response 0015-2. 

14. The process to remove recyclables from the waste stream prior to landfilling at Eagle 
Mountain is described in Response 0026-4. MRC will only indirectly enforce compli
ance with Ml,lF operators for the removal of recyclables (and hazardous waste) through 
the mechanism of not accepting residual wastes unless the recyclables and hazardous 
materials have been removed. Compliance with the standards of removal will be 
enforced by on~site inspectors directed by and with authority of the LEA. 

DOCUMENT 0097 
1991 

Letter from Natural Resources Defense Council, September 19, 

1. It is believed that all "reasonably foreseeable impacts" from reactivating the rail line and 
widening-and extension of Eagle Mountain Road were considered. Direct impacts were 
quantified (e.g., amount of habitat lost to road widening); however, indirect impacts (e.g., 
number of tortoises hit by trucks) cannot be quantified at this time. These indirect impacts 
are discussed,:at length in the draft EIS/EIR (Section IV.G.), as well as mitigation 
measures to reduce these potential impacts. Also·refer to Response 0097-29 below. 

2. Mitigation meas~res are amplified in the Biological Assessment prepared for the Section 
· 7 consultation requ~ed lJy the Endangered Species Act (Appendix N of the final 

EIS/EIR). A phased mitigation program, tied closely to a monitoring program, is 
proposed for many of the species requ_iring mitigation. Monitoring will document the 
success of a particular mitigation program. Should data indicate that this program is 
unsuccessful, more elaborate measures will be instituted; Mitigation programs for the 
desert tortoise/for example, are still relatively new, and determining their long-term 
likelihood of success is extremely difficult In addition, NEPA does not require that an 
EIS always contain a detailed explanation of specific mitigation measures or a fully 
developed mitigation plan .. 
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3. The draft EIS/EIR (Section IV.H.) discusses impacts of the proposed project on nearby 
communities, including the issues of growth inducement, socioeconomics, and utilities 
and services. The increased population, employment, and income resulting from the 
operation of the proposed facilities would be considered a socioeconomic benefit to the 
surrounding communities, and the long-term operation of the landfill would lend stability 
to communities and sustain community services. Cumulative and secondary impacts to 
all issues addressed in the draft EIS/EIR, including growth-inducing and socioeconomic 
effects, utilities and services, and biology, are addressed on pages 593-597 of the draft 
EIS/EIR. Also refer to Response'0097-36 below. 

4. It is not believed that the habitats surrounding the proposed Eagle Mountain landfill site 
are "too fragile" to permit such use, given proper mitigation measures. The entire site, 
including the rail -line, was in constant operation for many years when the mine was 
active. Obviously, these operations did not preclude the coexistence of sensitive wildlife 
and plant species in the area, and that was without significant mitigation measures to 
reduce impacts. 

5. The ACECs bisected by the Eagle Mountain rail line were established while the Eagle 
Mountain rail line was still active (COCA Plan, pages 123-128 [1980]). The max_imum 
number of train trips per day along this line. for the proposed landfill would not exceed 
those occurring when the Eagle Mountain Mine was active (draft EIS/EIR, page 152). 
Given the mitigation measures outlined in the draft EIS/EIR (Section IV.G.), no signif
icant impacts from reactivating the rail line are expected. 

6. Please refer to Response 0026-78 for impacts to recreation, 0059-6 for noise impacts, 
0001-83 for air quality impacts, and 0097-7 for impacts to wildlife for a discussion of 
project operations on Joshua Tree National Monument 

7. The only impacts to wildlife in Joshua Tree National Monument involve a possible 
increase in the raven population at the landfill site. If there is a significant increase in 
raven population, this could impact tortoises as well as other potential prey species in the 
monument. Both passive and active raven control programs will mitigate this potential 
impact to nonsignificance (see pages 450-451 of the draft EIS/EIR). 

8. All potentially significant impacts to natural resources from project implementation were 
considered. -The BLM, USFWS, and CDFG have not recommended studies in addition 
to those proposed in the draft EIS/EIR. The proposed studies will be completed either 
prior to project commencement or as ongoing mitigation monitoring during project 
start-up and· operation to assess the level of mitigation measures. The effectiveness of 
certain mitigation measures cannot be determined before the project construction and 
operation have begun. 
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9. No significant impacts are anticipated to the Yuma clapper rail from project implementa
tion (see Response 0097-38 below). Impacts to the desert pupfish could be significant, 
but will be reduced below a level of significance by mitigation measures (draft EIS/EIR, 

_ pages 458-459). Impacts to the desert tortoise would be significant but will be reduced 
to a level below significance with the implementation of the mitigation measures 
recommended in the draft.EIS/EIR (pages 449-451). Since no significant impacts are 
anticipated;·-conservation of the desert tortoise is not threatened. Conservation of the 
tortoise will be furthered when a habitat conservation plan is developed for the western 
Mojave Desert tortoise population. The BLM is currently working on that HCP. The 
BLM is also working with the USFWS and CDFG in requiring appropriate· mitigation 
measures for a~l projects in California deserts which have the potential to impact desert 
tort9ises. The-Endangered Species Act affords no legal protection to candidate species 
until they are listed, or proposed to be listed, under the act. The BLM does give sensitive 
species special-treatment, but does not treat those species as listed for planning purposes 
(COCA Plan 1980:30). 

10. Mitigation measures for all federal can_didate species that would experience significant 
impacts are proposed in the draft EIS/EIR (page 462). lt is believed that these measures 
will reduce impacts to below a level of significance. Such candidate species are not 
protected under the ESA. 

11. As discussed in Section IV.G.2 of the draft EIS/EIR, project implementation would cause 
. significant impacts to Nelson's bighorn she.ep by eliminating four artificial water sources. 
However, these impacts would be mitigated through the telemetry monitoring program, 
and creation of four:new permanent water sources located in less disturbed habitat (draft 
EIS/EIR, pages 454-4576; Appendix F, pages 84-85). 

12. The proposed_:project does have the potential to significantly impact the desert tortoise 
through various human disturbances. These have been- discussed in detail in the draft 
EIS/EIR (pages· 4,46-449). Most human-related impacts would be associated with the 
landfill site ·and the town of Eagle Mountain. Natural habitat in the immediate vicinity 
of.these locations is of poor quality for the desert tortoise, and very little tortoise sign has 
been found in these-areas. 

13. The potential impacts listed in this comment have been discussed in the draft EIS/EIR 
(Section IV.G.l; pages 446-449, 585, and 593). 

14. This response acknowledges that there is some potential for ravens to be attracted to the 
Eagle Mountain townsite. lmpac~ from the townsite were discussed in the cumulative 
impacts section of the draft EIR/EIS (page 593) and will also be dealt with in the EIR 
planned for the townsite. · An extensive effort will be made by the landfill operators to 
control windblown trash by fencing the active portion of the landfill to catch trash (see 
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pages 515 and 516 of the draft EIS/EIR and Response 0026-9). Also, a response plan to 
deal with accidental refuse spills will be prepared and the proper equipment necessary 
for cleanup will be in place (draftEIS/EIR, pp. 514-516). Finally, the raven control plan 
discussed on pp. 450-451 will address this impact. 

15. As identified on page 235 of the draft EIS/EIR, several old tortoise signs were found 
along the railroad right-of-way near the townsite. However, the surrounding habitat was 
very poor tortoise habitat, with very rocky soils and extensive areas of desert pavement. 
On October 8 and 9, 1991, RECON conducted additional tortoise surveys in the areas 
near the townsite and adjacent to Eagle Mountain· Road for the road realignment. No 
additional evidence of tortoise activity was found near the town. In addition, this issue 
was discussed in the cumulative impact section on page 593. 

16. · Adequate data do not exist on the distance ravens will travel to forage, thus evaluation of 
this impact is speculative at this point in time. The Chuckwalla Bench ACEC is 15-20 
miles south of the landfill site. BLM plans on conducting field research during the 
coming year ( 1992) to study this issue. 

17. The mitigation measures to reduce raven populations are believed to be adequate (page 
450-451 of the draft EIS/EIR). There are a number of unknowns as to how ravens will 
respond to the presence of the proposed landfill. Therefore, a monitoring and phased 
mitigation program has been proposed (see Section 11.C. of the final EIS/EIR). There
fore, mitigation programs are still being designed and tested to adequately mitigate 
impacts to this species. The mitigation programs associated with the landfill will be 
useful in testing alternative mitigations and determining which are most effective. The 
proposed active raven control program has been demonstrated to be effective in signifi
cantly reducing raven populations. Although the BLM's test control program (1989) 
was prematurely halted, it did show that raven populations could be significantly reduced 
through a poisoning program. The commenter is correct, however, in that if the active 
control program, which is a final measure, cannot be implemented (if it is needed) due 
to legal constraints, impacts to the desert tortoise might be significant. It is hoped that a 
raven control program acceptable to the USFWS, BLM, CDFG, Raven Technical Review 
Team, and the U.S. Humane Society can be agreed upon in the near future. It is not likely 
that any active raven control would be needed for several years, if at all. It is within the 
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· power of the USFWS to halt a project that is engaged in unauthorized "take" of an 
endangered or threatened species. 

As noted on page 451 of the Draft EIR/EIS, all raven control programs will be undertaken 
in conjunction with the Raven Management Plan for the California Desert Conservation 
Area (BLM 1990). Additional information which amplifies the effectiveness of the raven 
control measures can be found in the Draft Raven Management Plan (pages 29-34 and 
page 46) and in the related Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the management 
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of the common raven (BLM April 1990, at pp. 7-17). Copies of these documents are 
available at the BLM's Desert District office, 6221 Box Springs Boulevard, Riverside, 
California. 

18. The most effective method for controlling ravens would occur at the landfill site where 
the ravens would be most concentrated and thus most readily exposed to control agents. 

19. With the implementation of the proposed Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program (see 
Appendix K of the draft EIS/EIR and Section 11.C. of the final EIS/EIR), it is not believed 
that reactivation of the railroad will increase pressure on the local tortoise population. 

20. Additional quantitative tortoise surveys were conducted in the vicinity of the rail line, but 
outside of the right-of-way, by RECON on October 8 and 9, 1991, to amplify existing 
data (see Biological Assessment, Appendix N of the final EIS/EIR). Even if an accurate 
tortoise popuiation·density were known, the number of tortoises that might be killed by 
train collision could not be estimated accurately. One new mitigation measure is to have 
a biologist precede each train and remove any tortoises found on the tracks and place 
them in appropriate habitat immediately adjacent to the rail line. Ballast (i.e., regravel) 
would also be placed between the tracks periodically to allow tortoises trapped between 
rails to escape. By .monitoring the areas where tortoises are most active in crossing the 
rail line, the locatio·ns where a barrier culvert would be necessary can be identified. 

21. The draft EIS/EIR recognizes that reactivation of the railroad could exacerbate the 
existing habitat fragmentation. A barrier-culvert system along the railroad to eliminate 
tortoise mortality/especially where the railroad crosses a relatively narrow peninsula of 
higher density tortoise populations in the Chuckwalla Bench ACEC, could potentially 
further fragment existing populations of the tortoise. It is believed that the culverts would 
provide enough interchange of individual tortoises to maintain genetic flow and popula
tion viability .. Very few tortoises have to cross the rail line in any given year to maintain 
genetic flow. 

The only way to avoid crossing the high density tortoise habitat in the Chuckwalla Bench 
would be to consider other- rail routes or the elimination of rail haul entirely. Such 
alternatives present other environmental problems. Three alternatives would be to 
relocate the railroad to cross the Orocopia Mountains, to construct a new rail line from 
the Southern Pacific main line in Indio along the 1-10 corridor to the existing Kaiser 
- , 
Railroad, or to',-eliminate the rail haul element of the proposed project entirely. First, the 
Orocopia Mountains repre~ent relatively undisturbed bighorn sheep habitat important to 
metapopulation movement -~orridors. Second, the 1-10 corridor passes through lower 
density tortoise habitat; however; the required distance of disturbance for a new rail spur 
would be twice as long as for the existing rail line. And finally, eliminating rail traffic 
entirely would require the increase of truck traffic from 100 trucks per day to 1,000 trucks 
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per day. The increased truck traffic would increase emissions of fine particulate matter 
(PM 10) which would be counter to specific efforts within the Coachella Valley to reduce 
PM 10. In addition, all of the alternatives would require new disturbance as compared to 
the existing rail line. 

22. Research conducted by Margaret Fusari ( 1982, Feasibility of a Highway Crossing System 
for Desert Tortoises, Final Report No. FHW NCA/fP-81/1, submitted to the U.S. 
Department of Transportation) indicated that tortoises will use culverts. This report can 
be reviewed at Division of Transportation Planning, California Department of Transpor
tation, Sacramento, CA 95814. 

23. Noise measurements were taken 50 feet from the rail line (Appendix F, page 75) and at 
a-height of 4 to 6 feet above the ground. No ground measurements were taken. A detailed 
discussion of noise impacts to the tortoise is found in Appendix F, pp. 74-78 of the draft 
EIS/EIR. 

24. Data presented in Appendix F, pages 77-78 of the draft EIS/EIR, show that the number 
of deteriorated or collapsed tortoise burrows within the berm of an active rail line did not 
differ significantly from the number found a quarter mile away, where there is no impact 
from vibration. None of the collapsed burrows along the rail berm showed any signs of 
recent tortoise activity. The data strongly suggest that the collapse of occupied burrows 
due to ground vibration is not occurring frequently, if at all. 

25. See Appendix F, pages 74-78, for a discussion of impacts of noise and vibration on the 
tortoise. Circumstantial evidence would support the idea that train noise and vibration 
are not causing significant impacts to the desert tortoise. The locations where data were 
collected on train-tortoise interactions have had heavy rail use for many years, yet 
tortoises are still making use of the rail berms. One would expect that if the effects of 
train noise were detrimental to the tortoise, it would reveal itself in a decrease in tortoise 
activity along the rail line. In actuality, the reverse situation has occurred. Rail berms 
apparently attract the desert tortoise, probably due to good burrowing conditions. _ 

26. As stated in the draft EIS/EIR (page 452), the Rail Access Only alternative would reduce 
the· direct loss of 150 acres of tortoise habitat because the expansion of Eagle Mountain 
Road would·not be necessary. 

27. This comment is in error. On pages 448 and 449 the draft EIS/EIR states, "Such road 
kills are likely to reduce tortoise densities for a distance of one-quarter to one-half mile 
on both sides of the road, unless effective barriers are placed along the road in all areas 
where tortoises occur." The 150 acres referred to in the draft EIS/EIR represents direct 
irripacts (i.e., loss of habitat). 
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28. All of the potential impacts listed in this comment are discussed in the draft EIS/EIR 
(page 449 and Appendix F, pp. 80-81). Mitigation for these impacts include a fencing 
and culvert system along Eagle Mountain Road, raven monitoring and control, truck 
speed limit, driver tortoise.education~ and the regular sweeping of the road for any road 
kills. Recent changes in the proposed proje~t will reduce truck traffic from 200 to 100 
round trips per day. This scenario would reduce potential long-term impacts to the 
tortoise. See Section 11.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the reduction in truck 
traffic.· 

29. While there is evidence to support the effects of the roadway on reducing tortoise densities 
one-quarter to one-half mile from the right-of-way, and this was discussed in the draft 
EIS/EIR, pages 448-449, there is no evidence that a similar effect would be associated 
with an active rail line. In fact, data presented in the draft EIS/EIR, page 449 and 
Appendix F, page 77, suggest the opposite. 

30. The proposed Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program (Section 11.C. of the draft 
EIS/EIR) will examine the effectiveness of each mitigation program and modifications 
to improve effectiveness will be made where necessary. The USFWS, BLM, and CDFG 
will be heavily involved in analyzing the monitoring data and in recommending required 
changes. Mitigation measures have been proposed because it is believed that their 
probability of success is high. The effectiveness of the Raven Control Program is 
discussed in more detail in Response 0097-17 above. The other measures proposed to 
mitigate tortoise impacts are similar or identical to numerous other projects approved in 
the Mojave D~sert to mitigate tortoise impacts. In addition, neither CEQA nor NEPA 
require an EIS,/EIR's mitigation _me¥,ures to include the level of detail requested by the 
commenter. The updated Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program is located in Sec
tion 11.C of the final EIS/EIR. 

31. Eagle Mountain Road will be a private road, primarily restricted to truck traffic. How
ever, as now proposed, the road will not be gated, but only posted as a private road. The 
area adjacent to Eagle Mountain Road has already been disturbed with off-road traffic, 
although much of irmay be the result of military traini!1,g in the 1940s. Most access to 
the town of Eagle Mountain is by way of Kaiser Road. The southern portion of the Eagle 
Mountain ·Road already exists and a portion of the northern part exists as a dirt access 
road (Draft EIS/EIR, page 25). Thus, the additional access concern only applies to the 
most northern portion of the Eagle Mountain Road. 

32. This comment is confusing ~he ~•offered lands" with the 375 acres proposed for mitigation. 
The 37 5 acres of tort9ise hab_itat to be purchased by MRC (page 450 of the draft EIS/EIR) 

· as compensation for loss of _habitat through construction of Eagle Mountain Road and 
rail spur, is in addition to the· offered lands discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (page 15). 
While the BLM would choose the offered lands along the Eagle Mountain rail line in . 
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part for their natural resource values, they would represent a part of a real estate exchange 
between Kaiser Steel and BLM. Kaiser would receive BLM lands adjacent to the landfill 
site in exchange for the offered lands. The offered lands are not considered part of any 
mitigation plan. The 375-acre tortoise mitigation parcel(s) have not yet been selected by 
the BLM for purchase by MRC. 

33. The land referred to in this comment (shown on Draft EIS/EIR, Figures_ 5-10) is the offered 
lands to be transferred to BLM ownership (see page 15 of the draft EIS/EIR). These 
lands are different from the lands involved in the mitigation plan. See Response 0097-32 
above. The lands to be selected by the BLM for habitat compensation will be selected 
to maximize benefits to the tortoise population. 

34. As stated on page 450 of the draft EIS/EIR, the 375 acres of desert tortoise habitat to be 
purchased for compensation will be selecte~ by the BLM for their high value for tortoise 
preservation. 

35. It appears that this comment is confusing the offered lands with the 375 acres of tortoise 
habitat to be purchased by MRC as compensation for the loss of habitat due to road and 
railroad improvements. See Response 0097-32 above for clarification. BLM will 
manage these tortoi~e lands for the benefit of the tortoise as it is required to do under the 
federal Endangered Species Act and the CDCA Plan (1980) at pp. 30-36. Any BLM 
decisions concerning multiple use will be made, in desert tortoise habitat areas, with the 
desert tortoise protection requirements in mind. 

36. While an increase in human activity would be anticipated at the Eagle Mountain townsite, 
most activity would likely occur in nearby habitat where there are no tortoises or where 
tortoise densities are low. The Chuckwalla Bench is 15 to 20 miles south of the townsite 
and is not likely to receive a significant increase in human activity, as a result of this 
project. 

37. The potential impact to desert pupfish during construction or maintenance activities of 
the railroad are noted on page 79 of Appendix F of the draft EIS/EIR. Measures to avoid 
these impacts have been developed and include the review of construction and mainte
nance plans by a qualified biologist, sensitive placement of storage and staging areas, 
restricting construction activities during the fall, and the retention of an on-site qualified 
biologist to monitor construction activities. These measures are contained in the Miti
gation Reporting/Monitoring Program (Section Il.C. of the final EIS/EIR). NEPA and 
CEQA do not require that a complete mitigation plan be actually formulated and included 
in the draft EIR/EIS. The biological assessment forwarded to the USFWS and attached 
to the final EIS/EIR elaborates the discussion of desert pupfish mitigation found on pages 
458-459 of the draft EIS/EIR. 
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38. While the Yuma clapper rail has been documented to occur within one·mile of the train 
trestle, its known locations are upstream from the trestle. Any water contamination from 
maintenance work or a rail accident would flow downstream and away from rail habitat. 
The locations of these birds relative to the trestle, based upon surveys in 1977 and 1988, 
suggest that they are fairly constant. The 1 ~77 survey would have occurred when the 
rail line was being actively used by Kaiser Steel (draft EIS/EIR, page 152). 

39. It is estimated that the adit would need to be extended by approximately 250 feet. 
Considering that the bat's winter roost is 1300 meters into the mine shaft, a 250-foot adit 
extension is not likely to significantly alter the temperature and humidity at the roost site. 
Until listed, or f01:mally proposed for listing, candidate species receive no protection 
under the federal Endangered Species Act. Therefore, the draft EIR/EIS was not required 
to discuss· candidate species such as the California leaf-nosed bat in an ESA review, 
rather, it was only required to discuss the bat for purposes of the project's wildlife impacts 
under NEPA and CEQA. The bat was discussed in the draft EIR/EIS as required by those 
two statutes. 

40. While the container handling facilities may be active at night, the disposal of refuse in 
the landfill will only be conducted during daylight hours (draft EIS/EIR, pages 51 and 
462). The adit is not located in the immediate vicinity of the handling facilities, rail line, 
or Eagle Mountain Road (one to three miles). With a winter roost 1300 meters inside 
the mine shaft, it would seem unlikely that daytime noise or vibration would pose a 
significant disturbance. The bat population will be monitored as long as they occupy the 
adit. It is estimated that it will take 35 years before landfill operations require the 
placement of an adit extension. 

41. See Response 0097-40. As an additional mitigation measure the adit will be gated so that 
· unauthori~d human entrance is barred, ·but the gate will be constructed so that bats are 
unrestricted in their movements. 

42. It may be _nec~ssary to use different material than concrete piping to ensure the structural 
integrity of the.adit extension. Design and materials used will be selected based upon 
their adequacy to with_stand landfill conditions. Dr. Brown recommends that the adit be 
extended to prevent the_ landfill from covering the adit (second survey, draft EIS/EIR, 
Appendix ·p, Attachment 1, .page 4): This adit extension proposal was adopted as the 
proposed mitigation measure ( draft EIS/EIR, page 462 ). 

43. Dr. Brown's second survey is included in Appendix F of the draft EIS/EIR, Attachment 1. 

44. Townsend's big-eared bat was not found on-site during the spring or winter bat surveys. 
While evidence of an old maternity roost was found in the adit, no recent evidence exists 
that this bat continues to use the property. It may use one or more of the abandoned mine 
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shafts that surround the Eagle Mountain Mine property. Bats will continue to be 
monitored during project development. 

45. The original statement in the draft EIS/EIR was based upon a misquote from Dr. Brown's 
1980 report. This response acknowledges that the sentence stating that there are no 
known maternity roosts should be deleted. 

46. Dr. Brown's December 1990 bat survey did make an effort to search for Townsend's 
big-eared bat, but found no additional evidence that this species was using the Eagle 
Mountain Mine property (Appendix Fof the draft EIS/EIR, Attachment 1). 

47. It is beyond the scope of this project to assess the entire off-site populations_of Alverson's 
foxtail cactus; therefore, the report must rely on existing information on the distribution 
of the species. Of the 13 sites documented in the California Natural Diversity Data Base, 
only two sites occur on private lands while the rest occur on federal lands. This offers 
at least some reassurance that the majority of the distribution of this species in California 
has some protection from land development. The population at the Eagle Mountains will 
not be completely lost, an attempt will be made to salvage individual cacti in the impact 
areas and a reestablishment program will be implemented; the loss is, therefore, not 
expected to adversely affect the continued existence of the species (draft EIS/EIR, pages 
464-466). In addition, Category 2 candidate species are not protected under the U.S. 
Endangered Species Act. The review necessary under NEPA and CEQA has occurred 
as discussed above. The in-depth analysis of all individuals of the subject population 
will occur as part of an Endangered Species Act proposed listing evaluation, by the 
USFWS, if and when the USFWS proposes to list this species. 

48. Page 38 of Appendix F states that only a few individuals of foxtail cactus were found 
along the railway and that no significant concentrations of this cacti were.observed within 
the survey corridor. The 158.3 impacted acres shown in the impact table of the report 
(page 447) refers to the sum of 125 acres at Eagle Creek Wash, 7.6 acres in Planning 
Area 4, and 25.7 acres due to the construction of the rail spur, road extension, and 
improvements to Eagle Mountain Road outside of Planning Area 4 ( draft EIS/EIR, page 464 ). 

49. The 157-acre site east of the townsite (Planning Area 6e) was chosen because it currently 
supports a major population ·of foxtail cactus. Additional cactus populations will be 
pr~served in other portions of Planning Area 6. Five areas, including the site west of the 
townsite, were chosen as test sites for transplantation because of existing· populations of 
foxtail cactus, suitable soils, and drainage. These areas are listed on page 465 of the draft 
EIS/EIR. After the trial period is complete, the location(s) having the greatest survivor
ship will become the site(s) for the completion of the transplantation program. Please 
refer to Response 0034-4. 
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50. It is true that transplantation programs are used only when other mitigation measures are 
not available. After many discussions with various biologists at BLM and other agencies, 
it was decided that transplanting the cactus was the only reasonable option in this case. 
The absence of a species from adjacent areas within its range does not necessarily mean 
it cannot grow there, but may be related to many other factors such as poor dispersal 
mech~isms. The percentage of cactus to be used in the trials was stated on page 465 of, 
the draft EIS/EIR . 

51. Once planted it should not take more than two years to assess survivorship of the 
transplants. However, it is true that the long-term success of the restoration effort will 
take many years to assess. 

DOCUMENT 0098 Letter from Joan M. Smith, September 22, 1991 

1. The truck traffic using 1-10 will be direct hauling for an average of 7 5 miles to the landfill 
site at Eagle Mountain. Only on a rare occasion would such a hauler be likely to stop at 
the truck stop at the intersection of Ramon Road and 1-10, particularly at the same time. 

2. Noise measurements. were taken for land uses within 100 feet of the corridor of the 
Southern Pacific rail line, including the Coachella Valley. It was determined that the 
addition of the project-generated train traffic to the existing train traffic would slightly 
increase (+0.7 dB) noise levels along the rail corridor. This increase that would be 
experienced by residential areas 100 feet from the Southern Pacific rail line is not 
considered significant because it is not discernible by humans. It-should be noted that 
existing noise levels within 100 feet of the rail line corridor are 7 4 CNEL, which exceeds 
acceptable noise levels for residential uses. Also, see Response 0001-103. 

3. -The risks assoQi.ated with derailments and truck accidents are discussed on pages 351-352 
of the draft EIS/EIR. For a condition of the Eagle Mountain rail line and the proposed 
improvements, please refer to Response 0017-6. MRC will arrange scheduling of refuse 
unit trains with Southern Pacific on a contractual basis to prevent any delays in scheduling 
and to prevent conflicts between ongoing rail operations and trains being utilized f~r the 
landfill project (pp. 50 and 357). For a discussion of risks and· response procedures to 
rail·and truck accidents, please refer to Responses 0017-9 an_d 0026-3. In the event of 
an accident or derailment, Southern Pacific will ultimately be responsible for any 
clean-up costs. 

4. Ongoing recycling programs are discussed on pages 4 and 106 · of the draft EIS/EIR. 
AB 939 is a mandatory recycling program requiring municipalities to reduce their waste 
25 percent by 1995 and 50-p·ercent by 2000. Obtaining these goals, however, would not 
eliminate the need for the proposed project. At this time there is no known technology 
for disposing of solid waste in the oceans in an environmentally safe manner. The 
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alternative rail routes suggested in this comment would have greater air quality and 
energy consumption impacts due to the greater distances involved. Thirty-five miles of new 
railroad track is considered infeasible. 

DOCUMENT 0099 Letter from Joyce Jones, September 20, 1991 

1. As discussed on pages 335-338 of the draft EIS/EIR, the problems associated with landfill 
gas migration and with the explosive potential of the gas would be effectively controlled 
by the installation of an LFG control system. As stipulated in Rule 1150.1 of the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District, the LFG control system must be approved by 
the SCAQMD Executive Officer, and it must be installed and operated in such a way as 
to prevent excessive concentrations of methane at any point on the surface of the landfill. 
The lower explosive limit (LEL) is 5 percent by volume. As stated in the Code of Federal 
Regulations, Title 40, Part 257.3-8, the concentration of methane gas at the property 
boundary cannot exceed the LEL. Furthermore, permanent subsurface LFG moni~oring 
wells or detectors will be placed near structures in the vicinity of the landfill site. Design 
specifications and other details pertaining to the LFG monitoring system would be subject 
to approval by the County Department of Health as part of the solid waste facilities permit. 
For further discussion of this issue, please see Response 0001-46, 51, and 52. 

2. See Responses 0001-45 and 46. 

3. Landfilling operations in the East Pit would occur in sequences which would assure that 
the most potentially minable iron resources are impacted last, which would protect access 
to mineral resources for approximately 85 years (see Section IV.1.3 of the draft EIS/EIR). 
Since it is not economically feasible to recover mineral resources at the current time and 
since future market conditions are not predictable, it is not known at this time whether 
the prime mineral deposits in the East Pit will be mined. Prior to any mining operations, 
a CEQA document assessing the impacts of mining, including blasting activities, would 
have to be certified by Riverside County. 

4. The commenter does not provide a basis for such a conclusion. Project compliance with 
federal and local air quality regulations is discussed in Appendix E, pp. 97-105. The air 
quality permits issued under the SCAQMD's New Source Review program will ensure 
that the project is in compliance with these federal and local air quality regulations. 

5. Please see Responses 0001-8, 10 through 15, 25, 33, 35, and 36 and·0002-4 through 7, 
13a, and 13b. 

6. Please see Responses 0001-8, 10 through 15, 25, 33, 35; and 36 and 0002-4 through 7, 
13a, and 13b. 
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7. Funding of the County of Riverside oversight requirements to ensure compliance with 
the provisions of the permi~ is to be negotiated with the Local Enforcement Agency, 
which for the Eagle Mountain project is the Riverside County Department of Health. 

8. The project will have no direct impact on Joshua Tree National Monument with respect 
to its recreation values, uses, or opportunities for camping, hiking, backpacking, photog
raphy, wilderness use, or nature study. It is possible that the proposed landfill will attract 
ravens. Some of these could possibly impact the desert tortoise in Joshua Tree National 
Monument, as well as other potential prey species. A raven monitoring and control 
program is proposed to mitigate this potential impact (Appendix F, pages 70-71). See 
Section 11.C. (Biology) of the final EIS/EIR for a list of the mitigation measures proposed 
to control ravens. Measures to control windblown debris associated with landfill 
operations are add~ssed in Section IV.J.4 of the draft EIS/EIR. See Response 0026-9. 

9. The draft EIS/EIR (page 475-476) states that the proposed project would have a positive 
effect on the local economy. The increase in population to nearby communities would 
help sus_tain and likely increase the existing business income levels and commerciaVbusi
ness opportunities would be created. It is believed that the increased population would 
have a positive influence on real estate and property v~ues in the surrounding areas. 

10. The Proposed Action with Rail Access Only alternative is described on page 75 of the 
draft E~S/EIR. This alternative would eliminate all truck traffic, thereby eliminating any 
additional truck impacts to surface streets, including 1-10. It should be noted that since 
the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, the propos~d project has been revised to reduce the 
number of truck trips from 200 to 100 round trips per day. See Section 11.B.2 of the final 
EIS/EIR for a discussion of the reduction in truck traffic. 

11. A discussion of measures to reduce solid waste in the waste stream is provided on pages 
105-107 of the draft EIS/EIR. Upon achievement of the mandatory recycling goals, 

· however, the need for a large-scale or a number of smaller-scale landfill projects in the 
region would still be present. Therefore, waste diversion programs are considered but 
eliminated-from detailed analysis as feasible alternatives to the proposed project in the 
draft EIS/EIR. 

12. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no further response is necessary. 

13. Energy consumption resulting from the project is discussed in Section IV.O. of the draft 
EIS/EIR. See also revised information on energy consumption included in Section VI 
of the final EIS/EIR (refer to information for pages 574,579, and Tables 51 and 53). The 
overall energy consumption of.this project was determined to be not wasteful, inefficient, 
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and unnecessary. Mitigation measures to reduce fuel consumption are identified on page 
578 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT 0100 Letter from County of San Diego, September 16, 1991 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no further response is necessary. 

2. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no further response is necessary. 

3. This comment is correct. If in the future San Diego County intends to use the Eagle 
Mountain landfill, a separate environmental document would be required to identify 
potential impacts, including air quality effects on the San Diego Air Basin . 

4. The need for future environmental review of transfer stations is identified in Response 
0015-2. 

DOCUMENT 0101 Letter from G. Fred Lee & Associates, September 10, 1991 

1. This letter does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. Enclosed wfrh this letter is a lengthy attachment of background 
information from the commenter consisting of articles, promotional materials, and 
biographical sketches. This material is available for review at the County of Riverside 
Planning Department in Riverside, California, and the BLM Resource Area Office in 
North Palm Springs, California. 

DOCUMENT 0102 Public Hearing: Bermuda Dunes, September 18, 1991 

- This comment letter represents comments received at a public hearing in Bermuda Dunes on 
September 18, 1991. Representatives of the Riverside County Planning Commission were 
present at the hearing as well as the applicant, project engineers and representatives, an 
independent environmental consultant, and members of the general public. The purpose of 
this meeting· was to answer Planning Commission questions on the proposed project by the 
project proponents and for the public to present their testimony directly to the Planning 
Commission. 

The hearing started with Riverside County staff providing an overview of the proposed project, 
followed by the project applicant's presentation and slide show. Questions were presented by 
the Planning Commission and then the floor was opened up to the public for their comments. 
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The responses to comments made by the Planning Commission and members of the public are 
as follows. 

1. As a requirement of the new federal EPA regulations and RWQCB, a composite liner 
consisting of a layer o~ low-permeability soil and a high density polyethylene (HPDE) 
flexible membrane '"'.~11 be placed over the entire area underlying refuse. More specific 
details of the liner are provided in Response 0002-4 and Section Il.B. l of the final 
EIS/EIR. 

2. The RWQCB requires that the final design stability analysis shows _that the liner can 
withstand both static and dynamic loading from the weight of refuse and the peak ground 
acceleration expected at the site. 

3. This comment reflects a misunderstanding of what "agreements" are being referred to. 
The California Department. of Fish and Game is involved in 2081 permits and 1603 
agreements, for state endangered species and streambed impacts, respectively. When 
and if the EIS/EIR is certified and development of the project occurs, these permits and 
agreements are likely to be .required. 

4a. The elementary school is approximately 7,000 feet from the Phase I container handling 
yard an'd' 6,500 feet from the Phase II container handling yard. 

4b. The correctional facility is about 1,500 feet from the Phase I container handling yard. 

5. The requirements for getting a permit for the project in the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District involves taking the. information that is in the draft EIS/EIR and 

. putting it into the proper format and consulting with the district to discuss two key issues 
that they have to decide before they can issue the project's permit. The first.issue is 
whether the project is using the best available control technology. The second is whether 
the project has provided ·adequate offsets for mitigation in the context of the district's 
regulations. This concept is similar to the mitigation requirements under CEQA. 

6. The Development Agreement serves as a contract between the applicant and. Riverside 
County to develop the project, the opportunity to invest certain permits to this process, 
and the opportunity to develop that.process under today's rules. The Conditions of 
Approval and the Specific Plan itself will set the development controls on the project 

7. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

8. This comment does not address· the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 
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9. This comment acknowledges the economic benefits of the proposed project. The 
economic benefits of the project are described in Section IV .H. of the draft EIS/EIR. See 
also Response 0018-13. 

10. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

11. - The medical and pension benefits to Kaiser Steel Resources retirees resulting from the 
proposed project are acknowledged in the draft EIS/EIR (pp. 475-476). Since this 
comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, no additional 
response is required. 

12. See Response 0026-26. 

13. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

14. This comment provides supplemental information to the question regarding benefits to 
the retirees. Please refer to Response 0 102-12 above. It does not address the adequacy 
or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and therefore, no response is necessary. 

15. Please referto Response 0015-2. 

16. Solid waste transported from the MRFs would primarily use the Southern Pacific Railroad 
right-of-way. The MRF located in the Coachella Valley would use 1-10 to Eagle 
Mountain Road. These transportation corridors are described in detail in Sections IV .C.1 
and IV.C.3 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

17. Seismic hazards in the vicinity of the proposed project are described in Section IV.1.2 of 
the draft EIS/EIR. The landfill will be designed to withstand the maximum probable 
earthquake without damage to the foundation, fill slopes, or structures which control 
leachate, gas collection, or surface drainage. 

18. Please refer to Responses 0001-7 and 0026-82. Also, to correct some misinformation, 
Eagle Mountain will not be the largest landfill in the world. 

19. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

20. All refuse destined for Eagle Mountain will be subjected to an inspection program for.the 
removal of recyclables and hazardous materials at the transfer stations and MRFs. In 
addition, random inspections of the solid waste entering the landfill will be conducted 
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by the Local Enforcement Agency to ensure that the screening procedures for hazardous 
materials performed at the transfer stations are adequately executed. See Response 
0002-8 for a discussion of the load-checking program. 

21. The issue raised in the comment is not entirely clear. Page 351 of the draft EIS/EIR points 
out that the·emphasis on rail transport would tend to decrease the overall potential for 
accidents when compared with conventional truck transport of the same amount of solid 
waste due to the control and maintenance of the rights-of-way in which trains operate. 
However, as explained in Response 0021-7, in the event of rail service interruption, truck 
transport would be temporarily utilized to handle the portion of the refuse normally 
carried by rail ·until rail service can be resumed. Sections IV.C.1 and 2 of the draft 
EIS/EIR discuss potential for accidents with respect to rail operations and at-grade 
crossings. The draft EIS/EIR (page 360) concludes that the project is not expected to 
have a significant impact on safety within the study area. Additionally, the scheduling 
of refuse unit trains with Southern Pacific on a contractual basis will prevent any conflicts 
between ongoing rail operations and trains being utilized for the landfill project (pp. 50 
and 357). 

22. The quotation)n the com_ment refers to the potential long-term impact of the project on 
groundwater without mitigation. See Responses 0001-25, 28, and 29. 

23a. See Responses 0003-31, 32, and 33. 

23b. The relative impacts of the proposed project and of all alternatives, including the "No 
Project" alternative, are discussed in the draft EIS/EIR separately for the South Coast Air 
Basin -and for the Southeast Desert Air Basin. Figure FEIR-AQ-3 in Attachment 2, 
Appendix M of the final· EIS/EIR shows relative impacts of the proposed project with 
mitigation and ofthe "No Project" alternative for the Coachella Valley and the Eagle 
Mountain area·. In addition, Figure FEIR-AQ-2 included in Attachment 2, Appendix M 
of the final ~IS/EIR compares the estimated project emissions from rail and truck· travel . 
in the Coachella Valley with estimates of emissions from all sources in the Coachella 
Valley. 

As shown on Figure_FEIR-AQ-2, of Attachment 2 in Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR, 
the estimated impacts from the proposed project in the Coachella Valley will result-in an 
increase above the estimated 1991 emissions baseline for the area. The emissions 
increases are of.approximately 3.8 percent for NOx, approximately 0.5 percent for ROGs, 
and approximately 0.06 percent for· PM 10 emissions. There are no approved regional 
air quality models which can be used to perform the analysis requested. Regional 
photochemicai models, such as those used to prepare regional air quality plans, are not 
s·uitable for this purpose, ·because they are insensitive to changes in emissions which are 
less than five percent of the regional total. The emissions changes associated with the 
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Eagle Mountain project are below this sensitivity threshold in both the South Coast Air 
Basin and in the Coachella Valley. The analysis in the draft EIS/EIR was performed 
using the best analytical to·ols available. 

24. The impacts of the "Rail-Only" alternative are fully discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR (see 
Appendix E, pp. 17 4-189). This project alternative assumes that the project does not 
receive waste generated in the nearby area (approximately 4,000 tons/day) which would 
be directly transported to the project by truck. Therefore, for the "Rail-Only" alternative, 
the maximum amount of waste transported to the site would be 16,000 tons/day rather 
than 20,000 tons/day. Because the amount of waste transported by rail remains the same 
as for the proposed project, it is not necessary to increase the number of trains used to 
transport waste for the "Rail-Only" alternative. 

Subsequent to the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, MRC has proposed to requce truck 
traffic to the project site from 200 trucks per day to 100 round trips daily and in three 
years to eliminate all but those trucks serving the desert cities (not to exceed 100). No 
additional trains other than the six identified in the draft EIS/EIR would be used to 
transport refuse to the landfill under a reduced truck alternative. See Section Il.8.2 of 
the-final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the reduction in truck traffic. To clarify the number 
of trains serving the site, pages 356 and 357 of the draft EIS/EIR explains that under the 
proposed action, the container handling yard is capable of accepting up to six unit trains 
per day. However, an average of 4.7 train shipments per day will be required when the 
project is operating at full capacity. This number is arrived at by dividing the maximum 
tonnage acceptable by rail per day (16,000 tons) by the tonnage of refuse per train load 
(3,500 tons), which equals approximately 4.7 trains. Since the tonnage per train, but not 
the number of daily trains, would be increased due to the recent reduction in trucks, no 
additional environmental review is necessary other than air quality impacts (see Appen
dix M, Attachment 10). 

25. The PM 10 mitigation measures for the proposed project are discussed in Appendix E (pp. 
105-131) of the draft EIS/EIR. Table FEIR-AQ-2 in Appendix M (Attachment 2) of the 
final EIS/EIR ~om pares the mitigation measures recommended in the Coachella Valley 
PMlO Plan and those included in the draft EIS/EIR. The table also includes comments 
explaining why some mitigation measures are not deemed applicable to or not feasible 
for the Eagle Mountain project. 

26. Compliance by the project with the SCAQMD's New Source Review requirements is 
discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (see Appendix E, pp. 102-105). The need for emissions 
offsets is discussed in this section as well. Discussions with SCAQMD's Engineering 
Division staff indicated that emissions offsets will be required for on-site stationary 
equipment and mobile equipment. District regulations do not require off sets as _suggested 
by the comment 
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Neither CEQA nor NEPA requires the provision of emissions offsets, which are emis
sions reductions caiculated in accordance with precise regulatory proced_ures. Rather, 
CEQA and NEPA require an accurate assessment of the air quality impacts associated 
with a proposed project; a determination as to whether the project's impacts are signifi
cant; and the use of all practical mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts. Both 
the draft and ·the final EIS/EIR comply with these requirements. 

27. In general, alternative fuels do not result in inherently lower emission levels. For 
on-highway vehicles, California's low-emission vehicle regulations, and the correspond
ing requiremen~ of SCAQMD Rule 1601, achieve the objectives of what are popularly 
referred to as "alternative fuels." While alternative fuels may be used to comply with 
these regulations, they are not essential, nor do they provide any air quality benefits as 
compared with "traditional~-• fuels used to satisfy the same regulations. The California 
and the SCAQMD low-emission vehicle programs are discussed in the draft EIS/EIR 
(Appendix E, pp. 107-108). 

For locomotives and landfill equipment, alternative fuels may provide air quality 
benefits. Appendix E of the draft EIS/EIR discusses the use of alternative fuels (such as 
methanol, natural gas, or liquefied petroleum gas) as well as electricity for locomotives 
(pp. 115-117.) aild for landfill equipment (pp. 120-121). Wherever available, MRC shall 
purchase and operate the electric version oflandfill equipment including overhead cranes, 
crushers, conv~yors, and pugmills wherever available. Where not available, alternative
fuel technology will be used depending-on air permitting standards (Mitigation Measure 
AQ-16)~- Electrification of this equipment would reduce the emissions associated with 
landfill equipment by approximately five percent The actual emissions reductions 
associated with these ineasures are shown in Table FEIR-AQ-4 (Appendix M, Attach
ment 2 of the final EIS/EIR). 

No quantification: of ajr quality benefits from the use of alternative fuels in locom~tives 
and in landfill'equipment is ·possible at the present time, because no alternative-fueled 
engines are available for the types of equipment expected to be used in ·the Eagle 
Mountain project: · 

Electrification .of the 52-mile stretch of track between Ferrum Junction and the landfill 
site was discussed in the draft EIS/EIR as potentially feasible. Mitigation Measure 
AQ-10 requires _the preparation of a feasibility analysis of electrification at such time as 
there is sufficient landfill·gas. Table FEIR-AQ-5 in Appendix-M, Attachment 2 of the 
final EIS/EIR shows the reductions in locomotive-generated emissions which could be 
achieved if electrification of the Eagle Mountain rail line is found to be feasible. 

28. See Response 0003-40. 
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l) 29. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response, is required. 

30. · Please refer to Responses 0001-128 and 0052-4. 

31. The transport of hazardous materials is not a part of the proposed action. Therefore, no 
response to this comment is necessary. 

32. The financial assurances for the cleanup of a reasonably foreseeable escape of leachate 
from the landfill are described in Responses 0001-25 and 0027-63. Additionally, funds 
collected as the host community fees will be expended upon the authority of Riverside 
County in ways which the County deems appropriate. The expenditure of funds set aside 
as a contingency against potential environmental cleanup will be administered by the 
agency having jurisdiction over the cleanup process. 

33. See Response 0038-2. 

34. Waste diversion programs are identified in the draft EIS/EIR (pages 108 and 109), 
including recycling, yard waste composting, and source reduction. However, the need 
for a large-scale or a number of smaller-scale landfill projects in the region would still 
be present. Therefore, waste diversion programs are considered but eliminated from 
detailed analysis as feasible alternatives to the proposed project in the draft EIS/EIR. It 
should be noted that mandatory regional and local recycling programs are presently in 
place. Recently enacted state legislation (AB 939) establishes a mandatory program to 
divert residential solid waste from the landfills through recycling and waste reduction 
programs. Specific goals of AB 939 require 25 percent of the solid waste diverted from 
landfills by 1995 and 50 percent diverted by the year 2000. The City of Los Angeles has 
recently adopted an additional ordinance which requires the diversion of recyclable 
municipal materials, though industrial and high-density residential waste is excluded. 
These measures have been taken to reduce the amount of solid waste entering regional 
landfills. 

35. See Response 0102-32 above. 

36. The air quality impacts resulting from the proposed project are identified in Section IV.D. 
of the draft EIS/EIR and are summarized in Response 0026-8. This comment is correct. 
While the recent reduction in trucks would reduce traffic effects, the impacts to air quality 
would remain significant and unmitigated. 

37. The waste-to-energy concept is addressed in the draft EIS/EIR (see page 105-106) to 
avoid impacts associated with landfilling. The document concluded that the emissions 
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resulting from a .waste.,-to-energy (incineration) operation at the Eagle Mountain landfill 
would represent a substantial and significant air quality impact 

38. The landfill will-be designed to withstand the maximum_probable earthquake without 
damage to the· fcmndation, fill slopes, or structures which control leachate and gas 
collection or surface drainage. See Responses 0001-5, 0001-24, and 0026-82. 

39. The proposed project is expected to have a positive, not negative, influence on real estate 
and property values in the surrounding area. See Response 0018-13. 

40. The proposed landfill project would not result in disease or mental and emotional risks, 
and therefore, financial assurances for these issues are not required. 

41. See Response 0102-39. 

42a. The draft EIS/EIR addr~sses impacts from the proposed project on health (see Section 
IV.B.) and socioecon-omics (see Section IV.H.).- A loss of business, as suggested in this 
comment, is not expected as a result of the proposed landfill project. On the contrary, 
the project is expected to result in a socioeconomic benefit to the surrounding commu
nities due to the increased, population, employment, and income resulting from the 
operation of the proposed_facilities. The increase in landfill-related jobs would attract 
commercial support interest to Eagle Mountain; Also, the long-term operation of the 
landfill would lend stab~ity to communities and sustain community services. A trust 
fund would not be-necessary. 

42b. With respect to financial assurances for environmental c<;mcerns, funds collected as the 
host community fees will be expended upon the authority of Riverside County in ways 
which the County d~ems appropriate. The expenditure of funds set aside as a c_ontingency 
against potential environmental cleanup will be administered by the agency having 
jurisdiction over the cleanup process. Also see Response 0027-63. 

43. See Response 0020-5. 

44a. The allegations of illegal dumping in the East Pit have been reported to the Riverside 
County Environmental Health Division for investigation. They do not relate to the 
adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

44b. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 

44c. See Response O 102-44a. 
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45. Through the scoping sessions conducted for this project in 1989, potentially significant 
impacts resulting from the proposed project were identified. This process served to 
define the issues to be analyzed in the environmental document Section IV of the draft 
EIS/EIR, Environmental Consequences, describes the impacts from all phases oflandfill 
coilstructi~n and operation for the issues identified in the scoping sessions. The cumu
lative impacts from landfill operations are presented in Section V of the draft EIS/EIR. 
Without more detail in this comment as to the specific risks involved, a more detailed 
response cannot be provided. 

46. It is unclear what is meant in this comment by the "social risk perception of the help." It 
is assumed that this comment is referring to the safety of the landfill workers. This issue 
is addressed in Section IV.B.5 ·of the draft EIS/EIR. The required safety measures to 
protect the health and safety of the employees is described in Responses 0001-112, 124, 
and 129. Since hazardous materials will be removed from the waste stream at the MRFs 
and transfer stations prior to transport to Eagle Mountain, landfill workers will not be 
expose_d to toxic substances. However~ a small amount of locally generated waste ( on 
the order of several tons per day) transported directly to the landfill would not be screened 
for hazardous-materials at the MRF. Instead, this incoming material would be inspected 
at the waste screening facility near the Phase II container handling yard. A description 
o( this procedure can be found on pages _39 and 40 of the draft EIS/EIR. Hazardous 
materials encountered at this facility will be segregated and stored in accordance with 
the appropriate regulations and periodically shipped to a hazardous waste disposal site 
by licensed hazardous waste carriers. All employees who might be exposed to hazardous 
materials will be trained to an appropriate level of expertise and will be equipped to 
handle such materials as deemed by the Local Enforcement Agency (Riverside County 
Department of Health). . 

47. See Respons~ 0102-32. 

48. See Response 0102-36. 

49. See Response 0001-25. 

50. See Response 0003-40 . 

51. See Responses 0001-25 and 0002-4 above. No drainage from the proposed project will 
be directed toward· the open Colorado River Aqueduct Drainage outlets and other 
upstream facilities will be designed and sized to minimize velocities and reduce erosion. 
Where drainage is planned to cross the covered portion of the aqueduct, MWD will be 
consulted as to design and location. Copies of the final drainage report and detailed plans 
were forwarded to _MWD for review. All drainage facilities for conveyance of flow over 
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the aqueduct will be reviewed and approved by MWD prior to construction. The drainage 
report is contained in Appendix L of the final EIS/EIR. 

52. A more detailed description of the traffic impacts ai the MWD pumping station is provided 
in Response 0027-57. In addition, MRC has proposed that truck traffic to the project site 
will be reduced from 200 to 100 round trips daily and in three years to eliminate all but 
those trucks serving the desert cities (not to exceed 100). This would account for total 
traffic on Eagle Mountain Road and its extension of up to 285 daily trips. This i·s not 
considered a significant traffic impact. See Section II.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR for a 
discussion of the reduction in truck traffic. 

53. The draft EIS/EIR (p~ge 25) states that the proposed action is to widen the existing portion 
of Eagle Mountain Road and build a new 40-foot-wide paved road. The total right-of
way being applied for is 110 feet to allow for the·paved roadway, shoulders, and berms. 
The proposed improvements to the roadway would be made to accommodate the types 
of vehicles serving the landfill. 

54. Kaiser Road currently provides the only paved, all-weather access road to the Eagle 
Mountain community and the only access route between the elementary school and fire 
station in Eagle Mo:untain and the other residential areas around Desert Center. Any 
catastrophic accident along Kaiser Road would block this access route. While the new 
railroad crossing along Kaiser Road would add a small increment to the possibility of 
such an accident;.the project would also provide a second paved, all-weather access route 
between Eagle Mountain and Interstate 10. This route would consist of the existing Eagle 
Mountain Road, the proposed Eagle Mountain Road Extension, and paved access roads 
within the landfiHproperty itself. This route would ordinarily not be open to the public, 
but it would be availabie for emergency services or very limited public use during such 
an accident. 

55. See Response 0027-59. 

56. See Response 0027-58. 

57. See Response 0102-51 above. 

58. See Response 0102-51 above. 

59. See Response 0027-49. 

60. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 
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61.. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 

62. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no ·response·is necessary. 

63. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 

· 64. The socioeconomic benefits of the project are described in Section IV.H.2 of the draft 
EIS/EIR. A discussion of the benefits to the Kaiser retirees is located in Response 
0102-11 and 12 above. The conditions of the memorandum of understanding between 

~- MRC and the County of Riverside can be found on page 476 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

65. · This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 

66. Please see Response 0026-26. 

: 67. See Response 0026-13. 

68. No part of the desert tortoise mitigation program was based on work conducted by Jean 
Carr. Jean-Carr did not participate in the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR. Any tortoise 
that may ,potentially be impacted by road or rail line construction will be moved 
approximately 300 feet from the site of disturbance, which would likely keep the tortoise 
with,in its normal home range (Appendix F, pp. 85-86). No tortoises will be removed 
from the general vicinity and none will be euthanized. 

69. _ See Response 0027-82. 

70. See Response 0026-28 . 

. 71. Pressure is required to drive, either a fluid or a gas/vapor through the proposed landfill 
cover. The proposed drainage plan is designed to prevent ponding of water necessary to 
create the pressure needed for water to percolate through the cover. Due to the hot and 
dry climate at the site, moisture in the refuse can evaporate up through the cover material, 
since water vapor can rise in air. However, much of this water vapor will be extracted 
with the landfill gas by the proposed gas extraction system and become landfill gas 
condensate. 

,• 

72. The draft EIS/EIR does not say that the Chuckwalla Valley water basin is closed. 
Moreover, it seems that the statement that "water drains from the Eagle Mountain/Desert 
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Center Area to the Colorado River'' refers to surface drainage, not groundwater flow. In 
any case, the-draft EIS/EIR does not appear to conflict with this comment. 

73. Please see Responses 0026-34, 0001-25, and 0002-4. 

7 4. See Response 0001-11. 

75. The cited potential failures are for what is commonly called a dendritic type of leachate 
collection and removal system. A dendritic system is composed of a series of perforated 
pipes laid in trenches backfilled with gravel drainrock. The cited types of potential 
failures in this comment are some of the reasons a blanket-type leachate collection system 
has been selected for the proposed project. For a more complete description of the·blanket 
drainage system and its workings within the containment system, see the drainage report 
contained in Appendix L of the final EIS/EIR. 

76. As a requirement of the new federal EPA regulations and RWQCB, a composite liner 
consisting of a low-permeability soil layer and a high density polyethylene {HOPE) 
flexible geomembrane will be placed over the entire area underlying refuse. A composite 
liner (i.e., a geo.membrane placed directly on top of a layer of low-permeability soil) is 
more effective than either a geomembrane alone or low-permeability soil alone for 
containing leachate and gas (Daniel 1990; Giroud and Bonapart 1989b; USEPA 1987). 
A composite lmer represents· the state-of-the-art in landfill liner system design. For a 
more detailed description of the liner, please see Response 0002-4 and Section 11.B.1 of 
the final EIS/EIR. 

77. See Response 0021-27. 

78. Please sees Responses-0002-4, 0026-33, and 0102-76. 

79. See Response 0115-6. 

80. In the event of rail service interruption, trucks would temporarily be required to transport 
waste normaily carried by rail at full capacity. As indicated on pages 352-353 of the 
draft EIS/EIR~ refuse would be taken by truck to Eagle Mountain or to alternate area 
landfills until rail service is resumed: ''This additional response would help ensure steady 
flow· of refuse· to the· Eagle Mountain site or to alternate area landfills depending upon 
the location of the,train disruption" (p. 353). It is expected that these occurrences would 
be infrequent and of short duration; therefore, impacts (noise, air quality, traffic, public 
safety) would not be significant. 

81. See Response 0026-38. 
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82. See Response 0017-22. 

83. Closure and post-closure costs must be borne by the operator in accordance with both 
federal and state regulations (Subtitle D and Chapter 15,- respectively). Closure and 
post-closure costs will be formatted according to the requirements of Title 14 of the 
California Code of Regulations. 

84. Data obtained from the Federal Railroad Administration identifies Southern Pacific rail 
accidents occurring within Riverside and San Bernardino counties over the past 10 years. 
The total reported rail accidents for the two counties for this time period is 148 as shown 
below. It should be noted that this information represents simple numbers of accidents, 
and has not been corrected to reflect differences in rail traffic volume. 

302 

Year 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 

Number of Accidents 
22 
20 
22 
22 
17 
9 
6 

16 
11 

5 (through March) 

Of the 148 accidents occurring between 1982 and 1991, 63 were on rail lines primarily 
used by the proposed project located between the West Colton Station in San Bernardino 

-- County to Ferrum Junction in Riverside County. Of these 63 accidents, 46 (or73 percent) 
occurred in the rail yards and industrial areas, while 17 (27 percent) took place on the 
main rail lines. Of the 17 accidents occurring on the main line, 8 involved derailments 
ranging from I to 37 cars. The remaining 9 accidents did not involve derailment of 
railcars. 

To avoid rail conflicts between proposed operations and ongoing rail operations, sched
u_ling of refuse unit trains with Southern Pacific will occur on a contractual basis. The 
draft EIS/EIR (page 357) concludes that project-related usage of rail transport is expected 
to have an insignificant impact on the rail lines and surrounding infrastructure. Further
more, -the refuse trains would only transport muriicipal .solid waste (nonhazardous 
materials), reducing the risk to public health and safety. In the event of a rail accident, 
Southern Pacific's emergency response plan would be initiated. See Response 0026-3 
for more details of this plan. 
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85. The screening of hazardous wastes will take place at the MRFs and transfer stations under 
the requirements of the solid waste management facility permit. A description of this 
process is provided in Response 0002-8. 

86. See Responses 0017-19 and 0021-19. 

87. A discussion of waste diversion programs, including green waste and composting to 
reduce the waste enteringlandfills, is given on pages 105-109 of the draft EIS/EIR. Green 
waste may be removed from the transfer stations and MRFs for composting. The green 
waste will not be transported to Eagle Mountain for landfilling or storage as a recyclable. 

88. Composting, operations will not occur at the landfill site. 

89. See Responses 0102-23a·, 23b, 24, 25, 26, 27, and 28 above. 

90. This comment is CQrrect. Subsequent to preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, MRC has 
proposed to reduce· truck traffic to the ·project site from 200 to 1 oo· round trips daily and 
in three years to eliminate alt" ·but th·o~ trucks serving the desert cities (not to exceed 
100). More details of this project modification can be found in Section 11.B.2 of the final 
EIS/EIR. 

91. The memorandum of understanding between MRC and the County of Riverside is 
discussed in th~ Socioeconomics sectio·n of the, draft EIS/EIR (page 476). A fiscal 
analysis ~as pi;epared by the applicant~~ presented at the November 11, 1991, Planning 
Commission hearing. See Response 0018-13. 

92. The commenter should note that the purpose of CEQA is to provide information 
concerning the'poteritial environmental'impacts of the proposed project, so that the public 
and elected officials may make ~formed decisions concerning the project. In that sense, 
the draft EIS/.EI~ relates to the health, safety, and welfare· of the citizens of Riverside 
County. However, w~tho~t more ~pecific direction, this comment cannot be addressed, 
nor does it question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR. 

93. The issues of operator liability, financial responsibility, closure and post-closure funding, 
and the l;ke are addressed 1.n the Development Agreement between MRC and the County 
of Riverside anlin the waste discharge requirements permit issued by the· Regional Water 
Quality ControFBoard ·and the landfill facilities permit to be issued by the. Riverside 
County Local Enforcement Agency with the concurrence of the· California Integrated 
Waste Management Board. Before any operations at the landfill can commence, finan
cial responsibility will need to be demonstrated by MRC for third party liability, closure 
and post-closure maintenance of the site, financial assurances' necessary to ensure 
corrective action for potential groundwater contamination, and full indemnification of 
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the County of Riverside. MRC intends to contract with users of the landfill (municipal 
and private) for indemnification of itself a·nd the County of Riverside for any liabilities 
resulting from the deposit of waste at the site generated by such user. This intention will 
be embodied in any final Development Agreement approved by the County for the 
project. 

DOCUMENT 0103 Letter from Joan Cory, September 20, 1991 

1. Conformance with AB 939, the "Recycling Bill," will take place at the MRFs and transfer 
stations as part of the facility permits, prior to being transported to Eagle Mountain. The 
proposed landfill project will only indirectly enforce compliance of the removal of 
recyclables and hazardous waste through the mechanism of not accepting residual waste 
unless the recyclables and hazardous materials have been removed. 

2. - It is a Specific Plan condition of approval to ensure that the materials recovery facilities 
ari in _place prior to the commencement of landfill operations and that all waste be 
pre-processed' before being transported to Eagle Mountain. 

3". As described on pages 39 and 40 of the draft EIS/EIR, a waste screening and inspection 
facility will be located at the Phase II container handling yard which will inspect up to 
several tons per day of waste generated from the local area. This facility would inspect 
the locally generated refuse for the removai of hazardous materials; however, no 
provisions are made for the removal of recoverables at this facility. This project would 
not preclude the implementation of curbside recycling programs within the local ·com
munities using Eagle Mountain, however. 

DOCUMENT 0104 ·,. Letter from Vernessa and Paul Skates, September 17, 1991 

'This letter was mailed to both the Riverside Planning Department and the Bureau of Land 
~~ag6ment area offices. The concerns expressed in these letters are similar in nature and 
th~s,-for the sake of economy, appear only once in the final EIS/EIR and are addressed below. 
All letters submitted are on file at the County and the BLM area offices. 

1. The proposed mitigation measures outlined in the draft EIS/EIR would reduce biological 
resources impacts to a level below significance. The draft EIS/EIR concludes that the 
air quality in both the South Coast Air Basin and the Southeast Desert Air Basin will be 
degraded by increased emissions resulting from the project's truck and train traffic and 
on-site equipment. Potential air quality impacts will not be mitigated below a level of 
significance. Please see Response 0026-23b for a discussion of mandatory recycling 
programs presently in place. 
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DOCUMENT 0105 Letter from Joe B. Gustafson, September 15, 1991 

This letter was mailed to both the Riverside Planning Department and the Bureau of Land 
Management area offices. The concerns expressed in these letters are similar in nature and 
thus, for the sake of economy, appear only once in the final.EIS/EIR and are addressed below. 
All letters submitte~ are on file at the County· and the· BLM area offices. · 

1. Project impacts to the residences at the pumping station are discussed in Response 
0027-57. 

2. See Response 0027-57 for a discussion of traffic impacts to the residences at the MWD 
pumping station. 

3. The long-term effect that the project wouid have on recreation resources due to the 
anticipated incr~ase· in the desert' population and increased recreational activities is 
discussed on page 595 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

4. The comment does not address the idequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0106 Letter from Ken Levy, September 16, 1991 

1. The relative impacts of the proposed project and of all the alternatives, including the "No 
'Project" altemative, are discussed in the draft EIS/EIR separately for the South Coast Air 
Basin and for the Southeast Desert Air Basin (see Appendix E, pp. 204-210). There are 
no approved regional air quality models which can be used to perform the analysis 
requested.· Regional ·photochemical models, such as those used to prepare regional air 
quality plans, are no(suitable for this purpose, because they are insensitive to changes 
in emissions which are less than five pei:cent of the regional total. The emissions changes 
associated with the Eagle Mountain project are below this sensitivity threshold in both 
the South Coast and the Southeast Desert air basins. 

2. See Response 0026-8. A screening level health risk assessment conducted for the 
proposed landfill is discussed on pages 424-427 of the draft EIS/EIR. This risk assess
ment was updated based on on-site meteorological data and updated unit risk values and 
is contained in Attachment 9, Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR. See also Response 
0003-40. The document identifies impacts to air quality in the region as being significant 
and not mitigated. 

3. Mitigation measures for the Southern Pacific main line (which travels through the San 
Gorgonio Pass) were not evaluated. in the draft EIS/EIR because neither the project 
applicant nor the lead agencies nor any responsible agency would have the authority to 
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implement or require such mitigation- measures for the project. However, the lead 
agencies can suggest that this mitigation measure be adopted as part of its project 
decision. 

Air emission impacts from and mitigation measures for the Eagle Mountain railway diesel 
locomotives are discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (see Appendix E, pp. 76 and 108-117). 
In addition, Mitigation Measure AQ-9 has been revised in the final EIS/EIR to include 
a feasibility study to evaluate the potential for use of diesel engines with selective catalytic 
reduction (SCR) or natural gas fuels to reduce emissions from the Eagle Mountain railway 
iocomotives. The revised Mitigation Measure AQ-9 includes a specific timetable for 
conducting the feasibility study. A comparison of the emissions from the uncontrolled 
diesel-fired, mitigated diesel-fired, and natural gas-fired Eagle Mountain railway loco
motives is shown on Table FEIR-AQ-15 of the final EIS/EIR (Attachment 2 of Appendix 
M). Air emission impacts from and mitigation measures for diesel locomotives are 
discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (see Appendix E, pp. 76 and 108-117). 

4. See Response 0026-79. The number of tortoises to be translocated cannot be estimated 
at this time. Given the generally low qualittof the habitat along Eagle Mountain Road, 
few if any individuals may require translocation. No long-term studies on tortoise 
survival after translocation have been completed, although one such study is u·nder way. 
Since it is believed that tortoises will not need to be moved far, this will increase their 
survivability because they will likely still be within their home range. 

5. Please refer to Responses 0059-3, 6, and 7 for a discussion of project impacts to Joshua 
Tree National Monument. 

6. AB 939 is a mandatory program which requires that 25 percent of the solid waste be 
.diverted frof)l landfills by 1995 and 50 percent be diverted by 2000. Please refer to 
Response. 0006-1. 

DOCUMENT 0107 Letter from Carol A. Wiley, September 19, 1991 

1. 

306 

The air quality impacts associated with the project, as proposed, as well as with the other 
alternatives, including the "Rail Only" alternative, are compared in Appendix E 
(pp. 204-231) of the draft EIS/EIR. 

In general, alternative fuels do not result in inherently lower emission levels. For 
on-highway vehicles, California's low-emission vehicle regulations, and the correspond
ing requirements of SCAQMD Rule 1601, achieve the objectives of what are popularly 
referred to as "alternative fuels." While alternative fuels may be used to comply with 
these regulations, they are not essential, nor do they provide any air quality benefits as 
compared with "traditional" fuels used to satisfy the same regulations. The California 
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and the SCAQMD low-emission vehicle programs are discussed in the draft EIS/EIR 
(Appendix E, pp. 107-108). 

For locomotives and landfill _equipment, alternativ~ fuels may provide air quality 
benefits. Appendix E of the draft EIS/EIR discusses the use of alternative fuels (such as 
methanol, natural gas, or liqµefied petroleum gas) as well as.electricity for locomotives 
(pp. 115-117) and for landfill equip_~ent (pp. 120-121). To reduce dies_el fuel consump
tion, MRC shall purchase and operate the electric yersion oflandfill equipment including 
overhead cranes, crushers; conveyors, and pugmills wherever available. Where not 
available, alternative-fuel technology will be used depending on air permitting standards 
(Mitigation Measure AQ-16). 

Mitigation Mea_sure AQ-9 has_ been revised in the final EIS/EIR to include a feasibility 
study to evaluate the potent,i_al for use of diesel ~ng~pes with selective catalytic reduction 
(SCR) or natural gas fuels to reduce emissions from ·Eagle Mountain railway locomotives. 
The revised Mitigation Measure AQ-9 includes a specific timetable for conducting the 
feasibility study._ A comparison of the emissions from the uncontrolled diesel-fired, 
mitigated .diesel-fired, and natural gas-fired Eagle Mountain railway locomotives is 
shown on Table FEIR-AQ-15 of the final EIS/EIR (Attachment 2 of Appendix M). 

No quantification of air quality benefits from the use of alternative fuels in landfill 
equipment is possiJ,J.e at the present time; because no altern.ative-fueled engines are 
availabl{for ttie type's of equipnfent expected to be used in the Eagle Mountain project. 

'1 

· 2. The mandatory recycling program, AB 939, is described on pages 4 _ancl I 06 of the draft 
EIS/EIR (see·R~_spqnse 0006-1). The method of re~oving recyclables before transport
ing refuse to Eagle,· Mountain for landfilling is describ~d ·1Q Response 0096:. t 4. Storing 
of recyclable materials · at the site is addressed in Responses 0017.: 19, 0021-19, and 
0021-24. 

3. The final landfill ~over.is discussed on page_7~_of the draft EIS/EIR. The final cover 
would be implemented ·in compliance with. the· regid?tiorts of Title '23, CCR, Chapter 15 . 
The cover would have a minimum thickness of four feet and would consist of a two-foot 
foundation layer, a one-foot barrier layer, and a one-foot vegetative layer. The vegetative 
layer of earth would be amended with compost.or humus and fertili~rs such that it will 
support vegetative growth. The vegetative layer will allow natural vegetation to take 
hold on the landfill_ cover to provide erosion control. In many cases, the minimum depth 
of one foot for i:~e\iegetative layer will be exceeded merely because of the means to be 
used to apply the cover. More details of the r~vegetation measures are provided in 
Response 0111-66. P9st-closure-requirements mandate that the final cover, including 
the vegetative layer, be maintained to prevent erosion and ponding of water. The upper 
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surface of the landfill would have a minimum three percent gradient to provide adequate 
drainage and limit the potential for ponding and erosion on its surface. 

DOCUMENT 0108 Letter from Ron Salz, September 22, 1991 

1. Refuse destined for landfilling at Eagle Mountain must comply with the provision of AB 
939, the "Recycling Bill." Such compliance means that the refuse has been subjected to 
an inspection program for the removal of recyclables and hazardous materials as 
described in Response 0026-4. If refuse does not co_mply, it will not be taken to Eagle 
Mountain. 

2. Final permitting by the LEA and the CIWMB will only authorize the opening of the Eagle 
Mountain landfill. Acceptance by Riverside County of refuse from Los Angeles and 
other counties is contingent upon the approval of the project Development Agreement 
authorized by the Riverside Board·of Supervisors. 

DOCUMENT 0109 Letter from Christine Samons, September 19, 1991 

1. The memorandum of understanding is an agreement between MRC and Riverside County 
which mandates that MRC pay the County based on the solid waste actually disposed of 
at the landfill. The components of the MOU are described on page 476 of the draft 
EIS/EIR. Issues such_ as operator liability, financial responsibility, and closure and 
post-closure funding will be included in this agreement and in the waste discharge 
requirements permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board and in the 
hindfilfraciliti~s permit to be issued by the Riverside County Local Enforcement Agency 
with -.the concurrence of the California Integrated Waste Management Board. The· final 

- '"-: -(, - ' 

Development Agreement will be approved by the Board of Supervisors as one of the 
discretionfu-y actions being requested by the applicant of the County and will be a legally 
binding agreement. 

· -2. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. · 

3. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
.t. _. no response is necessary . 
. ;;-. 

\-

' 
,· 

DOC(JMENT0l-10 Letter from Shirley M. Boylan, September 23, 1991 

1. The proposed right-of-way width for Eagle Mountain Road is 110 feet to accommodate 
the 40-foot-wide two-lane road, as well as shoulders and berms. Although the road will 
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remain two-lane, the improvements to this segment ofroadway will improve the overall 
conditions of Eagle Mountain·Road, which would thus have a positive traffic effect. 

2. In the event of rail service interruption, it is unlikely that all refuse would be transported 
to Eagle Mountain. However, under a worst-case scenario, 650 trucks could utilize Eagle 
Mountain Road temporarily until rail service is resumed. Please see Response 0021-7 
for a more detailed description of this scenario. 

3. The draft EIS/EIR estimates 85 percent of the 500 total daily trips will be to and from 
the west, which calculates to 425 total daily trips utilizing Eagle Mountain Road by 
employee, delivery, and service vehicles traveling to and from the site. 

4. At the two existing crossings of the railroad, Eagle Mountain Road Extension and Kaiser 
Road, railroa~ crossing signs are presently located at the side of the road. Flashing lights 
will be installed where the ·railroad crosses Kaiser Road (draft EIS/EIR, page 360). A 
two-way stop will also be installed at this intersection for Kaiser Road's intersection with 
Eagle Mountain Road Exte·nsion (draft EIS/EIR, page 365). No change will take place 
at the existing-Eagle Mountain Road railroad crossing. 

5. Noise impacts of the propos~d landfill operations, including rail transport, on the 
residences at the pumping station are discussed in Response 0027-57. 

6. See Response 0027-49 and 59 for a discussion of traffic impacts to the residences at the 
MWD pumping station. 

7. See Response 0 110-4 above. 

_ 8. Free leachate will not be diverted off-site over the aqueduct as suggested in this comment. 
To clarify this issue, only surface runoff that is collected before coming in contact with 
refuse at the landfill will be diverted off-site. Runoff that comes in contact with refuse 
(and wash water) will be collected, treated on-site, tested, and reused for dust control. 
All leachate and.condensate collected will be temporarily stored on-site and disposed of 
at an approved off-slte disposal site. -

9. See Respon~e 0027-58. 

10. The geology.report prepared for the site by Dr. Richard Proctor, dated September 12, 
1991, d9cuments that _the potential for. "severe" ground shaking identified in the draft 
EIS/EIR s~_ould be -r~classified as "low to moderate." The effect of such seismically 
induced ground shaking will _be negligible (0.1 gravity) for the entire site and its facilities. 
This report• is available at the County of Riverside Planning ·oepartment, Riverside, 
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California, and at the BLM Resource Area Office, North Palm Springs, California. Also, 
see Responses 0027-82 and 0027-41 a. 

11. This comment is correct that the Phase I rail line will pass approximately 7 50-1,000 feet 
_ from the existing Eagle Mountain school buildings. Phase I operations would involve 

one round-trip train per day to the Phase I container handling yard. At this level of activity 
and distance, the projected CNEL at 700 feet would be approximately 53 dBA. This 
does not represent a significant residential noise impact. 

12. Impacts of the proposed landfill operations, including rail transport, on the residences at 
the pumping station are discussed in Response 0027-57. 

13. See Response 0027-57. 

14. Nonhazardous solid waste materials would be transported from the transfer station to the 
landfill site via rail in closed intermodal transport containers. A description of these 
containers can be found in Response 0021-25. A health hazard would exist only if the 
containers broke open and spillage occurred. Emergency response plans to address major 
accidents on roadways and rail lines are already in place at the local government level, 
as part of federal and statewide programs (see Response 0026-3 for greater detail). As 
part of their own emergency response planning, MRC would maintain adequate staff 
on-site or on call to provide clean-up workers to supplement Southern Pacific workers 
and to accomplish trash pickup as necessary (page 352). 

15. Vectors, windblown debris, and dust would all be generated by the proposed project. 
However, the project includes numerous design features to minimize the effects of these 
impacts. The measures are identified on pages 325-326, 345, 514-517, and 529-530 of 
the draft EIS/EIR. 

16. Air quality impacts for the proposed project have been determined to be significant and 
not mitigated to a level below significance. No compensation for air pollution is 
provided. This condition would not, however, preclude project approval. California 
Public Resources Code Section 21081 provides that if the economic, social, or other 
benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, 
the adverse environmental effects may be considered acceptable. 

310 

With respect to water pollution, the RWQCB, pursuant to Chapter 15 requirements, is 
requiring the project proponent to obtain and maintain assurances of financial responsi
bility for initiating and completing corrective action for a reasonably foreseeable release 
from the landfill. This financial assurance for the cleanup must be completed as part of 
the permitting process even though leachate is not expected to pass through the landfill 
containment system. 
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17. See Responses 0017-10 and 0027-54. 

DOCUMENT0lll 
1991 

Letter from Sierra Club - San Gorgonio Chapter, September 20, 

1. Revisions to Table 51 of the draft EIS/EIR are noted in Section VI of the final EIS/EIR 
and show that rail haul operations will use 21,404 gallons of diesel fuel per day and 
transfer station operations would use 2,160 gallons of fuel per day. This comment 
postulates that the air quality calculations are flawed but does not identify in what way 
or how; therefore, specific responses cannot be given; nor are they required by CEQA or 
NEPA.· The . air' quality section of the draft EIS/EIR and Appendix E are the largest 
sections of thildocument; they are not cryptic. See Response 0026-8 for a general 
discussion of aii impacts due to $is project. Cumulative air quality impacts are discussed 
on page 592 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

2. Waste managemen~ programs will continue in the Los Angeles area regardless of the 
status of the Eagle ·Mountain project. See Responses 0006-1 and 0011-1. See also pages 
I 05-109 of the draft EIS/EIR for a discussion of waste diversion programs. 

3. See Response 0018-13. The project is expected to result in a socioeconomic benefit on 
the surrounding communities duet~ the increased population, employment, and income 
resulting from the operation of the proposed facilities. The increased population could 
also have a positive influence on real estate and property values in the surrounding area. 
Additionally~ the long~term operation of the landfill would lend stability to communities 
and sustain community services. Please refer to Section IV.H. of the draft EIS/EIR for 
a further discussion. 

4. In the event of rail service interruption, several scenarios are possible depending on the 
location and nature of the delay. The draft EIS/EIR; pages 352-353, state that in the event 
of rail service interruption, 650 trucks per day would be required to handle the portion 
of the refuse normally carriec;l by rail" at full capacity of 20,000 tons per day. However, 
prior to shifting.to -the use· of 650 trucks, the draft EIS/EIR points out that a surplus of 
containers wit~in t~e syst~m can be used to load and store refuse temporarily at transfer 
stations or to ·sfore:c9ritainers at rail sidings if the service interruption occurs during rail 
haulage. It is also·phi~fole to send refuse to other'.fandfills until rail service is resu_med. 
"This additional response would help ensure steady'flow of refuse to the Eagle Mountain 
site or to alternate area landfills depending upon the location of the train disruption" 
(p. 353). 

5. The use of the Eagle Mountain landfill by particular individuals or communities is not 
required. See··pages 476 and 477 for a discussion of the current and anticipated costs 
associated with .·waste disposal. Tipping fees and tran.sportation charges will be based 
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on market forces. As existing landfill space is consumed, the cost of new landfill space 
will increase. Because of the higher costs of land, more stringent environmental controls, 
and the need to recycle, disposal costs will inevitably increase, regardless of the location 
of the new landfill. Waste collection fees in southern California have steadily increased 
from the early 1980s to present. It is estimated that the additional cost for disposal will 
be on the range of $1.50-$4.00 per morith per household, depending upon the present 
rate structure. 

6. Phase I operations would involve a maximum of one train per day transporting refuse to 
the container handling yard. There are three schools at the town of Eagle Mountain. The 
elementary and middle schools are not currently being used. The high school is currently 
used by the elementary students. It is approximately 1,000 feet from the rail line. One 
train per day is not expected to significantly affect the school. When landfill needs exceed 
one train of refuse per day, the Phase II operations will be implemented whereby refuse 
will be transported to the Phase II container handling yard located approximately 7,000 
feet from the school. Due to the distance of the proposed spur line serving the Phase II 
container handling yard to the school, no significant impacts to the school would result. 

7. The project operator would only accept the amount of waste permitted. As the Local 
Enforcement Agency, the Riverside County Department of Health would be responsible 
for monitoring the amount of waste entering the landfill. 

8. The conditions of the memorandum of understanding between MRC and the County of 
Riverside are discussed in the Socioeconomics section, page 476 of the draft EIS/EIR. 
Fifty percent of revenues is not mentioned in the MOU, but rather some "portion" will 
go to the local communities. 

9. The waste inspection process is described on pages 331-333 of the draft EIS/EIR. Please 
see Responses 0002-8 and 0021-27. 

10. MRC will be required to comply with the requirements of CCR Article 5 of Chapter 15, 
which require the implementation of a verification monitoring pr_ogram if monitoring 
shows that the water quality protection standards are exceeded. See Response 0002-5 
for details of the monitoring program. In the event. groundwater recovery becomes 
necessary, a corrective action program, including pumping of extraction wells to remove 
the groundwater, will be implemented in accordance with current regulations. 

11. The project is southeast of Joshua Tree National Monument and at its closest point is 
approximately 8,000 feet south of the boundary. Measures to control windblown debris 
associated with landfill operations are addressed in Section IV.J.4 of the draft EIS/EIR. 
The draft EIS/EIR further discusses the project operation that would influence the amount 
of litter that might be windblown. It should be noted that the project's operation is quite 
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different from conventional landfills. All waste entering the landfill must be processed 
for materials recovery and recycling away from the landfill and compacted into closed 
containers which must remain closed until the containers are opened near the face of the 
landfill. The waste will come out of the containers in large clumps or plugs and spread 
out ~ya compactor tractor. This refuse will be pushed to the face of the landfill where 
it will be compacted and covered with at least six inches of soil. This process will 
minimize the opportunity for the wind to pick up litter. Additionally, portable litter 
fencing at each cell will catch windblown litter . 

Next, full-time personnel will be assigned to litter control. Because the landfill site is 
quite large, the operator will be able to contain windblown litter within the site boundaries 
by intensifying the labor effort when necessary. Moreover, there is a large area within 
the Eagle Mountains which can be patrolled for litter .. control prior to entering the 
monument. F_inally, as a last resort, if monument personnel determine that a problem 
from windblown litter is developing, they will call the landfill operator for timely removal 
of any litter which has entered the monument. This procedure was initiated by Park 
personnel during meetings held at the park in 1990. All costs will be assumed by the 
landfill operator. 

Finally, as pointed out in the draft EIS/EIR (p. 270), the project area is separated from 
the monument by a major ridgeline (elevation 2,000-3,500 feet) which blocks views from 
the monument into the project area. This ridgeline can also pose as a natural barrier to 
windblown debris, allowing for litter control to occur prior to the monument boundaries. 
Also, the proposed project includes a storm warning system that would allow for the 
closing of landfill operations and the cover of litter prior to the arrival of a potentially 
windy storm. 

For a discussion of odor impacts, see Response 0001-97. 

12. Compensation for local citizens for environmental degradation is not a matter for MRC 
to consider. Rather, approval of the project by the County Board of Supervisors and the 
BLM under,the."overriding· considerations" concept is required. Obviously, if these 
agencies.feel that the overall benefit to society in general exceeds the project's environ
mental degradation that would occur, then the County would feel the society in general 
would benefit. A.fiscal analysis of the proposed project's effect on the County by the 
County of Riverside Administrative Office concludes that there will be a net positive 
fiscal benefit. This analysis was presented to the County Planning Commission on · 
February 26, 1992, in a public hearing. Local citizens are liable to benefit by the infusion 
of host fees into their communities, the creation pflocal employment, provision of school 
improvements,· and _other county-funded services. The socioeconomic benefits of-the 
project are descfl:bed fo Section N.H.2 of the draft EIS/EIR. 
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13. Please refer to Response 0015-2. 

14. See page 476 of the draft EIS/EIR. Since this comment does not question the adequacy 
or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, no further response is necessary. 

15. No loss of business or human life is expected with this project. On the contrary, positive 
economic and growth benefits are anticipated. Please refer to Response 0111-3 for a 
discussion of the socioeconomic effects of the proposed project. For a discussion of 
public safety, see Section N.B.6 of the draft EIS/EIR. Protec;tion of worker safety is 
discussed in Response 0001-122 and in Section IV .B.5 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

16. Please refer to Response 0015-2. 

17. Please refer to Response 0015-2. 

18. The Purpose and Need section (page 4-5) of the draft EIS/EIR discusses the need for 
additional refuse disposal facilities in Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Orange counties 
as well as Riverside County. The Project Description section of Appendix B states that 
out of county waste will be accepted. Section III.C. of the draft EIS/EIR identifies eight 
rail segments based on locations of the transfer stations along the rail lines and key 
junction points where trains would be switched on or off a particular route. These 
segments are described on pages 150-154. Solid waste transported from the MRFs would 
primarily use the Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way. The -MRF located in the 
Coachella Valley would use 1-10 to Eagle Mountain Road. These transportation corri
dors are described in detail in Sections N .C. I and IV .C.3 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

19. The source of the refuse to be landfilled at Eagle Mountain includes Los Angeles, 
Riverside, San Bernardino, and Orange counties (pp. 4-5 of the draft EIS/EIR). The 
method of waste delivery to the site (rail and truck) is described on pages xvii and xx of 
the draft EIS/EIR. 

20. The proposed project limits the number of trains which can deliver waste to the- landfill 
site to six and the total tonnage per day to 20,000. These numbers are limits. In fact, the 

· at-grade crossing traffic report used an average of 9.4 (4.7 x 2) rail trips per day (16,000 
tpd/3500 tpd per train.= 4.57 trains) for analysis purposes (see page 359 of the draft 
EIS/EIR). 

-21. The rail component of the project is initially referenced in Sections I and II of the draft 
EIS/EIR on pages 1, 13, 30, 31, 35, 39, 46, 49, and 50. 

22. At maximum operations, the proposed action involves landfilling a total of 20,000 tpd of 
municipal solid waste: 16,000 tpd would be transported via rail and 4,000 tpd would 
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arrive via truck (see pp. ii, iii, xvii, 1, and 13 of the draft EIS/EIR). It should be noted 
that since the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, the number of daily trucks trips has been 
reduced by half from 200 to 100 round trips per day. To reach the maximum capacity 
allowable atthe landfill (20,000 tpd) while reducing the truck trip tonnage by half from 
4,000 tpd to 2,000 tpd, the amount of refuse transported via train would increase by 2,000 
tpd (that is, 12 percent), from 16,000 tpd to 18,000 tpd. 

23. Please refer to Response 0015-2. 

24. This comment is correct in assuming that economic forces will play a role in the selection 
of which wastesheds to service. The figures listed in the comment were used conceptu
ally to determine fuel expenditures; however, this comment fails to include Riverside 
and San Bernardino counties at an· estimated 2,000 tons per day each. For the "No 
Project" alternative, no use of rail was assumed. Emissions associated with this alterna
tive include the type of motor used, the distance and amount of time the motor is used to 
haul or handle the-assumed waste amounts, and the type of fuel used. 

25. Please refer to Response 0015-2. 

26. Infilling rates are the subject of operating permits granted by the California Integrated 
Waste Management Board and the Local Enforcement Agency. Increases to the permitted 
rates must be approved by these agencies prior to any increase being allowed. 

27. Please refer to Response 0086-1. 

28. The Eagle Mountain landfill will receive waste generated from Los Angeles, San 
Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties, as well as local communities. The County 
of San Diego is presently committed to handling its own waste and does not transport 
their waste topther counties. A recently released report indicates that San Diego County 
has 10 years of remaining landfill capacity (CIWMB draft report 2/20/92). Additional 
environmental review will be required for any jurisdiction desiring to use the Eagle 
Mountain landfill in the future. The Solid Waste Management Plan states that" ... -it 
is illegal to dispose of solid waste at Riverside County-operated Class III landfills which 
have been g~nerated in other countie"s, . without prior approval. . . . The ultimate 
decision to allow importation of any solid waste whether in a private or public facility 
shall rest with the.Board of Supervisors on a case-by-case analysis" (page IV-5). 

29. See Response 0021-19. There is a cost for shipping and storage of recyclables to Eagle 
Mountain. Recyclers will have to weigh the costs of this against local storage, expatri
ation, or immediate reuse. The transport of the remaining-materials to be temporarily 
stored at Eagle Mountain is discussed on page 41 of the draft EIS/EIR. 
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30. On October 9, 1991, EPA promulgated final revisions to 40 CFR 257 and added 40 CFR 
258 to the federal Criteria for Classification of Solid Waste Disposal Facilities and 
Practices. This new promulgation incorporates the final version of what is commonly 
called Subtitle D. The revisions to 40 CFR 257 essentially involve conforming changes 
that make this part consistent with the new Part 258. The new Part 258 sets forth new 
federal minimum criteria for municipal solid waste landfills (MSWLFs). These new 
federal criteria were modeled after California's Code of Regulations Title 23, Chapter 
15, in many respects. The new regulations also include other requirements that are similar 
to other state regulations that apply to landfills. 

31. 

40 CFR 258 establishes federal ·criteria for landfill siting, facility design and operations, 
groundwater monitoring requirements, corrective action requirements, financial assur
ance requirements, and closure and post-closure care requirements. The effective date 
of the new regulations is 24 months after ~ate of publication (i.e., September 1993). 

The landfill design will comply with the new federal landfill regulations contained in 40 
CFR 257-258, which were adopted after the draft EIS/EIR was published. See Response 
0111-10 above. The proposed monitoring program for this project will exceed the 
requirements of these new regulations. 

The Eagle Mountain landfill project will not be directly involved in recycling efforts. 
Instead, recycling programs will be a mandatory component of the MRFs and transfer 
stations. It will be the responsibility of the owner/operator of each local agency to ensure 
that the goals of AB 939 are implemented. The City of Los Angeles has recently adopted 
an ordinance which requires the diversion of recyclable municipal materials. If refuse 
does not comply with the provisions of AB 939, it will not be taken to Eagle Mountain. 

The County may allow refuse which has not been processed by a MRF to be accepted at 
Eagle Mountain but under emergency circumstances only. 

32. In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act and the California Environ
mental Quality Act, the draft EIS/EIR provides a discussion of alternative sites to the 
proposed project (Section 11.G., Analysis of Alternative Sites, page 77-). A total of seven 
alternative sites are discussed in detail in the draft EIS/EIR which includes sites in Los 
Angeles County. While neither NEPA nor CEQA specifies the number of sites to be 
addressed, a reasonable range of sites must be evaluated in those cases where consider
ation of an alternate is warranted. Five additional sites were considered but eliminated 
from detailed analysis (see page I 05 of the draft EIS/EIR). 

33. The draft EIS/EIR concludes that the environmental impacts at Eagle Mountain and 
Amboy would be fairly similar (85-86). Eagle Mountain has a greater total capacity, 
however. 
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34. See Response 0006-1. 

35. The economic benefits realized from the proposed project, including County tipping fees, 
are addressed in the Socioeconomic section of the draft EIS/EIR (page 477). Also Refer 
to Response 0018.,.3. 

36. The Proposed Action alternative presented in the draft EIS/EIR includes transporting 
16,000 tpd of waste by rail and 4,000 tpd by truck. By proposing an alternative without 
truck haulage, the environmental advantages and disadvantages of each form of trans
portation are more easily compared and contrasted. The Reduced Landfill Operations 
alternative attempts to reduce some of the biological impacts while maintaining the truck 
component to serve the local desert waste disposal needs. The analysis was prepared to 
cover a reasonable .. range of alternatives. It should be noted that since the preparation of 
the draft EIS/EIR, the number of daily truck trips to the site has been reduced by half 
from 200 to 100. This reduced truck scenario is described in Section 11.B.2 of the final 
EIS/EIR. 

37. Section 15126 (subd. [d]) of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR must describe a 
range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project which could feasibly attain the 
basic objectives of the project. The guidelines add that "the discussion of alternatives 
shall focus on alternatives capable of eliminating any significant adverse environmental 
effects or reducing them to a level. of insignificance .... " An alternative which 
considers the rail-only transport of 20,000 tons per day of refuse was not developed 
because it would represent additional and more adverse air quality impacts. 

38. The Rai_l-Only Alternative does not specifically preclude waste from Riverside and/or 
San Bernardino counties; however, it may not be economically feasible to do so. See 
Response 0111-37 above. 

39. Each alternative, except the No Action alternative, includes accepting local waste from 
the towns of Eagle Mountain, Desert Center, and Lake Tamarisk. This would amount 
only to several tons of waste per week. 

40. Please· refer to ·Response 0015-2. The comment acknowledges that the draft EIS/EIR 
does discuss· impacts from MRFs. The lead agency (i.e., Riverside County) can request 
that other agencies, with jurisdiction, adopt specific siting criteria for MRFs. 

41. Please refer to Response 0015-2. 

42. The transfer stations will be operated under the standards set by the facility permit for the 
· individual station. 
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43. As the proposed project is a Class III nonhazardous solid waste facility, the transport of 
hazardous materials to the landfill site would not be permitted. See Response 0002-8. 

44. See Response O 111-43 above. 

45. The agency which regulates health and safety in the workplace is CAL OSHA. The facility 
permit required for each transfer station would mandate the implementation of a health 
and safety program (as discussed on pages 146-147 and 347-349 of the draft EIS/EIR) 
to ensure that a healthy and safe environment is provided for all employees. Worker 
safety at Eagle Mountain is discussed on pages 347-349 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

46. Detection of radioactive materials will be performed at the materials recovery facilities 
at the container loading point and prior to container discharge at the landfill (page 40 of 
the draft EIS/EIR). This will be accomplished by passing the loads through a radioactive 
detector. This device will signal the presence of radioactive material. Upon identifica
tion of a container in which there is suspected radioactive material, it will be off-loaded 
at the tipping floor for inspection by workers using hand-held monitoring equipment. 
When located, the radioactive material will be manually removed to an authorized 
radioactive waste facility (pages 39-40 of the draft EIS/EIR). 

47. For the fuel consumption estimates for rail hauling on Southern Pacific tracks, the draft 
EIS/EIR assumed that fully loaded trains traveled from Southern Pacific's Los Angeles 
Transportation Center (SPLATC) to Ferrum Junction. The empty trains would return 
via this same route. The fuel consumption estimates accounted for the various grade 
changes along the route, using information on diesel locomotive throttle settings supplied 
by Southern Pacific. 

The SPLATC is a major rail yard facility in East Los Angeles, located approximately in 
the center of the Los Angeles/Orange County rail network. It is not possible to provide 
greater detail regarding the location of railcar loading points in the South Coast Air Basin, 
because no urban transfer stations have been proposed at this time. 

48. As shown in Table 51 of the draft EIS/EIR (page 575), the fuel consumption value of 
2,160 gallons per day is due to truck travel associated with the urban transfer stations 
and not, as stated by the commenter, with travel along the rail spur. The commenter is 
correct in noticing that the fuel consumption rate for rail transport shown in Table 51 is 
incorrect. The correct value for fuel consumption associated with rail transport (Eagle 
Mountain as well as Southern Pacific rail hauling) is 21,404 gallons per day rather than 
10,425 gallons per day. This fuel consumption rate is for the estimated 4.7-trains that 
would be required to transport the 18,000 tons per day of refuse. The project does not 
propose to use 6 trains per day; the document clearly states on page 356 that "the proposed 
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action is capable of accepting up to six trains per day [emphasis added]." The revision 
to Table 51 is noted in Section VI of the final EIS/EIR. 

49. The fuel consumption estimates for rail transport given in the draft EIS/EIR assume that 
each train consists of 14 articulated railcars~ with each car capable of transporting 10 
refuse containers. The fuel consumption estimates associated with rail transport given 
in Appendix E include the empty weight of each refuse container (approximately 5 tons) 
and the empty weight of each railcar (approximately 89 tons). 

50. The draft EIS/EIR concludes that the proposed rail haul project would use more than 
double (123 percent) the amount of diesel fuel than conventional landfill disposal 
practices (page 374). LFG production is likely to be low; consequently, the estimate for 
when enough\vould-be produced to offset diesel fuel consumption is highly speculative 
(21 to 63-years of operation). This information is provided to the reader of the draft 
EIS/EIR to fully disclose the potential energy consumption of the proposed project. 

51. The Executive Summary clearly states that the air quality impacts of the project are 
considered significant and not mitigated. Table S-2 in the Executive Summary also states 
that some air quality impacts are significant and not mitigated. The Summary of 
Environmerit:µ Impacts-Comparison of On- Site Alternatives (page 76) also states that 

· some air qualitfiinpacts are significant and not mitigated. The Analysis of Alternative 
Sites (page 85): state~ that air quality impacts are significant and not mitigated. The 
quotation froril•page 368 of.the draft EIS/EIR mentioned in this comment refers to an 
explanation of th~ assumptions and guidelines. used for assessment of environmental 
impacts in the Air Quality section of the document. As explained, most of the air 
emissions from the project originate from vehicles (trains and trucks), not point sources, 
and, hence, are· not subject to regulation. Nevertheless, the air quality technical report 
uses point source regulations to interpret the air quality impacts. 

52. The draft EIS/EIR acknowledges that the proposed project would have a significant 
impact on air quality in the Southeast Desert Air Basin (see Appendix E, -pp. 139-146). 
The comparison of project impacts with SOi emissions from motor vehicles is mislead
ing, because ·on'-road motor vehicles are small contributors to basinwide SOi emissions. 

53. See Responses 011 l-54a through d below. 

54a. For the "No Project''. alternative, t_he draft EIS/EIR assumed that the emissions associated 
with the urban transfer station represented a portion of the truck emissions generated by 
hauling refuse to exis_ting landfills in the South Coast Air Basin. Therefore; the emissions 
associated with the urban transfer stations are included in the emissions estimate for the 
"No Project" ~lternative. 
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54b. See Response 0l l l-54a above. 

54c. The reduction in air emission estimates associated with the mitigated urban transfer 
stations is due to regulatory requirements for the on-highway trucks used by the transfer 
stations. The introductory statement on page 105 of Appendix E explains how regulatory 
requirements were or were not used as mitigation. Because the mitigation measures 
associated with on-highway trucks are adopted and implemented by regulatory agencies, 
they are binding regardless of the status of the Eagle Mountain project. 

54d. See Response 0 l l l-54c above. 

55. The purpose of the table cited by the commenter (Table 33; page 100 in Appendix E) is 
to show that if the landfill gas flares were not equipped with emission controls, the project 
may trigger federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration requirements. However, as 
discussed on page 90 of Appendix E, emission controls on the flares are included as part 
of the project design in order to comply with SCAQMD and with EPA emission 
standards. Therefore, for the mitigated project, no further emission reductions associated 
with the landfill gas flares are given (Appendix E, page 132). 

56. According to conversations with technical representatives from Caterpillar Incorporated, 
gasoline engines are not used in heavy construction equipment due to power and duty 
cycle limitations. Caterpillar does not supply any gasoline engine powered heavy 
construction equipment and is not planning on developing any gasoline engines for use 
in this type of equipment in the future. 

57. See Response 0093-5. The draft EIS/EIR discusses the past, present, and reasonably 
anticipated future projects likely to produce cumulative impacts on pages 585-588 and 
on page 582 indicates that regional cumulative air quality impacts are discussed in the 
SCAQMD Plan ( 1989). 

58. See Response 0093-5. 

59. The growth-inducing impacts of the project, when considered individually and cumula
tively, are considered positive and not significant because the service capability required 
by the increased population is already available. 

60. Appendix E of the draft EIS/EIR (page 6) discusses the impacts of various air pollutants 
on public health and welfare. The California ambient air quality standards are explained 
and the project's impact on these standards is analyzed throughout the air quality 
appendix. Each criteria pollutant is discussed for both the South Coast Air Basin and the 
Southeast Desert Air Basin (pages 8-39). Responses 0003-38 and 0003-40 summarize 
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the Level 2 Health Risk Assessment which may be found in Appendix M, Attachment 
9, of the final EIS/EIR. 

61a. In comparing equal tonnages going to Eagle Mountain via rail versus conventional 
landfills via trucks,· the commenter is correct in noting that the total accidents per year 
by rail would be slightly lessthan total accidents per year by truck once the distances are 
accounted for._: The statement that " ... rail freight accidents are ·frequently massive 
events ... " isiilco_rrect, however. Response 0102-84 reviews rail accident records and 
notes that most accidents are relatively minor. 

61 b. The effect of the project on the probability of train-related· motor vehicle accidents is 
addressed on pages 358-359 of the draft EIS/EIR, in· the discussion of At-Grade 
Crossings. 

62. See Responses 0001-119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 125, and 126. 

63. Approximately 150 acres of Category III desert tortoise habitat would be directly 
impacted through the-widening and extension of Eagle Mountain Road (Appendix F, · 
page 80; draft EIS/EIR, page 448). This represents a worst-case scenario. No direct 
impacts to Category I desert tortoise habitat are expected. 

64. No deaths or injuries are anticipated from tortoise translocation. See Response 0 106-4. 

65. See Response 106-4. 

66. See Response-0107-3. Additionally, the landfill final cover will provide far mote chance 
for revegetation to succeed than now exists with the existing reclamation plan that calls 
for no action. -

67. Provided the native seed mix is applied correct! y, there should not be the massive erosion 
problems. Agoe>~ ~o':'er of annual grasses and forbs supplemented with woody perennial 
shrubs and trees is 'sufficient to control most erosion problems. The roots of the woody 
perennial species w'm be able to penetrate the compacted barri~r layer· much like they 
penetrate a hard caliche lay~r in natural desert soils. 

68. This comment·~oes not acc_urately reflect what the draft EIS/EIR says. The document 
says: "Copies of _this report may be obtained from SCAG or reviewed at the Desert Center 
library" (p. 243). SCAG has a phone number for its public information office, which 
will mail any SCAG report upon request. Also, all major SCAG reports such as the 
referenced report are distributed to member jurisdictions and central libraries. The SCAG 
report was also discussed in the draft EIS/EIR at pages 77-79. 
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Additionally, an amplification of the economic analysis was presented to the Riverside 
Planning Commission on November 13, 1991. The report was prepared by Peat, 
Marwick and Associates for MRC and submitted as public testimony. The public 
testimony may be obtained from the County of Riverside. 

69. Since the United States is overall an importer of fossil fuels, this project, together with 
any other requiring energy expenditure, will contribute to increasing the need for those 
imports. Whether or not importation of fossil fuel causes a trade deficit is dependent on 
the balance of the country's exports and is not a relevant discussion in this draft EIS/EIR. 

70. Appendix H of the draft EIS/EIR states that "The noise measurements \1/ere conducted 
on December 13 and 14, 1989, at 10 locations around the proposed landfill site along rail 
lines and roadways that will be utilized by the project. Measurements were conducted 
between 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. for a minimum duration of 15 minutes" (p. 5). The landfill 
will operate during daylight hours only. For a discussion of noise impacts to wildlife, 
see Responses 0097-23, 25, and 40. 

DOCUMENT 0112 Letter from Citizens for the Chuckwalla Valley, no date 

This correspondence represents a petition opposing the proposed Eagle Mountain landfill. It 
does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, no response is 
necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0113 Letter from Donna Charpied, September 18, 1991 

l. This comment is correct. Several items brought up in the scoping sessions of 1989 have 
not been addressed in the draft EIS/EIR; however, these items are responded to in the 
final EIS/EIR. Dorina Charpied of Desert Center is on the mailing list to receive the final 
EIS/EIR. 

2. These allegations have been reported to the Riverside County Department of Health for 
· investigation. They do not relate to the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR and 

no- further response is necessary. 

3. This comment is related to the Riverside County Waste Management pepartment landfill 
located approximately five miles north of Desert Center and does not relate to the 
proposed action described in the draft EIS/EIR. 

4. See Response 0 113-2. 

5. See Response 0113-2. 
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6. See Response 0113-2. 

7. This comment does not relate to the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR and no 
further response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT0114 Letter from Donna Charpied, August 28, 1991 

The majority of these comments were presented at the public hearing in Desert Center on 
August 28, 1991. These comments have been addressed in Document 0021. Reference to the 
responses is provided below. 

1. See Response 0027-:20. 

2. See Response 0027-21. 

3. See Response 0027-21. 

4. See Response 0027-22. 

5. See Responses 0021-12 and 0027-24. 

6. See Response 0027-25. 

7. See Response 0027-26. 

8. See Response 0027-27. 

9. See Response 0027-28. 

10. The discrepancy between the· SCAG study and the projected capacity of the proposed 
project cannot be accounted for. The projected life span of the project is based on the 
most current landfill design as depicted 'in the draft EIS/EIR. Landfill footprint and final 
elevations are d~tailed in the project description of the draft document. 

11. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR and no 
further response is necessary. 

12. As a Class III nonhazardous municipal solid was~~, landfill, state law will not permit the 
Eagle Mountain landfill to.accept "infectious materials." Only nonhazardous solid waste 
such as garbage~ trash; refuse, paper, rubbish, industrial waste, ashes, appliances, food 
waste, and other materials will be accepted, ·provided that such wastes do not contain 
waste wh1ch ·miist be managed as hazardous waste or wastes with soluble_pollutants !n 
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concentrations that exceed water quality objectives. A discussion of the load-checking 
process is provided on pages 39-40 and 331-333 of the draft EIS/EIR. Also see Response 
0002-8. 

DOCUMENT 0115 Letter from Donna and Larry Charpied, September 20, 1991 

l. Department of Water Resources Bulletin No. 118 does not indicate the Chuckwalla 
aquifer is directly connected to the Coachella Valley aquifer. The figure in question (on 
page 84 of Bulletin No. 118) shows the western boundary of the Chuckwalla Valley basin 
(7-5) separated from the Orocopia basin (7-31) which extends approximately 30 miles 
further west At the western end of the Orocopia basin (7-31), a second boundary 
separates that basin from the Coachella Valley basin (7-21). Bulletin 91-7 is a 1963 
report of data on water wells and springs in the Chuckwalla Valley area. Two sentences 
refer to the groundwater gradient. "Examination ofall water levels in the valley indicates 
a ground-water gradient from the Desert Center area eastward toward the gap between 
Mule Mountains and McCoy Mountains. The gradient is steeper in the western half of 
the valley and is nearly -flat in the eastern part." The report makes no reference to 
groundwater flows, flows into the Colorado River, or flows to the Coachella Valley. In 
other words, groundwater from the proposed landfill site does not flow towards the 
Coachella Valley. 

2. See Responses 0002-7, 13a, and 13b. 

3. Long-term testing of high density polyethylene by the federal EPA has shown no 
degradation of this material in contact with municipal solid waste. Additionally, HDPE 
is the material recommended by the EPA for use as a hazardous waste landfill liner. See 
also Responses 0001-11 and 0026-29. 

4. See Response 0115-3. The main element of the leachate collection system is the HOPE 
liner. Leachate recovery will be effected by using pumps located in permanent riser pipes 
em placed during the early stages of landfill construction. 

5. "State of the art" for municipal solid waste landfills is a single composite liner formed 
from a synthetic flexible membrane liner and a low permeability soil layer. Double 
composite liners are prescribed for the land disposal of hazardous waste, which is not 
required for the proposed Class III landfill. See also Responses 0001-25, 0001-33, and 
0026-33. 

6. This comment references a test leakage rate which assumes a buildup of a one-foot depth 
_of leachate on the liner for a period of 15 years. The proposed liner system includes a 
leachate collection and removal system which would prevent such a buildup and reduce 
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the potential Jor leakage below a level of significance. See also Responses 0001-11, 
0001-25, 0001-33, and 0026-33. 

7. See Response-0115-6 above. The cited failures are for what is commonly called a 
dendritic type ofleachate collection and removal system. A dendritic system is composed 
of a series of perforated pipes laid in trenches backfilled with gravel drainrock. The cited 
types of failures in this comment are the reasons a blanket-type leachate collection system 
has been selected for the proposed project. This blanket drainage system avoids pipes 
that may clog. 

8. See Responses 0001-8, 15, 18, 25, and 33. See also Responses 0002-4 and 0073-1. 

9. Pressure is required to·drive either a fluid or a gas/vapor through the proposed landfill 
cover; The proposed drainage plan is designed to prevent ponding of water necessary to 
create the pressure needed for water to percol!lte through the cover. Due to the hot and 
dry climate at the site, moisture in the refuse can evaporate through the cover material, 
since wa~r vapor can rise in air. However, much of this water vapor will be extracted 
with the landfill gas .. by the proposed gas extraction system and become landfill gas 
condensate . 

10. Fluids will not be introduced into the landfill. See Responses 0001-8, 15, 18, 25, 33, 111, 
112, and' ii6;'00"d2~4 and 6; and 0073-1. ' ''. . 

11. See Re~ponse 0115-6, 7, and 9. 

12. The r~ferenceto the degraded condition at Eagle Mountain pertains to the Eagle Mountain 
mine· area and not the townsite of Eagle Mountain. 

13. No tortoises will·-be transported from the area where they are found, but only moved out 
of haim's way approximateiy 300 feet.· No tortoises will be euthanized. 

14. See Response 0027-82. 

15. This comment does··not question th_e adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
. , he.nce, no respo~se is necessary. ' 

16. Please refer to Re~pbnse 0033-1. 

17. This commentcites a study discussed in the draft EIS/EIR which documents the suitability 
of the fine tail~rtg'material for a soi_l :liilet. Sulfate· ions are not in themselves hazw-dous 
and•are.com-nion·.io ·a11 dirt; rock; and soil. The- material has been tested ·and there is no 
evid~nce that It ~-o~tai~s any potentially hazardous material' (page 321). 
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18. The proposed improvements to Eagle Mountain Road are not expected· to alter the 
drainage of the natu~al washes; rather, drainage will be improved through the use of 
culverts. Although the jojoba hermaphrodite specimens referred to may be scientifically 
rare, the species itselfis not considered threatened at this time; therefore, impacts to jojoba 
are not considered significant 

19. Please refer to Response 0027-58. 

20. See Response 0027-58. 

21. . The establishment of recycling centers at existing landfills is discussed on page 107 of 
the draft EIS/EIR. As with other waste diversion programs, the draft EIS/EIR concludes 
that there will continue to be a need for additional landfill capacity in southern California 
even with the full implementation of feasible recycling. programs. For this reason, this 
category of alternatives was not analyzed in detail. Also, see Response 0026~39. 

DOCUMENT 0116 Letter from Elisa Aguirre, July 25, 1991 

1. • See Response 0012-1. 

DOCUMENT 0117 Letter from Emily D. P. Nelson, September 17, 1991 

1. The impacts of the "Rail Only" alternative are fully discussed in the draft E_IS/EIR, (see 
Appendix E, pp. 174-189). This project alternative assumes that the project does not. 
receive waste generated in the nearby area (approximately 4,000 tons/day) which would 
be ·directly transported to the project by truck. Therefore, for the "Rail Only" alternative, 
the maximum amount of waste transported to the site would be 16,000 tons/day rather 
than 20,000 tons/day. Because the amount of waste transported by rail remains the same 
as for the proposed project, it is not necessary to increase the number of trains used to 
transport waste for the· ''Rail Only" alternative. 

2. The comment is unclear. The draft EIS/EIR provides a detailed analysis of the emissions 
increase associated with truck and rail travel f9r the Eagle Mountain project and for all 
the alternatives con.sidered (see Appendix E," pp. 70-210). The net emissions change 
compared with the "No Project" alternative is presented as well. In addition, a compar
ison of the relative emissions for trains versus truck hauling, expressed on a common 
basis of pounds of pollution per 1,000 ton-miles hauled, is contained in Response 0003-5. 

3. The relative impacts of the proposed project and of all alternatives, including the "No 
Project" alternative, are discussed in the draft EIS/EIR separate! y for the South Coast Air 
Basin and for die Southeast Desert Air Basin. Figure FEIR-AQ-3 found in Appendix M 
(Attachment 2) of the final EIS/EIR shows relative impacts of the proposed project with 
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mitigation and of the "No Project" alternative for the Coachella Valley and the Eagle 
Mountain area. In addition, Figure FEIR-AQ-2, also found in Appendix M (Attach
ment 2) of the final EIS/EIR, compares the estimated project emissions from rail and 
truck travel in the Coachella Valley with estimates of emissions from all sources in the 
Coachella Valley. 

As shown on Figure FEIR-AQ-2, the estimated impacts from the proposed project in the 
Coachella Valley ·will result in an increase above the estimated 1991 emissions baseline 
for the area. The emission's increases are of approximately 3.8 percent for NOx, 
approximately.OS perceritfor ROGs, and approximately 0.06 percent for PMl0 emis
sions. Theni"are no;approved regional air quality models which can be used to perform 
the analysis requested. Regional photochemica.1: models, such as those used to prepare -~ 
regional air quality plans, are not suitable for this purpose, because they are insensitive 
to changes in . emiss~ons which are less than five percent of the regional total. The 
emissions change·s associated with the·Eagle Mountain project are below this sensitivity 
threshold in both the South Coast Air Basin and in the Coachella Valley. The analysis 
in the draft EIS/EIR was performed using the best analytical tools available. 

4. The PM 1 q mi~gation measures for the proposed project are discussed in Appendix E (pp. 
105-131) of.the draft EIS/EIR. Table FEIR-AQ-2 found in Appendix M (Attachment 2) 
of the final EIS/EIR shows a comparison between the mitigation measures recommended 
in ~e Coachella Valley PMlO Plan and those included in the draft EIS/EIR. The table 
also· -includ~s comments explaining why some mitigation measures are not deemed 
applicable to or not feasible for the Eagle Mountain project 

5. Compliance by the project with the SCAQMD's New Source Review requirements is 
discussed in the draft ·EIS/EIR (see Appendix E; pp. '102-105). The need for emissions 

· offsets is discussed in this section as well. Discussions with SCAQMD's Engineering 
Division staff indicated that emissions offsets will· be required for on-site stationary 
equipment and mobile equipment. District regulations do not require offsets as suggested 
by the comment 

Neither_ CEQA nor NEPA require the provision of emissions offsets; which are e111issions 
redu~tions calculated in accordance with precise regulatory procedures. Rather~ CEQA 
and NEPA require an accurate assessment of .!he air quality impacts associated with a 

. ,, . ' 

proposed project; a determination as to whether the project's impacts are significant; and 
the use of all practical mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts. Both the draft 
and the final EIS/EIR comply with these requirements. 

6. In general, alternative fuels do _-not result in inherently lower emission levels. For 
on-highway vehicles, California's low emission vehicle regulations and the correspond
ing requirements of SCAQMD Rule 1601 achieve the objectives·of what are popularly 
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referred to as "alternative fuels." While alternative fuels may be used to comply with 
these regulations, they are not essential, nor do they provide any air quality benefits as 
compared with "traditional" fuels used to satisfy the same· regulations. The California 
and the SCAQMD low emission -vehicle programs are discussed in the draft EIS/EIR 
(Appendix E, pp. 107-108). 

For locomotives and landfill equipment, alternative fuels may provide air quality 
benefits. Appendix E of the draft EIS/EIR discusses the use of alternative fuels (such as 
methanol, natural gas, or liquefied petroleum gas) as well as electricity for locomotives 
(pp. 115-117) and for landfill equipment (pp. 120-121 ). Mitigation Measure AQ-16 
states that wherever available, electric versions of landfill equipment such as overhead 
cranes, crushers, conveyors, and pugmills will be used. Where not available, alternative
fuel technology will be used depending on air permitting standards. Electrification of 
this equipment would reduce the emissions associated with landfill equipment by 
approximately five percent. The actual emissions reductions associated· with these 
measures are shown in Table FEIR-AQ-4 (Appendix M, Attachment 2 of the final 
EIS/EIR). 

Mitigation Measure AQ-9 has been revised in the final EIS/EIR to include a feasibility 
study to evaluate the potential for use of diesel engines with selective catalytic reduction 
(SCR) or natural gas fuels to reduce emissions from Eagle Mountain railway locomotives . 

. The revised-Mitigation Measure AQ-9 includes a specific timetable for conducting the 
feasibility study. A comparison of the emissions from the uncontrolled diesel-fired, 
mitigated diesel-fired, and natural gas-fired Eagle Mountain railway locomotives is 
shown on Table FEIR-AQ-15 of the final EIS/EIR (Attachment 2 of Appendix M). 

No quantification of air quality benefits from the use of alternative fuels in landfill 
equipment is possible at the present time, because no alternative-fueled engines are 
available for the types of equipment expected to be used in the Eagle Mountain project 

Electrification of the 52-mile stretc_h of track between Ferrum Junction and,the landfill 
site was discussed in the draft EIS/EIR as potentially feasible. Mitigation Measure 
AQ-lO requires the preparation of a feasibility analysis of electrification· at such time as 
there is sufficient landfill gas. Table FEIR-AQ-5 found in Appendix M (Attachment 2) 
of the final EIS/EIR shows the reductions in locomotive-generated emissions which 
could be achieved if electrification of the Eagle Mountain rail line is found to.be feasible. 

7. As stated above, Table FEIR-AQ-5 shows the reductions in locomotive-generated 
emissions which could be achieved if electrification of the Eagle Mountain rail line is 
found to be feasible. Electrification .of the Eagle Mountain rail line is not considered 
feasible at this time because of the steep grades and several major turns in the rail line 
(page 386 of the draft EIS/EIR). Also, the costs and physical:disturbance necessary for 
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the installation of the catenary cable power system reduce the feasibility of this measure. 
The continued review of the feasibility of electrification of the railway is part of the 
project's mitigation measures. The electrification of the Eagle Mountain railway will be 
evaluated when sufficient landfill gas is generated to provide the required electrical 
energy. 

Electrification of. the Southern Pacific main line was not evaluated as a mitigation 
measure because neither the project applicant nor the lead agencies nor any responsible 
agency would .have the authority to implement or require such a mitigation measure for 
this project While· at the present time both the California Air Resources Board and the 
South Coast .AQMD are exploring ways to reduce locomotive emissions, including 
options for electrifiGation. of the Sou~hern Pacific main line, the effects of such potential 
regulations are _atthis time considered remote and speculative. 

8. The risk assessment has been revised to reflect the use of on-site meteorological data and 
updated ~nit risk viµues. The worst-case cancer risk is estimated to be 2.2 in a million. 
The most probable cancer risk is estimated to be 1.0 in a million. South Coast Air Quality 
Management District Rule 1401 provides that a project may be approved, if the project 
uses best available control technology for toxics and the cancer risk does not exceed I 0 
in one milliori. 

With respect to the request to estimate the regional population exposure to carcinogenic 
emissions from transport vehicles, it is expected that the trains and trucks will emit 
compounds that are considered cancer-causing (e.g., polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, 
formaldehyd~: and heavy metals). However, the analytical tools have not been developed 
to assess long-_~rm regional health impacts to large populations from intermittent line 
sources, such as railroads and highways. The models used to predict long-term impacts 
from stationary sources (e.g., ISCST, COMPLEX I, SHORTZ) do not handle short-term 
transient emissions, such as the emissions from a train passing a given receptor for· a few 
minutes several times per day. The results of acceptable models for line sources (e.g., 
CALINE) are highly dependent on wind conditions, which· vary greatly over the large 
distances that trains and trucks may travel. Puff models (e.g., INPUFF) used to analyze 
short-term releases (over a few seconds or minutes) are best suited for accidental release 
situation~. For predictions of long-term risks, their reliability is suspect. Therefore, the 
available dispersion models cannot be expected to predict reliably the long-term impacts 
from.line sources on a regional basis. 

Since the draft EIS/EIR discusses the most likely worst-case risk associa_ted with the 
proposed· project (based on ·a screening analysis) and since mitigation measures have 
been proposed to address this risk (in the form of additional analysis and ultimate denial 
of the project if unacceptable health risks remain after mitigation), no further changes in 
this discussion in the draft EIS/EIR are deemed necessary. 
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9. The health risk assessment has been revised, as described in Attachment 9 in Appendix 
M of the final EIS/EIR, to reflect on-site meteorological data and updated unit risk values. 
As stipulated' by the Air Toxics Act (AB 2588),' if the district determines that the 
emissions pose a significant health risk, the facility operator will have to provide notice 
to all exposed individuals regarding the results of the assessment. 

I 0. The screening leveVrisk assessment discussed in the draft EIS/EIR was prepared in 
accordance with the CAPCOA Guidelines that provide directions on such initial assess
ments. As discussed in the previous response, a revised risk assessment has been 
prepared. In response to several comments on ·the draft EIS/EIR, the revised assessment 
clarifies the earlier work by providing a better description of the data on which the 
emission estimates were based and the procedures used in the assessment. Furthermore, 
the revised assessment adds a discussion of the potential chronic non-cancer health 
impacts, which were found to be at acceptable levels. See Response 0115-8 above. 

DOCUMENT 0118 
1991 

Letter from FIT (future-in-trouble) Environment, September 24, 

1. The comment ,is not clear. Mitigation measures for the proposed project are fully 
discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (see Appendix E, pp. 105-131). 

2. See Responses 0001-4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 15, 18, 25, 33, 111, and 112 and 0002-4 and 6. 

3. The potential for vectors and associated diseases generated by the proposed project would 
be reduced by implementing mitigation measures included in the project design. These 
measures are described on pages 345-346 of the draft EiS/EIR. 

4. See Responses 0001-21, 22, 23, 24, 111, 112, 114, 115, and 116. 

5. See Responses 0001-4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 15, 18, 25, 33, 111, and 112 and 0002-4 and 6. 

6. See Response 0 118-1. 

7. Please refer to Response 0026-3. In addition, as part of their own emergency response 
planning, MRC would maintain adequate staff on-site or on call to provide clean-up 
workers to supplement Southern Pacific workers and to accomplish trash pickup as 
necessary. This provision, in conjunction with existing response plans, would provide 
adequate mitigation for the potential increase in accidents. 

,'./. 8. See Response 0001-97. 
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9. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

10. Please refer to Response 0026-10 for a discussion of measures to minimize windblown 
debris resulting from the proposed project 

11. This corrime~t does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

12. The expenditure of the approximately $30 million per year host community fees given 
to Riverside County will be dictated by the County of Riverside. MRC will have no voice 
in the nature of the expenditures. 

13. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and .... 
hence, no response is necessary. 

14. Funds collected as the host community fees will be expended upon the authority of 
Riverside County in ways which the County deems appropriate.· The expenditure of 
funds set aside ·as a contingency against potential environmental cleanup will be admin
istered by the agency having jurisdiction over the cleanup process. 

DOCUMENT0119 Letter from Grace Jablow, September 12, 1991 

1. See Response 0021-9. 

2. See Response 0059-3. 

3. "First-rate" tortoise habitat will not be destroyed. Also, see Responses 0027-79 and 80. 

4. See Responses 0001-4, 5, 7, 8/10, 15, 18, 25, 33, 111, and 112 and 0002-4 and 6. 

5. See Response 0002-23. 

6. The comment is only partially correct. As discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (Appendix E, 
pp. 204-210), a, comparison between the "No Pr9ject" alternative and the proposed 
proj~ct with ~itigation sho~s that the proposed project with ~itigation would result in 
a decrease in emissions in the South Coast Air Basin for all pollutants, except for NOx 
emissions. 
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Letter from California Certified Organic Farmers, September 

,;,. · 1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0121 Letter from Lavonne Rittenhouse, September 11, 1991 

I. Please see Response 0001-25. 

2. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, 
no response is necessary. 

3. Traffic and air quality impacts of the proposed project are discussed in the d~aft EIS/EIR 
(Sections IV.C. and IV.D., respectively). Please see Responses 0017-10 and 0026-8 for 
a summary of project-related traffic and air quality impacts. 

4. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

5. Please refer to Response 0006-1 for a discussion of mandatory regional recycling 
,. programs. 
l -

DOCUMENT 0122 Letter from Frances McCall Pearson, September 13, 1991 

1. Please refer to Response 0003-40. 

2. No quantification of air quality benefits derived from the use of alternative fuels in 
locomotives is possible at this time because no altern~Ji.ve-fueled locomotive engines are 
commercially available at this time. Thus, it is not possible to- compare emission impacts 
and/or benefits from the use of alternative fuels with the mitigation measures listed in 
the draft EIS/EIR. 

332 

The feasibility of railway electrification is discussed in Appendix E (pp. 116-117) for 
the 52-mile stretch of track between Ferrum Junction and the landfill site. Electrification 
of the Eagle Mountain rail line is not considered feasible at this time because of the steep 
grades and several major turns in the rail line (page 386 of the draft EIS/EIR). Also, the 
costs and physical disturbance necessary fodhe installation of the catenary cable power 
system reduce the feasibility of this measure. The continued review of the feasibility of 
electrification of the railway is part of the project's mitigation measures (AQ-10). The 
electrification of the Eagle Mountain railway will be evaluated when sufficient landfill 
gas is generated to provide the required electrical energy. Table FEIR-AQ-5 (Appendix 
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M, Attachment 2 of the final EIS/EIR) shows the reductions in-locomotive-generated 
emissions which could be achieved if electrification of the Eagle Mountain rail line is 
found to be feasible. 

Electrification of the Southern Pacific main line was not evaluated as a mitigation 
measure because neither the project applicant nor the lead agencies nor any responsible 
agency would have.the authority to implement or require such a mitigation measure for 
this project While at the_ present time both the California Air Resources Board and the 
South Coast AQMD are exploring ways to reduce locomotive emissions, including 
options for electrification of the: Southern Pacific main line, the effects of such potential 
regulations are at this time considered remote and speculative. 

3. See Response 0007-3. 

4. It is unclear if the comment is referring to a waste-to-energy program through incineration 
of the refuse or the generation of energy through the process of recovering landfill gas 
resulting fro_m decomposition of landfill ·material. The feasibility of a waste-to-energy 
program is addressed in Response 0026-75. The recovery of energy from landfill gas, 
though highly speculative, is discussed in Section IV.O. of the draft EIS/EIR. See also 
Response 0001-32. 

DOCUMENT 0123 Letter from Kristy Baker, September 2, 1991 

1. The issues raised in this comment do not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft 
EIS/EIR, and.hence, no response is required. 

2. The draft ~IS/EIR does address landfills in counties where waste is generated (page 105). 
Other potential site·s i~ these areas were not analyzed in further detail because of their 
limited capa~itie_s and because adequate information is not currently available regarding 
the description ~f projects at these sites. 

3. Please refer "to· Response 0006-1 for a ·discussion of regional mandatory recycling 
programs. 

4. The content of this comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft 
EIS/EIR, and hence-~ rio response is required. 

5. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is required. 

6. For a discussion of regional recycling legislation, please refer to Response 0006-1. 
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7. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft _EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is required. 

8. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is required. 

9. The proposed landfill would.be a Class III nonhazardous municipal.solid waste facility 
and as such would only accept nonhazardous solid wastes and inert wastes .. · Any 
hazardous waste encountered in the waste stream during the mandatory screening pr~cess 
at the-MRFs would be removed and transported to a licensed hazardous waste facility by 
licensed hazardous waste carriers. Hazardous wastes would not be permanently stoi;ed 
on-site. 

I 0. For a discussion of the liner characteristics and potential for decay, please refer to 
Responses 0001-10 and 0002-4. All refuse transported to the site will be screened to 
detect the presence of radioactive materials. A description of the process is provided on 
page 332 of the draft EIS/EIR (also see Response 0021-15). This process will eliminate 
the potential for any radioactive contamination to the area. 

11. The draft EIS/EIR includes a discussion of transport of air pollutants from one basin to 
· another (see Appendix E, pp. 46-50). 

12. Project impacts to biological resources are discussed on pages 446-470 of the draft 
EIS/EIR. 

13. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no· response is required. 

14. Impacts from rail operations and at-grade crossings associated with the proposed project 
are considered insignificant (see Section IV.C. l and IV.C.2 of the draft EIS/ElR). See 
Response 0026-3 for a discussion of the emergency response plans for potential rail 
accidents involving solid waste. Also, operators and haulers are required· to carry liability 
insurance against accidents. MRC will fund additional adequate insurance for the 
cleanup and environmental response to potential accidental spills. 

15. The proposed landfill would be a Class III nonhazardous municipal solid waste facility 
and as such would only accept nonhazardous soµd wastes and inert wastes. In the event 
that· hazardous materials illegally enter the waste stream, the transfer stations would 
provide methods to detect, collect, temporarily store, and transport the unacceptable 
material to a licensed hazardous waste facility. Details of the screening process at a 
typical transfer station is provided in the draft EIS/EIR (pages 48-49 and 331-332). See 
Response 0002-8 for more details of this process. 
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DOCUMENT 0124 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0125 

16. The content of this comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft 
EIS/EIR, and hence, no response is necessary. 

17. See Response 0 1_ 10-16. 

18. This comment_ does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is required .. 

19. Please refer to Response 0006-1 for a discussion of mandatory recycling programs. 

20. The purchase of dedicated open space land to compensate for impacts to habitats from 
development is one option available to the BLM. This option has been chosen to 
compensate for the loss of low-quality (Categ·ory Ill) tortoise habitat due to construction 
of Eagle Mountain Road. · 

21. This comment 'does. not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is required. 

DOCUMENT 0124 Letter from B. T. Morring, October 9, 1991 

1. This letter expresses support for the project and for the EIS/EIR.- No response is 
necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0125 Letter from Riverside County Fire Department, May 13, 1990 

1. See Response 0001-128. 

2a. This comment is correct. Fires do occur along the rail right-of-way throughout Riverside 
County. Th~ ·existing- records· of accidents along the Eagle Mountain rail line for the 
1957-1985 tim~ p~riod were used to generate the discussion on right-of-way fires (page 
341 of the draft EIS/EIR). During those 28 years, four fires destroyed wood trestles along 
'the roadbed. Those destroyed trestles were either rebuilt in steel or replaced by culverts 
and earth fills; The fires were attributed to sparks from hot ore and car brake shoes, to 
arson, and to an incendiary military air strike. The mitigation for potential right-of-way 
fires is a vegetation/weed abatement policy along the public and private rail line. The 
Riverside County Fire Department wiU continue to provide emergency service to the 
roads and freeways that will be used by the vehicles serving the project. 

2b. Please refer to Response 0001-128. 

3. · Please refer to Response 0001-128. 
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DOCUMENT O 126 RESPONSES 10 COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0128 

4. Please refer to Response 000 l-128. 

5. This comment is correct. As outlined in Section IV.K. of the draft EIS/EIR, the mitigation 
measures listed on page 533 would be required to reduce the fire protection impacts to 
below a level of significance. The specific measure related-to this comment includes the 
installation of water mains and fire hydrants that provide the required flows pursuant to 
an improvement plan approved by the fire department. 

6. The facilities permit would include the conditions of approval presented in this comment. 

DOCUMENT 0126 
September 17, 1991 

Letter from County of Riverside Transportation Department, 

I. The map exhibit in Specific Plan 252 referred to in this comment will be revised as 
requested. 

2. The map exhibits in Specific Plan 252 referred to in this comment will be revised as 
requested. 

3. The two typical cross sections in Specific Plan 252 referred to in this comment will be 
revised as requested. 

4. The mitigation for degradation of County-maintained street surfaces used by the proposed 
project's truck traffic will be funded by MRC on a fair-share basis. See page 365 of the 
draft EIS/EIR. 

5. If, in the future, San Diego County or a location in Arizona intend to use the Eagle 
Mountain_ landfill, a separate environmental document would be required to identify 
potential impacts, including traffic. 

6. See Response 0126-5 above. 

DOCUMENT 0127 Letter from Alice and Fred Lloyd, received September 23, 1991 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0128 Letter from Patricia Weissleader, received September 23, 1991 

1. The refuse will be transported by rail in intermodal shipping containers. The character-
t istics of these containers would prevent leakage or odors (see Response 0021-25). 
/ 
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DOCUMENT 0128 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0128 

Loaded containers, under normal operations, may await switching at Ferrum Junction 
for two to six hours, possibly up to one day. At that time, if refuse-laden trains cannot 
be moved to the project site for off-loading, they will be returned to the point of origin 
for disposal at' alternate· locations. The shipment of waste via Ferrum Junction will 
depend upon the entire rail right-of-way being available for use. Potential odor impacts 
occurring during rail transport of refuse are addressed in Response 0001-97. 

2. The landfill gas recovery system is described in the draft EIS/EIR (pp. 70-73, 334-338). 
The landfill will incorporate a landfill gas recovery system from its inception. This 
system will be expanded as the landfill is expanded. Operation of the LFG recovery 
system, including the flare, will depend upon the rate at which methane gas is generated. 
These requirements are contained within the SCAQMD Rule 1150.1. 

3. The Eagle Mountain project does not propose to participate directly in waste diversion 
programs or activities. Instead the proposed project will only enforce compliance 
indirectly with MRF operators for the removal of recyclables (and hazardous waste) 
through the mechanism ·of not accepting residual waste unless the recyclables and 
hazardous wastes have been ·removed. Compliance with the standards of removal will 
be enforced by on-site inspectors directed by and with authority of the Local Enforcement 
Agency. -The lo.ad-checking program for refuse destined for Eagle Mountain is described 

•in Response 0111-43. · 

4. See Response 000 l.;.10 and 11. 

5. As a requirement of the new federal EPA regulations and RWQCB, a composite liner 
consisting of :_a low-:permeability soil layer and a high c(ensity polyethylene flexible 
membrane will· ~e .. placed over the entire area underlying refuse. A more detailed 
description ofthis liner is provided in Response 0002-4 and in Section II:B. l of the final 
EIS/EIR. 

, . 

6. See Response_ 0001-10 ~d ~128-5. 
'', ~ 

7. See Response 0002-22. 

8. The- draft EJSffl!~-' ind_ic~~s _that_ 110 significant environm~ntal-. degradation of water 
resources-will! occur·;: ~d- the development of a contingency· 1and. purchase policy is not 
required·; Al~o ·see ·Re.sp~nse 0 111-12. 

9. All available data for_gro_undwater levels hav~ been ~ollected and used in analysis for the 
propose~ project. Th~s inf<:>~~tion co".e.~ approximately the-past 40 years. Since 1988, 
a co~p~h~nsi~~Jpok at wells_ ~d boreholes has-been com;tucted. See Responses 0002-5, 
6, and ?-for fuiiher. details. 
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DOCUMENT 0129 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0129 

10. The areas involved in the land exchange were chosen by BLM. MRC would acquire land 
adjacent to the landfill from BLM (see Figure 4 of the draft EIS/EIR). However, these 
lands will be placed in permanent open space in the Specific Plan and, as such, will serve 
to protect sensitive wildlife species including the bighorn sheep. In exchange, BLM will 
receive lands of prime habitat for the desert tortoise. The land exchange will also 
contribute to the establishment of a 20,000-acre nature preserve for other endangered, 
threatened, or sensitive species. 

11. The draft EIS/EIR evaluated in detail seven alternative sites to the proposed project 
(Section 11.G., Analysis of Alternative Sites, page 77). Impacts associated with each of 
these altern_atives is included. Five additional,sites were considered but eliminated from 
detailed analysis (page 105 of the draft EIS/EIR). Additionally, with respect to potential 
groundwater contamination, please refer to Response 0001-25. 

12. See Response 0 128-1 above. 

13. To address prehistoric or historic sites which could be affected by the proposed project,· 
a complete cultural resource survey was performed within the proposed project area
Eagle Mountain Mine including the BLM exchange lands, road and rail ways, and Kaiser 
exchange lands. Although several isolates were discovered and subsequently recorded, 
no historic sites were located within the project area. Although historic sites exist within 
the vicinity of the proposed project, the proposed project is not anticipated to directly 
impact areas outside of the project boundaries. Therefore, neither prehistoric nor historic 
resources were· addressed outside of the project area as defined. 

DOCUMENT 0129 Letter from Peter F. Richardson, September 20, 1991 

1. MRC has proposed that truck traffic to the project site will be reduced from 200 to to 100 
r~:mnd trips daily and in three years to eliminate all but those trucks serving the desert 
cities '(not' to exceed 100) in three years. This would account for total traffic on Eagle 
Mountain Road and its extension of up to 285 daily trips. This is not considered a 
significant traffic impact. See Section 11.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the 
reduction in truck traffic. 

2. There will be no rail transport of hazardous waste. ·The Eagle Mountain facility will be 
a Class III laridfill which will admit municipal solid wastes only; thatis, the residential 
and commercial solid wastes normally generated within a community. Any small 
amounts of wastes considered "hazardous" which may enter the municipal waste stream 
(toxic, corrosive, or flammable materials) would have been removed at the MRFs prior 
to the waste being transported to the laridfill. The elimination of hazardous wastes from 
municipal refuse depends on compliance by the ·public with applicable· regulations. 
Community efforts to provide residents a convenient way of disposing small quantities 
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DOCUMENT 0130 RESPONSES 10 COMMENTS DOCUMENT0132 

of hazardous household materials (batteries, empty paint cans, etc.) would further reduce 
the amount of hazardous materials entering the municipal solid waste stream. Finally, 
an Emergency Response Plan for Southern Pacific Railway is on file with the local 
administering.agencies including the health department of San Bernardino and Riverside 
counties. See·Resporise 0026-3 for more details. 

3. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no resp·onse is required. 

4. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is required. 

5. The proposed project is a Class III municipal solid waste facility and as such would not 
transport or landfillany hazardous materials. See Response 0001-117. 

DOCUMENT 0130. Letter from·Sa~dra ·R. Hill, September 18, 1991 

1. This comment, does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no further response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0131 · J_.etter from Myrt Griffin, September 18, 1991 

1. This c_omment does not question the a~equacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no further response is necessary.· . 

·,::• 

DOCUMENT 0132 Letter from City of Buena Park, September 23, 1991 

1. See Response 0015-2. 

2. See Response 0015-2. 

3. See Response 0015-2. 

4. To avoid peak-_hour traffic, an agreement was made between Southern Pacific Transpor
tation Company (SPTC) an~ MRC that,-would allow train~ operatj.onsJo be scheduled 
during the -evening, ,riighttinle·; and e·arly morning hours. MRC has indicated their 

. comniittment to opera~ng ·under ·this constraint and SPTC has confirmed_ that such a 
., ' . . ' . (_ 

schedule is_,entirely feasible given the current rail trafflc int:ensity. SPTC also indicated 
that there are C_U]T~!ltly_ n_o other known projects t1'at would result in increased rail traffic 
requiring ,rescheduilllg traffic to 'daytime hours. -
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DOCUMENT 0133 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0133 

5. The source of the Beach Boulevard traffic volume cited in the report was data provided 
by the Public Utilities Commission (PUC). The conservative estimate of average traffic 
( 4 percent of the daily traffic) during any scheduled hours of opedtion more than offsets 

I 

the increased daily traffic volume figures cited in the comment letter. Review of data 
I . 

cited in the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual regarding _temporal variations in traffic 
suggest that the actual average hourly volume between 7 P.M. anti 7 A.M. is typically in 
the range of 2.0 to 2.5 percent of average daily traffic. The analyJis in the draft EIS/EIR 
assumes that 4 percent of 34,000 vehicles, or 1,360 vehicles will arii ve during the average 
hours of rail operations. This figure is still larger than the produbt of 2.5 percent times 
48,000 vehicles (1,200 vehicles). 

1 

6. The rail operations associated with the proposed project would not affect the peak-hour 
traffic in the city of Buena Park. Please refer to Response 0132-4 above. 

7. The traffic arrival rate included in the analysis implicitly includes any traffic using the 
1-5 ramps at Beach Boulevard at the railroad crossing. The number of vehicles delayed 
at the crossing is presented in the traffic analysis (Appendix D of the draft EIS/EIR), and 
the 1-5 ramps are sufficiently distant from the crossing that no blockage of the ramps is 
expected. 

8. Section IV.C.2 of the draft EIS/EIR describes impact to at-grade crossings affected by 
the proposed project. Throughout the entire transportation system, a total of approxi
mately 78 hours of delay is expected on an average daily basis to vehicles encountering 
refuse unittrains when using' at-grade crossings. Most of this delay would occur on the 
rail segment servicing northern Orange County, where a combination ·of existing high 
traffic volumes and low train speeds result in much higher delays than along other rail 
segments. To minimize traffic conflicts, trains would be scheduled to- begin -their' runs 
starting from the western or southernmost transfer station very late at night (approxi
mately 11:30 P.M.). See Response 0132-4 above. The impacts of the proposed action to 
at-grade crossings are considered not significant, and thus, no mitigation is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0133 Letter from Malvin W. Bailey, Sr., September 11, 1991 

~ 1. See Responses 0001-25 and 0001-33. 

2. The Rail Access Only alternative would eliminate truck transport of solid waste to the 
landfill site. Project impacts from the Rail Access Only alternative are described for each 
issue ir:t the _qraft EIS/EIR. Additionally, subsequent to the preparation of the draft 
EIS/EIR, the project ha·s been revised to reduce truck traffic to the project site from 200 
to 100 round trips daily and in three years to eliminate all but those trucks serving the 
desert cities (not to exceed 100). This modification in the project description is discussed 
in Section 11.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR. 

340 Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 

•.r •.,;L •,•,,•;•••-,t,•,....,• ,: ... !,.;,.."•;•/-",I.~ f,..-, • .; ..::••...: ~ -..:: ; •• :.",...: ,::J/~:,:: , . .::.:.•., ,/~~-.: ..... •/• ~ -~'.• • 0 .t~ • .. ,:,;....•.:~.:••--•, ••.•.'-,;~°":':.~-=:;--..::.\ .J. -• ~--'•••• •• _ .-••. :•,':.•.' 

,l'j 

., 
!.I 



► 

' -,. 
! I 

; 
.. 'i 

-./ f. 
I •.-• 

·, ' .r (. 

... ~- -
- -:1 '·; 

: f.. 
I , .... , 

:, ( 

/ c:. 

DOCUMENT 0134 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0136 

3. See Responses 0006-1 and 0 111-31. 

DOCUMENT 0134 Letter from Bernard J. McKean, September 14, 1991 

1. Due to the dry conditions of the waste that will tie disposed ·arEagle Mountain, the dry 
climatic conditions, the composite liner _ over ·the entire landfill area, the leachate 
collection system, and the LPG monitoring wells, the leakage ofleachate and subsequent 
degradation of groundwater is _considered. minimal, if nonexistent Financial assurance 
for the cleanup of a leak must be completed as part of the permitting process even though 
leachate is not expected to leak through the landfill containment system. 

DOCUMENT 0135 Letter from Michael J. Boles, September 17, 1991 

l. This comment does_ not question the adequacy _or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no furt;her response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0136 Letter from City of La Verne, September 18, 1991 

l. The draft EIS/EIR does not refer to noise levels wihin 350 feet of the railway, so it is not 
clear what this comment refers to .. However, noise measurements were taken for land 

. . 
uses within 100 feet of the corridor .of the Southern Pacific rail line. It was determined 
that the addition of the project-generated train.traffic to the existing train traffic would 
slightly°increase (+0.7 dB) noise levels along the rail corridor. This increase that would 
be experienced by residential areas 100 feet from the Southern Pacific rail line is not 
considered -sign~ficant because it is not discernible by humans. It should be noted that 
existing noi~e leVe1swithinl 00 feet of the rail line corridor are 7 4 CNEL, which exceeds 
·acceptable noise levels for residential uses. Also, see Response 0001-103. 

2. See Respons~0136-1 above. This comment appears to refer to a statement in the noise 
technical report: · 

There.may be-some undeveloped areas designated as residential that are adjacent 
to roadways that will carry:project_related traffic [which] may have homes built 
on-them)_nthe.future'. Ir"these homes are planned within the roadway 65 CNEL 

··l : . 

contour:line;·-mitigation'mea:sures·may be required. More detailed calculations 
should·.be .performed w~~n a land use map.that identifies the noise sensitive land 
uses around· the'Eagle" Mountain Landfill site and along the rail and truck haul 
routes becomes avaiiable (page 15). 

The City of_La Verqe site referred to in the noise report is a hypothetical loading station 
site. No plans for developing such a site exist, nor are any such plans included in the 
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DOCUMENT 0136 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0136 

Eagle Mountain landfill project. Therefore, sound-attenuating walls would not be 
appropriate at this time, nor can any additional information be developed until some 
specific proposal is planned. 

3. The refuse transported by rail or truck would be contained in closed intermodal contain
ers, 40 x 8 x 8 feet in size. Standard_ intenriodal containers are not sealed in the sense 
that they are watertight The rear.closure is a·tightly fitting latched door that will prevent 
the escape of refuse. The dosing mechanism on each container will be sealed to prevent 
unauthorized opening and to ·ensure that the latching mechanism is firmly engaged. 

4. The refuse will be transported in closed intermodal containers to reduce windblown debris 
and odor impacts. See Response 0136-3 above. 

5. Refuse destined for landfilling at Eagle Mountain must comply with the provisions of 
AB 939, the "Recycling Bill." Such compliance means that the refuse has been subject 
to an inspection program for the removal of recyclables and hazardous materials. If 
refuse does not comply, it will not be accepted by Eagle Mountain. It should be noted 
that the County may accept refuse which has not been processed by a MRF at Eagle 
Mountain under emergency circumstances only. 

6. As required by the state Health and Safety Code (Division 20, Chapter 6.95), Southern 
Pacific's Emergency Response Plan, Spill Prevention Control Contingency Plan, and 
Tier II Chemical Inventory Forms are filed ·every year with all administering agencies, 
including the health departments of Riverside and San Bernardino counties and the 
California Public Utilities Commission. In addition, General Order 161 of the California 
-Public Utilities Commission (effective 8/7/91) requires Southern Pacific to file the 
emergency ·response plan, traffic density data by line segment, lease and storage inven
tories, and a list of 24-hour emergency contact telephone numbers with any emergency 
response agency (such as fire departments) within 60 days of receiving a written request 
from the agency. 

Neither Title 14, Chapter 3, of the California Code of Regulations (Minimum Standards 
for Solid Waste Hauling and Disposal) nor Title 40, Part 241, of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (Guidelines for the Land Disposal of Solid Wastes) require MRC to file an 
emergency response plan. The procedures outlined in Section 241.211-3 of the CFR 
(Recommended Safety-Procedures for [Landfill] Operations) have been incorporated 
already in the safety program discussed on pages 147 and 352 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

7. See Response 0015-2. 
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DOCUMENT 0137 Letter from Patricia Aikin, received September 18, 1991 

1. At the two existing crossings of the railroad, Eagle Mountain Road Extension and Kaiser 
Road, railrqad:crossing signs are presently located at the side of the road. Flashing lights 
will be installed-where the railroad crosses Kaiser Road (draft EIS/EIR, page 360). A 
two-way"stop will also·be installed at this intersection for Kaiser Road's intersection with 
Eagle Mountain Road Extension (draft EISiEiR, page 365). No change will take place 

•• . I 

at the existil)g Eagle Mountain Road railroad crossing. 

2. Subsequent to the preparation of the_ draft EISIEJR, the project has been revised to reduce 
truck traffic: to the project site from 200 to 100 round-trips daily and in three years to 
eliminate all but those trucks serving the desert cities (not to exceed 100). See Section 
U.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR for a discussion of this project modification. An overpass is 
not deemed necessary. 

3. As described on page 50 of the draft EIS/EIR, the unit trains serving the landfill would 
consist of one or more loco~otives carrying up to 14 railcars. Each train would be less 
than 4,000 feet long and carry approximately 3,500 tons of refuse. This length is 
somewhat shorter. than most main line .. trains and- approximately the same length as the 
trains previously ,used by Kaiser. The trainloads of solid waste material would be 
considerably_;lig~ter than those which transported iron. ore during the former mining 
operations.--, Th~ preseµt track align.roent for the Eagle Mountain rail line consists of 
heavy-gauge•. track which was originally installed to· accommo_date the heavy loads 
transported for 1111.ri~.~g operations and is considered more than adequate to bear the loads 
of the unit trains'·serving the landfill. In .the event of derailment, the potential for a 
runaway train to occur would be minimal. Unlike the mining operations, which trans
ported the loa4ed trains downhill, the full_ trai'ns en route to the landfill would be traveling 
uphill. If derailment occurs while transporting the refuse uphill, the train' s ability to stop 
would be far greater than if the full load were going downhill. 

4. This comment is inaccurate. The existing train noise levels along the rail line were 
established in terms of the CNEL index by modeling the railroad for the current 
operations. To determine train noise levels-at various distances, the Wyle model was 
used. See page 7 of Appendix Hof the draft EIS/EIR. An overview of the analytical 
approach used- in the air quality report may be found on pages 59-70 of Appendix E of 
the draft EIS/EIR. 

5. Please refer to Response 0021-7 . 

6. The emergency response plans would be enacted upon interruption of rail service due to 
a rail accident,_rail strike, or other catastrophic occurrence. The basic' components of the 
plan are discussed in Response 0026-3. For instance, in case of rail accidents, the train 
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7. 

8. 

crew will immediately notify the local fire and police departments as well as the·STO 
(Supervisor, Train Operations) by the quickest means available. The crew will provide 
information on the specific location of the accident; the condition of the car(s); the 
location of people, property, or public systems (roads, power lines, etc.) which could be 
subject to damage; the location and condition of access roads to the accident site; and 
wind and weather conditions. While awaiting fire and police personnel, the train crew 
will assist in keeping people away from the emergency area and remain at the scene until 
relieved by a railway company operating officer, who will then coordinate the actions of 
the emergency response team. 

Furthen:nore, Kaiser Road may not be used by refuse truck traffic for any reason. 

Refer to Response O 102-84 for information regarding accidents on the Southern Pacific 
railway and Response 0026-3 for a discussion of the required emergency response by 
Southern Pacific in case of an accident. 

See Response O 111-61. 

9. To reduce diesel fuel consumption, MRC shall purchase and operate the electric version 
of landfill equipment including overhead cranes, crushers, conveyors, and pugmills 
wherever available. Where not available, alternative-fuel technology will be used 
depending on air permitting standards (Mitigation Measure AQ-16). Electrification of 

· -the Eagle Mountain railway is not co·nsidered feasible at this time (see page 386 of the 
draft EIS/EIR and Responses 0117-6 and 7). The project design include_s measures to 
recover energy from landfill gas generated from the proposed project. When landfill gas 
generation is sufficient to warrant the construction of an energy recovery facility at the 
project site, MRC shall prepare, or have prepared, a study of the cost/effectiveness of 
electrifying the Eagle Mountain railway. Numerous alternatives to the use of diesel fuel 
are discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (pages 385-386); however, these m_easures are not 
considered to be feasible at the present time. 

10. The proposed project would utilize rail lines to transport refuse to the Eagle Mountain 
landfill. Other uses of the rail line including commuter service between the desert and 
coast communities are not a part of this project. Scheduling of the trains with Southern 
Pacific will occur on a contractual basis· to prevent any conflict between ongoing rail 
operations and trains being utilized for the landfill project. Any future projects which 
utilize the rail lines would undoubtedly be subject to the same scheduling coordination. 

D_OCUME.NT 0138 Letter from Palo Verde Resource Conservation District 
(PVRCD), October ·1, 1991 

1. Please refer to Responses 0001-18, 25, 28, 33, and 34. 
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2. Please refer to Responses 0001-36 and 39 . 

3. This comment is correct. Diversion of drainage flows will require a combination of 
channels and/or dikes. The selection and sizing of the required facility will be in 
accordance with approved hydraulic analysis. 

4. As stated in s~bsection b., soils, on page 248, of the draft EIS/EIR over much of the 
landfill footprint the· top five feet of the soil profile is occupied by artificial fill. This 
material consists of overburden deposits removed by the prior mining activity. As 
described, the overburden rocks range up to about five feet in diameter. 

5. While the liner is a very important component of the project, its design and performance 
standards, as well as·inspection,-testing, and monitoring procedures to ensure its perfor
mance, are prescribed by state and federal law. The draft EIS/EIR also discusses the liner 
on pages 320.,322 and Appendix B, pages 20-21. Information in the final EIS/EIR 
(Section II.BA) amplify the description of the liner design, but this information does not 
alter any of the conclusions of the report . 

6. Monitoring wells-will be installed prior to the start of operations. 

7. See Response 0 166-1. 

DOCUMENT 0139 
September 23, 1991 

Letter from Waste Management of North America, Inc., 

1. The position of the BLM is to support the land exchange and updates of the rights-of-way, 
as proposed. While BLM has no regulatory position or preference regarding the actual 
landfill itself, BLM is not opposed to th-e project assuming that it meets all other 
regulatory requirements. 

This is a privately sponsore·d project. The role of the County of Riverside, therefore, is 
to decide to approve the project with appropriate conditions or to deny the project. This 
fundamental decision has not yet been made. Therefore, the county has not identified a 
preference aniong the alternatives presented .in the draft EIS/EIR. However, under the 
CEQA Guidelines· [14 CCR Section 15126(d)] the County is required to identify an 
environmentally' sup~rior alternative to the proposed project. For this purpose, the 
County identifies· the Reduced Land_fill alternative. 

With respect to mitigating sigr:i,ificant effects, the summary identifies the mitigation 
measures for all topics, including air quality (see Table S-2 of the draft EIS/EIR). The 
summary also states that impacts in all areas except air quality can be mitigated. If the 
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county chooses to approve the project, appropriate findings will have to be made by the 
Board of Supervisors to support the approval. 

2. All sources were referenced. Much of the text in the draft EIS/EIR is based on material 
found in the Appendixes, where additional references are provided. For the one specific 
example cited (from page 335), the assumptions are based on the experience of SCS 
Engineers, who helped prepare the discussion, and are clearly stated. Furthermore, the 
discussion cautions the reader of the uncertain nature of such projections. 

3. The deposition of fill into jurisdictional waters of the U.S. (regulated by the Army Corps 
of Engineers) will occur from the proposed landfill project. Jurisdictional waters are 
typically defined by the boundary of the ordinary high water mark of the drainage and 
also include any adjacent wetlands. Jurisdictional waters may or may not contain wetland 
habitat depending on the presence of three criteria: hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, 
and wetland hydrology. With the exception of Salt Creek near the train trestle, the other 
desert washes and drainages within the bounds of the project, including those within the 
lan_dfill footprint, would be considered jurisdictional waters, but not classified as wetlands 
since they lack hydric soils and hydrophytic vegetation. 

4. For the only faults actually crossing the project area, the draft EIS/EIR states that the 
displacement predates Quaternary alluvium (page 249). Additional information regard
ing faulting is provided in Responses 0001-21 and 0002-11. 

5. 

346 

40 CFR 258.13 and 23 CCR Section 2533(d) both require a 200-foot setback from a 
Holocene fault. Sections 2533(d,e) require a demonstration that the landfill containment 
structures are designed to withstand ground accelerations associated with the maximum 
credible earthquake and rapid geologic change. The Eagle Mountain landfill is not 
located on or within 200 feet of any Holocene faults. · 

See Responses 0001-21 and 0002-11. The landfill design will comply with the new 
federal landfill regulations contained in 40 CFR 257-258, which were adopted after the 

· draft EIS/EIR was published. 

40 CFR 258.14 defines a seismic impact zone as an area where the maximum ground 
acceleration will exceed 0.10 g in 250 years. This is virtually everywhere in California, 
which is why Chapter 15 of the California Code of Regulations requires landfills to be 
designed to withstand the ground acceleration associated with earthquakes. 

The unstable area requirement in 40 CFR 258.15 is also related to the requirements of 
Section 2533 ( d,e ). --~-
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The Eagle Mountain landfill will be designed in conformance with California regulations 
for faulting, seismicity, and geologic change. See Response 0026-82. 

6. The comment is correct in stating that the project must'comply with the State Implementa
tion Plan (SIP).· The comment ·is not correct in stating that the identification of a 
significant impact precludes this compliance. The text of the EIS/EIR reviews various 
criteria for ·assessing significance, and the air quality appendix reviews these in more 
detail. The project must comply with applicable plans, regulations, and procedures. 
Given some of the evaluation criteria in use for air quality analyses, however, compliance 
with an SIP does not guarantee a determination that impacts have been reduced below 
thresholds used to define significance. 

7. As a requirement of the new federal EPA regulations and RWQCB, a composite liner 
consisting of a low-permeability soil layer and a high density polyethylene flexible 
membrane will be placed over the entire area underlying refuse. See Response 0002-4. 

8. A formalized closure and post-closure maintenance plan will be submitted to the RWQCB 
within 180 days ofthe termination of each area's phase of waste disposal, according to 
Title 23, CCR Section: 2597. A final plan of the engineering design and a final basis of 
operation will be submitted at that time. 

A detailed description of the proposed groundwater monitoring system is described in 
the draft EIS/EIR (pages 46, 59-60, 73, 104, 121, 12,4, 127, 132, and 322-323). All 
groundwater monitoring of existing and new wells will be conducted quarterly and 
throughout the life of the landfill. Water samples will be tested for levels of constituents . 
as set by the RWQCB. Water level measurements and water quality analysis will be 
reported on a quarterly basis as set by Title 23, CCR Sections 2555 and 2559 . 

MRC will be responsible for all aspects of post-closure monitoring and controls. The 
closure and pci'si:.:c1osure costs will be formatted according to Title 14 of the California 
Code of Regulations and will include a letter of credit which is a demonstration of 
financial responsibility for closure and post-closure costs and a financial assurance test 
and guarantee demonstrating responsibility for closure of the ·site. 

9.· The rationale for the selection of a reduced landfill operations alternative can be found 
on page 7 4 of the draftEIS/EIR. ·_ This altemati ve considers a 20 percent reduction in the 
daily capacity of the landfill. This amounts to a 50 percent reduction of truck haulage, 
the minimum amount necessary to adequately serve the desert area needs. The daily 
reduction of the rail haulage amounts to approximately 12 percent, or slightly less than 
one train. The rationale used to reduce the.landfill footprint is based on the sequencing 
of the project The area to be filled in the last sequence would not be filled to avoid the 
mineral resources in the east end of the East Pit and to address the public's concerns 
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about groundwater. Because both the SCAB and SEDAB are nonattainment air basins 
and the aquifer is in overdraft, no reduction in daily operations would reduce the 
unmitigated significant air impact and cumulative water use impact of the proposed action 
to below a level of significance. All other potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed action can be reduced below a level of significance by project design and 
mitigation. Further reduction in the project operations does not substantially reduce 
potential environmental impacts.. In addition, the virtually unlimited potential size 
variations of this alternative are limited by a "rule of reason" under both CEQA and 
NEPA. 

10. As suggested in this comment, this response acknowledges that the words "until a site 
near Amboy is identified" found on page 81 of the draft EIS/EIR should be deleted. 
Figures 31 and 32 of the draft EIS/EIR identify the location of the proposed Amboy site. 

11. As suggested in this comment, this response acknowledges that the third sentence of the 
last paragraph on page 81 of the draft EIS/EIR should be deleted. 

r 

12. The information in this comment is accepted at face value. This response acknowledges 
- that the fifth and sixth sentences of the second paragraph on page 84 of the draft EIS/EIR 

should be deleted. 

13. As suggested in this comment, on page 84, third paragraph, of the draft EIS/EIR, the 
following information is reflected as part of the final EIS/EIR. It should be noted that 
Class III desert tortoise habitat may include areas which have historically contained 
tortoises but currently support human-related activities (e.g., mining, off-highway vehi
cles, agriculture, etc.). 

Studies conducted by the Bureau of Land Management as part of the EIS 'ror the 
California Desert Conservation Area Plan ( 1980) indicate that there are no rare or 
endangered species (plant or animal) on or near the site. Additional environmental 
studies verify this conclusion. A full assessment of biological resource impacts will be 
provided in the Amboy EIS/EIR. 

14. Based on this comment, this response acknowledges the revision to the discussion of 
cultural reso_urces near the Amboy site (page 84, fourth paragraph of.the draft EIS/EIR). 
The discussion should read: ''The Amboy project will avoid any significant cultural 
resources and- sites within the project boundaries." 

15. While housing may be available in Twentynine Palms, this community is 40 miles 
southwest of the Amboy project site. 
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16. This comment agrees with the draft EIS/EIR, "the applicant [Amboy] will be required to 
provide sufficient water and storage to meet fire flow requirements (p. 85)." 

17. This comment i_s correct. Page 85, third paragraph, of the draft EIS/EIR should read: "The 
Amboy project will not limit access to mineral resources (i.e., nearby salt production 
facilities)." 

18. Using the same criteria for both projects, virtually any increases in air emissions in the 
SCAB or the SEDAB will result in a· significant air impact because both basins are 
nonattainment air basins (see Response 0026-8). While general, this conclusion is not 
at all speculative given the quantity of emissions associated with such rail haul proposals. 
It is a function of the relatively low thresholds of significance, which are reviewed in the 
draft EIS/EIR (pages 368-369). The statement on page 85 of the draft EIS/EIR refers to 
the proportionate distribution of the air emissions. The statement on page 86 refers to 
the quantity of r~l emissions: "rail emissions may be slightly less for Amboy than for 
the proposed Eagle Mountain project." 

19. This comment is speculative. The grades and structure of the Kaiser rail line were 
designed to handle ore trains (see Responses 0017-6 and 9). Estimates of rail air 
emissions were based on fuel consumption projections, which did account for grades 
along various segments o( the rail line. 

The discussion of the Amboy project was included as an alternative in response to input . ' . 
during the scoping process and as part of the draft's discussion of alternative sites as 
required by CEQA. The above responses to this commenter's comments have resulted 
in a more acc\n:ate project description of the Amboy project. The similarity of the two 
projects leads to the similarity of.the conclusions regarding their impacts and need for 
mitigation me~ures. There are certainly specific features that differentiate the projects, 
but the environmental data do not indicate a decisive advantage of one over the other. 

20. The total estimate of waste capacity of 100 billion cubic yards is incorrect. Using a 
larger-scaled topographic map, the following assumptions were used in the calculation 
of site capacity: 

Refuse to daily cover ratio= 5: 1 
Initial in-place density of refuse= 1,425 lbs/cubic yards 
Ultimate settlement= 15 percent of refuse volume 
Operating days per year= 312 days 

The gross_ remaining air space (GRA) was calculated to be 1,421,840,000 cubic yards 
based upon the ~xistj.og topographic map (in the preliminary Report of Waste Discharge). 
To deterniine the net air space available for waste, the GRA was reduced by the volume 
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needed for the liner system, the final cover, and ultimate settlement. The net remaining 
air space (NRA)' was calculated to· be -1,276,561,000 cubic yards. Assuming a density 
of 1,425 lbs/cubic yard yields a net remaining tonnage (NRT) for the site of909,549,000 
tons. Based upon a 312-days-per-ye·ar operation, the site life was estimated to be 
approximately· 145 years. 

The project sequencing shown in Figures 18, 19, 20, and 21 of the draft EIS/EIR do not 
indicate waste volumes per sequence,- because they are for illustrative purposes only. 
They represent a reasonable ordering of predictable activities over the life of the landfill. 

21. This comment correctly calculates the number of 25-ton containers which would be 
generated at a 3,000 tpd capacity transfer station. They would number 120, not 140. 

22. See Response 0139-20 above. 

23. See Response. 0002-4 above. Also, Section 11.B.1 of the final EIS/EIR provides an 
expanded discussion of the composite liner design, and accompanying Figure 2 shows a 
cross section of the liner. 

24. See Response 0002-4 above. 

25. See Response 0002-4 above. The RWQCB's authority over the liner is discussed in the 
draft EIS/EIR, page 12. 

26. See Response 0001-11. In addition, page 321 of the draft EIS/EIR concludes that the 
fine tailing material on-site meets all the regulatory requirementsfor a soil liner material 
and complies with the regulatory permeability requirements. The need for admixtures 
(also identified in the draft EIS/EIR, page 321), such as bentonite, to ensure that the 
material meets the more stringent Subtitle D requirements will be determined as part of 
the liner test section testing. The amount of admixture needed to achieve the required 
permeability is expected to be minimal, and it is not necessary to locate another source 
of claylike material to supplement the proposed liner material. 

27. See Response 0139-26 above. 

28. Boreholes BH-1 and BH-3 are located within fractured bedrock. These holes are too 
shallow to reach the groundwater table. Had they been drilled deeper, it is expected that 
groundwater would have been encountered. See Responses 0002-13a and 13b. 

29. . This comment is not correct. The site presently has a minimum of six bedrock monitoring 
wells (MW-3, MW-4, MW-6, MW-7, MW-8 and MW-9). The location of these wells 
is shown on a revised Figure 48 (see Response 0002- l 3a). It is true that the groundwater 
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30. 

31. 

chemistry in alluvium is different from that of bedrock origin. However, this chemical 
difference will serve to determine the source of these waters in monitoring wells. See 
Responses 0002-13a and 13b. 

Although the dri~ fogs say "coarse material," it is believed that much of this material is 
matrix-supported debris flows that are ce_mented and have low permeability. The east 
end of the East Pit shows debris flow material several hundred feet thick. See Response 
0002-15. 

The depression in the East Pit pond area is believed to be a natural depression in the 
groundwater table caused by high evaporation rates, with the water rising towards the 
surface by capillary action. The slow recharge under this area causes this "sump" to 
form. Groundwater is approximately 10 feet below ground surface in this area. The 
possibility of different heads is still being considered. See Response 0139-29. 

32. Freeze and Cherry, "Groundwater," 1979, page 29, estimates permeability of clean sand 
at 1 x 1 o-2 cm/sec. This is quite a conservative estimate, given the amount of debris flow 
and fine sediments in the valley. Additionally, the last sentence of the fourth paragraph 
under j. Occurrence and Movement of Groundwater on page 132 of the draft EIS/EIR 
should be deleted. Current potentiometric data does not support the concept of a flatter 
gradient than 0.01 ft/ft 

33. This comment is correct; flow within the fractured bedrock is controlled by the fracture 
orientations. The flow directions presented in the draft EIS/EIR (page 132) are accurate 
and take this into account. 

34. Permeability-values of 1 x 1 o-9 to 1 x 1 o-1 cm/sec are not realistic. Freeze and Cherry, 
p. 29, reports· these permeabili_ty. values for unfractured metamorphic and igneous 
bedrock. Fractured metamorphic and igneous bedrock permeability values are in the 
range of 1 x 10~2 to 1 x 1 o-6 cm/sec. With these permeabilities in mind, the school well' s 
"too high" value does not seem unreasonable. 

35. The groundwater model developed by GSI/W ater confirms that the estimate in the draft 
EIS/EIR is very close. Their investigations concluded an overall velocity of approxi
mately 130 feet/year. This is based on pump test K values, known potentiometry, 
gradient, and porosity. See Response 0013b. 

36. The reference cited in the paragraph refers to the permeability values. Laboratory testing 
in 1991 by Geosyntec Consultants of Huntington Beach, California, confirm these values. 

37. The entire iron ore mineral processing. procedure was performed by using g.ravity or 
magnetic separation techniques. No chemicals or other additives were used during 
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processing. The fine tailing has been subjected to the EPA TCLP test procedure and 
found to contain no compounds that are solubilized to action levels during this test. 

38a. The reference to potential adsorption was made in a parenthetical note as part of the 
explanation of assumptions used in estimating potential flow rates. As such, it is an 
appropriate explanation, not a speculation. 

38b. See Responses 0001-21, 0002-11, and 25. 

39. See Responses 0002-11, 12, and 25. 

40. See Response 0001-43. 

41. See Response 0001-43. 

42. MWlD was a duplicate sample. Additional sampling data are presented in trilinear 
diagrams in the Hydrogeology and Water Quality appendix of the EIS/EIR (see Appendix 
C, Figures 3 and 8). These figures illustrate the same pattern of ion concentrations. At 
the time the draft EIS/EIR was published, monitoring data from well CWc-3 had not been 
obtained. The data in Appendix C, Table 7, indicate that the groundwater in CW'-2 was 
very similar to CW-4. The information requested in this comment regarding CW-2·and 
CW-3 is provided on the attached figure. 

43. A north arrow and scale have been added to Figure 47 shown on the following page. A 
north arrow has also been added to Figure 48; the figure has also been updated to show 
the location of additional water monitoring wells (see Response 0002-13a). Figure 48 
is not missing the 720 MSL contour line; the line (the circle just underneath the word 
"POND") was not big enough to allow the designation to be placed directly on top. The 
U.S.G.S. topographic base map was not identified throughout the-draft EIS/EIR. 

44. _ See Response 0001-54. 

45. The estimate of daily LFG generation presented in the Pubic Health and Safety section 
-(p. 335) represents an estimate for the year 2092 ( 100-year project life), whereas the 
estimate presented in the Air Quality section (page 376) is for 35 years, which explains 
the discrepancy. 

352 

The entire topic of estimating future emissions of landfill gas is highly uncertain (see 
Response 0001-54); 

Extending the plastic liner serves as an additional control to eliminate fugitive LFG 
emissions (see ·ooo 1-44 ). 
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46. See Responses 0001-44 through 56. 

47. See Responses 0001-44 through 56 and 0002-5. 

48. The draft EIS/EIR (pages 25-31) discusses the conversion of the rail right- of-way for 
mining purposes to a FLPMA right-of-way for the purpose of transporting refuse 
containers to the proposed landfill. This action does not require legislative authorization. 
Access to the rail right-of-way already exists on public lands. 

49. Several modeling run_s using _scree!J.ing level me~orological conditions were conducted 
to analyze the project's ambient impacts. A s~parate modeling run was conducted for 
each criteria pollutant (i.e., NOx, CO, ROG, PMIO, and SO2) using the Environmental 
Protection Agency-approved SHORTZ dispersion model.· The results of these modeling 
runs are shown in the dra,ft EIS/EIR, Appendix E, Tables 29, 36, 49, and.52. Furthermore, 
Mitigation Me~ui-e AQ-23 (draft EIS/EIR, Appendix E, page 130) required a reanalysis 
of ambient air quality impacts using meteorological monitoring data collected on-site. 
This revised modeling using on-site weather data has been completed and the results are_ 
summarized on modified tables (Tables 29; 36, 49, and 52) and associated plots of project -
impacts in Attachment 5, Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR. -Included as Attachment 8 
is a discussion Qf the revised modeling and accompanying input and output files for each 
of the revised in_o_deJing runs. In addition, included as Attachment 7 are summaries of 
me~orofogical data·,collected on-site.and summaries of ambient air quality monitoring 
data collected on-site. These files and ~ummary tables specify t):le wind speed, wind 
direction, stability class, and grid system for each modeling run, as well as the background 
ambient levels and project impacts at each receptor. In light of this modeling, Mitigation 
Measure AQ-23 is no longer required. 

50. lnclu,ded as Attachment 3 in the final EIS/EIR (Appendix M) ?-Te emission summary tables 
listing the emissions factors and process rates· for the equipment associated with the 
mitigated project. Reduction efficiencies are discussed in Appendix E of the draft 
EIS/EIR, as part of the evaluation of each mitigation measure. The capture rate of 80 
percent is an assumption, based 011 the ~xperience of SCS Engineers. The air quality 
analysis includes a very conservative assumption that the remaining 20 percent of LPG 
would be lost to the atmosphere, instead of being retained in the landfill. 

The commenter does not ~isagree with the assumptions used for trace-compounds in 
LPG, nor does he su~gest alternate values. In fact, concentrations of ,trace organic 
compounds within LFG vary widely. For ex~ple, in 85 measurements reported1by 
Wood and Po~r, the concentrations of vinyl chloride range from ~elow detectable limits 
to 44 ppm (4,4:ooo ppb), with a mean_value of3.4·ppm (Wood, John A., and.Michael L. 
Porter, Haz31dous _Pollutants in Class IlLandfills, South Coast Air Quality M~nagement 
District, El Morite~ California, December, 1986). SCS Engineers supplied the concen-
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51. 

tration assumptions used in Table 32 of Appendix E, based on their literature search and 
design experience. The values suggested for vinyl ~hloride by SCS Engineers were 12.9 
ppm maximum and 6. 7 ppm mean. 

The draft EIS/EIR contains the emission factors and process rates for the equipment 
associated with the unmitigated project (Appendix E, pp. 70-91). The corresponding 
emission factors and process rates for the mitigated project are included as Attachment 
3 of the final EIS/EIR (Appendix M). 

In addition, input and output files for the revised modeling runs using meteorological 
data collected on-site are included in Attachment 8, Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR. 

52. The draft EIS/EIR acknowledges that the proposed project would have a significant 
impact on air quality in the Southeast Desert Air Basin (Appendix E, pp. 139-146). As 
addressed by the commenter, Mitigation Measure AQ-23 in the draft EIS/EIR (Appen
dix E, pp. 130) requires a re-analysis of ambient air quality impacts using meteorological 
monitoring data collected on-site. 

The revised air quality modeling using weather data collected on-site has been completed 
and the results are summarized on modified tables (Tables 29, 36, 49, and 52) and 
associated plots of project impacts in Attachment 5, Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR. 
The results of the revised modeling show that project impacts (including those at the 
Joshua Tree National Monu~eilt) will not exceed federal Class I arid II increments and 
will not exceed either federal or California ambient air quality standards for CO, NO2, 
and SO2. Project impacts alone for PM 10 are well below federal and California ambient 
air quality standards. Furthermore, the revised modeling show that cumulative impacts 
will not exceed the annual average PM 10 federal and California standards. However, 
the highest background PMlO ambient values measured on-site exceed the 24-hour 
average PM 10 federal and California standards. Therefore, regardless of the magnitude 
of project PMlO impacts, when project impacts are added to the maximum measured 
background levels the resulting cumulative impacts_ stili exceed 24.:.hour average federal 
and California PM 10 ambient air quality standards. In light of this modeling, Mitigation 
Measure AQ-23 is no longer required. 

53. As discussed in Responses 0139-51 and 0139-52, the revised air quality modeling using 
weather data collected on-site has been completed and the results 'are summarized in 
Attachment 5, Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR (Tables 29, 36, 49, and 52). A 

r,;;1comparison between the results of air quality-modeling using screening level meteoro
logical data and the results-of modeling using meteorological data collected on-site is 
shown on Table FEIR-AQ-14, Attachment 2, Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR. As 
shown on this table, the use of weather data collected on-site does result in substantial 
reductions in estimated project impacts. 
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It is only "common" to use five years of site-specific monitoring data if a new project is 
fortunate enough to be located next to or very near a permanent monitoring station, such 
as those operated by air pollution control agencies. For remote locations such as Eagle 
Mountain and Amboy, on-site meteorological data collected for one year is commonly 
required by regulatory agencies. While data from existing airports are often accepted by 
air pollution regulatory agencies, up to five years of such data are often compared with 
data collected in accordance with EPA-approved protocols. However, due to the remote 
location of the Eagle Mountain project, there are no permanent monitoring stations 
located adjacent to the project site. Therefore, it was necessary to install an on-site 
meteorological and ambient concentration monitor to perform detailed air quality mod
eling studies. 

As discussed in Response 0 139-52, the results of the revised modeling analysis show that 
project impacts will not exceed federal Class I or Ilincrements and ~ill not exceed either 
federal or California ambient air quality standards for CO, NO2, SO2, and PMl0 (annual 
average only). Project impacts alone for PMIO are well below federal and California 
24-hour average ambient air quality standards. However, the highest background 
ambient values measured on-site exceed the 24-hour average PM 10 federal and Califor
nia standards. Therefore, regardless of the magnitude of project impacts, when added to 
the maximum measured background levels, the resulting cumulative impacts still exceed 
24-hour average federal and California- ambient PM 10 air quality standards. As part of 
the SCAQMD air quality permitting process, the project will be required to obtain PM 10 
emission offsets. However, it .is doubtful thaMhese offsets will be sufficient to lower 
maximum ambient on-site background PMI0 levels below 24-hour average federal and 
California air quality standards. 

54. Several conversations with Environmental Protection Agency Region IX staff formed the 
basis for the conclusion that emissions associated with on-site vehicles are not included 
for purposes of determining applicability with federal Prevention of Significant Deteri
oration regulations. A PSD applicability determination request to the EPA confirmed 
that See Response 0139-55 below and Appendix M, Attachment 11. 

55. The·SCAQMD PSDregulations are not presently in effect and are not expected to apply 
to the project Project conform.ance with PSD requirements has been evaluated by EPA 
under the federal PSD program and found in conformance (Appendix M, Attachment 
11 ).' Compliance with the requirements of this program is discussed in the draft EIS/EIR, 
page 413 and Appendi'x E, pp.-97-101. 

Before air quality permits are issued for the construction and operation of the proposed 
project, it will-be necessary to demonstrate to the South Coast AQMDthat the project 
will comply with--all applicable regulatory limits. If PSD review is triggered, these 
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applicable regulatory limits will include demonstrating that the project will not exceed 
allowable increment levels in the project area. 

The project applicant will not seek any exemption from PSD regulatory requirements, 
since none are available. Based on the on-site meteorological data, the project will, in 
fact, comply with all applicable air quality regulatory requirements. 

56. Please see Responses 0139-57, 58, 59, and 60 for a discussion of the screening level risk 
assessment The results of the health risk assessment reanalysis are summarized in 
Response 0003-40. 

57. Included as Attachment 8 (see Attachment 8-3 and 8-4) in the final EIS/EIR (Appendix 
M) are copies of the input and output files for the modeling analysis used for the revised 
risk assessment contained in Attachment 9, Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR. These 
files show the emission rates, meteorological conditions, and grid system used for the 
modeling analysis. 

58. The source of the landfill composition data is amplified in the revised health risk 
assessment found in Attachment 9, Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR. 

59. See Response 0164-15 for a discussion of landfill gas flares toxic compound destruction 
efficiencies. The LFG collection efficiency of 80 percent is an assumption, based on 
design experience of SCS Engineers. 

60. The revised risk assessment in Attachment 9, Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR adds a 
discussion of the potential chronic non-cancer health impacts, which were found to be at 
acceptable levels. Acute health hazards were not assessed, because the landfill gas flares 
are protected against the foreseeable possibility of accidental releases of untreated gas. 

61. It is unclear what is meant by, ''This level of analysis does not appear to be provided." 

358 

In fact, analyses of the impacts of the project on air quality in Joshua Tree National 
Monument were prepared using EPA-approved screening techniques and health conser
vative assumptions; these analyses are discussed in the draft EIS/EIR, Appendix E, pp. 
59-61 and 92-94. The comment then repeats conclusions from the draft EIS/EIR. 

As discussed in Responses 0 139-49, 51, 52, and 53, revised modeling using weather data 
collected on-site has been completed and the results are summarized in Attachment 5, 
Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR (see Tables 29, 36, 49, and 52). The results of the 
revised modeling show that project impacts at Joshua Tree National Monument will not 
exceed federal Class I or II increments. Therefore, there is no need for any mitigation 
measures in addition to those specified in the final EIS/EIR. Nevertheless, Mitigation 
Measure AQ-9 has been revised in the final EIS/EIR to include a feasibility study to 

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 



l• 

I • i 
I'· I ,_, ,; 
1,i!. 

' ' : .. , ·, ,. 
:,, ' 

: ,_. 
) ·~ . ' . ' -~ 

. '. ·. )_ 

'J !. 
·, s 

" ,. 
I .· 
l ;-

.' ' 
' ' . ,, ~ 

DOCUMENT 0139 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0139 

evaluate the potential for use of diesel engines with selective catalytic reduction (SCR) 
or natural gas fuels to reduce Eagle Mountain railway locomotive emissions. 

62. As di~cussed in Responses 0139-55 and 61, project impacts in the draft EIS/EIR were 
based on extremely conservative modeling assumptions. The draft compared worst-case 
project impacts in the Joshua Tree National Monument with allowable Class I increments. 
Furthermore, as discussed in Response O 139-61, the revised modeling using weather data 
collected on-site shows that project impacts at the Joshua Tree National Monument will 
not exceed federal Class I or II increments. 

63. The conclusions in the draft EIS/EIR regarding visibility impairment in the project area 
were based on an extremely conservative Level-I visibility screening analysis using 
procedures specified in the EPA pubHcation "Workbook for Estimating Visibility 
Impairment'' (Nov~mber_ 1980). For t~e final EIS/EIR, a Level-2 visibility screening 
analysis has been performed using the EPA-approved VISCREEN model. This analysis 
indicates that there will be no significant adverse visibility impacts at the Joshua Tree 
National Monument due to the operation of the proposed project. These results can be 
found in Attachment 4, Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR. 

64. As shown on the table cited by the commenter (Appendix E, pp. 74, Table 20), the train 
car spotters and container handlers will not be u~d at all seven transfer stations. The 
train car. spotters_ ·will only be used at the rail-access transfer stations and the container 
handlers will only be used at the truck-access stations. Therefore, the total number of 
car spotters is 2 rat~er than 77, and the total number of container handlers is 12 rather 
than 14. The cc,mment is correct that the fuel consumption rate for rubber-tired loaders 
shown on Table 20 of Appendix E of the draft EIS/EIR is incorrect. The correct fuel 
consumption rate for a single rubber-tired loader should be 6 gallons per hour rather than 
7 gallons p~r. hour. The correct fuel consumption rate was used for the "Reduced 
Operations" and "Rail Only" alternatives. Howeyer, this same error was incorporated in 
emission estimates for the "No Project" alternative. Enclosed as Attachment 5 in the 
final EIS/EIR (Appendix M)-is the revised Table 20 as well as the other tables in the draft 

- EIS/EIR affected by this error. These corrections do not change the conclusions made 
in the draft EIS/EIR . 

Finally, the calculated emissions for the rub~er;-µI"ed · loaders shown on Table 20 are 
correct using the fuelconsumption rate of 6_.64 gallons per hour assumed for this analysis. 
This value_ was rounde~ up to 7 gallons per hour on Table 20. However, as discussed 
above, this value has been corrected to 6 gallons per hour. 

65. . The _purpose of the .table cited by the commenter in the draft EIS/EIR (Appendix E, 
Table 33,:p. 100) _is to show,.~adf the landfill gas :flares were not equipped with emission 
controls, the project may trigger federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration require-
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ments. The unmitigated flare emissions shown on Table 33 were calculated using the 
emission factors and process rates shown on Table 25 of the draft EIS/EIR (Appendix E, 
pp. 83) and assume that the flares were not equipped with emission control systems. 
However, as discussed in the draft EIS/EIR, emission controls on the flares are included 
as part of the project design features in order to comply with SCAQMD and U.S. Envi
ronmental Protection Agency emission standards (Appendix E, page 90). Therefore, the 
emission estimates for the landfill gas flares shown on Table 25 and 28 of the draft 
EIS/EIR account for the installation of emission control systems (Appendix E, pp. 83 
and 91). 

66. The grid system and locations of receptors studies for the analysis of project impacts on 
Joshua Tree National Monument are contained in the modeling input and output files 
included as Attachment 8 in the •final EIS/EIR (Appendix M). As shown in these files, 
there is a different point of max1mum impact in JTNM depending on the pollutant studied. 
Therefore, there are several corresponding distances to JTNM depending on the receptor 
of interest. The correct relationship between the boundaries of JTNM and project sources 
was used in all of the air.quality modeling analyses. The distance referenced on page 94 
of Appendix E sh·ould be read in this context. The actual distance to JTNM's closest 
boundary is about 1.5 miles (see draft EIS/EIR, page 3). 

67. The CO emissions for the transfer stations increase as a result of mitigation measures. 
The mitigation CO emission factors for the transfer station loaders, container handlers, 
and train car spotters are higher than the unmitigated CO emission factors for this same 
equipment. However, the mitigated emission factors for all other criteria pollutants (i.e., 
NOx, ROG, S02, and PM I 0) are lower than the corresponding unmitigated emission 
factors for this same equipment. A listing of the emission factors for the unmitigated 
equipment at the transfer stations are shown on Tables 19 and 20 of the draft EIS/EIR 
(Appendix E, pp. 73 and 74). The emissions factors for the mitigated equipment at the 
transfer stations are shown on the tables included in Attachment 3 in the final EIS/EIS 
(Appendix M). 

68. The habitat where two tortoise sign were found is along the rail line near the town of 
Eagle Mountain. The habitat is of very low quality for tortoises in this area. No 
project-related impacts are expected where the sign was found. The mine site itself, as 
well as'the town of Eagle Mountain, supports no tortoise habitat. Any rail line mainte
nance will be monitored by a qualified biologist to ensure no "take" of tortoises (draft 
EIS/EIR, page 499, Appendix F, pages 85-87). 

69. The Category 1 tortoise habitat is considered very significant, and that is why it has been 
designated an Area of Critical Environmental Concern by the BLM. With implementa
tion of the mitigation measures outlined in the draff EIS/EIR, the project is not expected 
to have any significant impacts on the Category I tortoise habitat. 
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70. This comment is correct. This response acknowledges that the discussion on impacts to 
tortoises from rail spur.construction under the Rail Access Only alternative (page 452 of 
the draft EIS/EIR) should reflect the following: 

Impacts. Potential impacts to tortoises from habitat loss, incidental road kills, and 
potential habitat fragmentation will be reduced by eliminating truck traffic on the Eagle 
Mountain Road. Permanent impacts to 33.3 acres (compared to 150 acres in the proposed 
action) of Category 3 tortoise habitat will oc~ur _due to the construction of the 2.5-mile
long rail spur, along with potential loss of indi_vidu~ tortoises within this construction 
zone. Impacts to tortoises from raven predation will be reduced because fewer road kills 
to be scavenged by ravens will occur, thus reducing the level of attraction for these birds 
to the site. Significant impacts similar to the proposed action remain due to .landfill 
operation and railroad service. 

Mitigation. The lpss of 33.3 acres of Category 3 desert tortoise habitat would require the 
purchase and donation to permanent open space of 83.3 acres (BLM compensation ratio 
of 2.5: 1) of tortoise habitat. A preconstruction clearance survey of the spur right-of-way 
would be necessary to remove any tortoises within the construction zone to a distance of 
at least 300 feet from the right-of-way. Remaining mitigation measures are the same as 
those listed under the proposed action for impacts associated with rail line and landfill 
operations. 

71. For an area to be utilized by bighorn sheep, all necessary elements for sheep survival must 
be present before it can be considered habitat. Much of the Eagle Mountains supports 
vegetation and cover that is necessary for sheep survival but lacks year-round water 
sources. Therefore, it would not be considered year-round habitat. Placement of- new 
water sources in these areas would actually be creating new year-round habitat, replacing 
that lost to the landfill. It should be noted that Nelson's bighorn sheep is noi listed by 
the CDFG or the USFWS under the California or federal Endangered Species Act as 
threatened or endangered, but is a CDFG Fully Protected and a BLM Sensitive Species. 

72. Compensation for loss of 894 acres of bighorn habitat will be creation of new habitat 
through the creation of new water sources. See Response 0026-80. This -response 
acknowledges that the term "high-quality" to describe the 744 acres of habitat that will 
remain on the project site (page 456 of the draft EIS/EIR) should be deleted. See 
Response 0034-11. 

73. No impacts to wetlands are anticipated from the proposed project (draft EIS/EIR, page 
468). The water sources mentioned under the discussion of Nelson's bighorn sheep are 
not considered wetlands since they lack characteristic wetland qualities (hydrophytic 
vegetation, hydric soils, or wetland hydrology). A discussion of the 404 process is on 
page 467 of the draft EIS/EIR. Since the anticipated deposition of fill to jurisdictional 
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"waters of the United States" (e.g., intermittent streams) will exceed one acre, an 
individual project 404 permit will be required from the USACE. 

74. Figure 57a has been revised to include a legend. The revised figure follows this page. 

75. The information regarding tipping fees was prepared by the project applicant, Mine 
Reclamation Corporation, as part of its internal economic analysis for the project. At the 
time of preparation of the draft EIS/EIR,'the $18.50 per ton average tipping fee was 
arrived at by averaging various publicly-posted and reported tipping fees at major private 
and public landfills in Los Angeles County. The $45.00 per ton tip fee estimate for the 
project was presented in MRC' s proposal in response to a Request for Proposal for remote 
disposal of solid wastes prepared by the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts in 1989. 

76. The landfill footprint is delineated and identi:~ied by words on its north and south borders. 

77. _ See Responses 0002-13a and 13b and 0139-29. 

78. Providing the requested map clarification would not correct an identified deficiency in 
the draft EIS/EIR or change any of its conclusions. The expense of the request is not 
warranted. 

79. The strike and dip symbols do conform to U.S.G.S. standards. 

80. This comment identifies no specific deficiency in the draft EIS/EIR, but recommends a 
graphic be added for clarification. A requirement of the RWQCB permit process, at this 
point the cross section was not included due to its expense. 

81. Please refer to Response 0001-21 and 0002-11. 

82. _ Please refer to Response 0002-11. 

83. Yes, the photolineaments have been examined in the field. Please refer to Response 
0001-21 and 0002-11. 

84. The reference for BLM Manual Section 8400 - Visual Resource Management (VRM) (no 
date) was omitted from the draft EIS/EIR and now appears at the conclusion of this 
response section. There is a brief summary of the BLM' s methodology under the 
introductory statement, Section IV.J. l. of the draft EIS/EIR (p. 492). This section of the 
draft report was prepared with extensive input from BLM staff. 

85. Based on the VRM's scenic quality evaluation criteria, landscape areas are given an A 
(high), B (medium), or C (low) rating based on the apparent scenic quality which is 
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determined using seven key factors: landform, vegetation, water, color, adjacent scenery, 
scarcity, and cultural modifications. The area is evaluated on a comparative basis with 
similar features within the physiographic province. Therefore, scenic quality is relative 
to the regional landscape. In this case, mapping done by the BLM on a general level 
established the baseline for the more detailed mapping and evaluation conducted for the 
study area.' Areas of truly outstanding scenic values, such as the Coxcomb Mountains, 
set the standard for ranking other areas. That is why other less unique landforms were 
ranked medium or low. 

86. Note that after the "concerning the existing mining area" language set forth in the 
comment, the draft EIS/EIR at page 265, states: 

However, they [the mined areas] create a strong disharmony with the form, line, 
color, and texture of the mountain formations in which they are located. Overall 
visual ·quality is low. 

In assessing scenic quality using the VRM, variety in form, line, color, and texture is 
generally seen to be a positive attribute. However, there is a specific rating criteria for 
cultural mod_ifications which "add variety but are very discordant and promote strong 
disharmony." In these.cases, the negative implications (i.e., a negative "score" on the 
evaluation sheet) outweigh the positive and shift all but the most scenic landscapes into 
the "low" scenic quality category. This is consistent with the evaluations performed on 
a regional level. Although it is true that most viewers would likely give a higher rank to 
the undisturbed bajadas, dunes, and dry lakes, these areas are still "low" in comparison 
to the jagged, colorful peaks of the Coxcombs. Because there is no "extra-low" category 
defined for-the mine, the disturbed mine pit is ranked on the same level as the undisturbed 
bajadas, dunes, and dry lakes. 

87. The commenter is correct. The conclusions reached in the draft EIS/EIR regarding 
visibility impairment in the project area were based on an extremely conservative Level- I 
visibility screening analysis using procedures specified in the EPA publication "Work
book for Estimating Visibility Impairment" (November 1980). For the final EIS/EIR, a 
Level-2 visibility screening analysis has been performed using the EPA-approved 
VISCREEN model. This analysis indicates that there will be no significant adverse 
visibility impacts at the Joshua Tree National Monument due to the operation of the 
proposed project. These results can be found in Attachment 4, Appendix M of the final 
EIS/EIR. 

88a. It is true that the impact analysis focuses on the visual impact of the completed landfill. 
This response acknowledges that the completed landfill and construction activities will 
be visible from some key observation points. This will not change the conclusions of 
the visual assessment~on_struction activities and the completed landfill will meet both 
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the Class III and Class IV management objective. The measure of impact in terms of the 
VRM is visual contrast (in form, line, color, and texture) resulting from the proposed 
project and activities and whether or not that contrast exceeds levels appropriate for the 
management class. At the typical viewing distance (5-10 miles), construction activities 
would not be readily apparent. 

88b. The Kaiser Mine Re.clamation Plan was approved in 1978. It does not contain "substan
tial requirements for the visual improvement of the site." The minimal requirements for 
visual improvements fo that 1978 plan would not change the conclusion that the site 
would be visually·degraded after reclamation. 

89. The tree planting program would occur as part of the repopulation of the Eagle Mountain 
townsite (see draft EIS/EIR, page 512). However, this program would not be funded by. 
MRC because the Eagle Mountain town site is not a part of the project. A separate specific 
plan requiring CEQA review will be developed for the townsite at a future date (page 
438 of the draft EIS/EIR). Site development plans (including landscaping) will be 
consistent with the Riverside General Plan and approved by the County as a condition 
of the Specific Plan for the townsite. 

90. The evaluation of night lighting, its significance, and appropriate mitigation measures 
was generated from consultation with Joshua Tree National Monument staff. A combi
nation of features, including restriction of nighttime activities, the location of nighttime 
lighting weU away from the Joshua Tree National Monument boundary, and the use of 
shades on individual light fixtures, will avoid significant impacts. The glare effects of 
the previous mining activities will not be repeated and do not require further analysis. 

91. 

92. 

93. 

The bibliography of the draft EIS/EIR includes the Wyle reference and will be modified 
to correctly list the FHW A model, which is among the most common of the calculation 
procedures• for estimating noise from roadways (See bibliography at the end of this 
responses section of the final EIS/EIR). Noise levels for equipment that may be used at 
the landfill site·were derived from several sources (see draft EIS/EIR, page 552). 

See draft EIS/EIR, Appendix F, pages 74-78 for a detailed discussion of noise impacts 
on the desert tortoise. 

The commenter is correct in recognizing that .there is no quantitative ~riterion for 
determining the significance of energy consumption. As noted in the draft EIS/EIR (page 
572), no concerns regarding energ}'. consumption were expressed during the scoping 
process. Among the various remote rail haul sites considered, it is true that the Eagle 
Mountain ranks among the highest in terms of transportation-related energy consumption 
and air emissions. This does not necessarily equate to a significant energy impact. 
Unlike air qual~ty, there are .no quantitative thresholds in use for defining energy impacts 
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and there is no energy equivalent to "nonattainment" status defined by regulations. The 
Amboy project may require additional energy consumption on-site to the extent that it 
must create a depression and mine cover material, both of which already exist at Eagle 
Mountain in the form of the mine pit and tailings piles. These facts, plus the potential 
for and commitment by the applicant towards energy recovery from the project and other 
mitigation measures (page 578 of the draftEIS/EIR), lead to the conclusion that its energy 
use does not represent a significant impact 

94. The draft EIS/EIR discusses cumulative impacts on pages 589-598. It is correct that there 
are few or no criteria for significance in discussing cumulative impacts. Conclusions in 
the report, however, are based on much more than just the level of individual impacts of 
this one project. Rather the draft EIS/EIR analyzed the collective impacts of all projects 
which might cause cumulatively significant impacts. Other factors considered include 
the restorative function of the project (page 587), the remoteness of the area and large 
size of the region considered (pag~ 587), the relatively low number and small size of 
other active uses in the area (page 587), and historical size and extent of the Eagle 
Mountain community, and the fact that it is controlled by a single owner (page 588). 

95. The report does describe a variety of cumulative effects, including those on water quality 
and use (page 589), air quality (page 592), biology (page 593-594), visual character (page 
595), and others. The conclusions reached in the report, while necessarily subjective in 

, . some respects, are neither arbitrary nor attributable solely to the report's authors. In 
addition to the scoping process described in the report (pages 6-9), both lead agencies 
and many associated offices exercised substantial independent review authority and 
added substantial input and analysis to the draft EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT 0140 Letter from HughL. Cochran, September 16, 1991 

1. The draft EIS/EIR does evaluate the many and varied potential environmental impacts 
of the proposed project. 

2. The Pinto Valley groundwater basin and its storage capacity are discussed on pages 
· 112-115 in the draft EIS/EIR. Since this comment does not question.the adequacy or 
accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, no further response is necessary. 

3. See Responses 0001-25 and 0002-4. 

4. See Responses 0001-25 and 0002-4. No drainage from the proposed project will be 
directed toward the open Colorado River Aqueduct. Drainage outlets and other upstream 
facilities will be designed and sized to minimize velocities and reduce erosion. Where 
drainage is planned to cross the covered portion of the aqueduct, MWD will be consulted 
as to- design and location. Copies of the drainage report and detailed plans were 
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forwarded to MWD for review. All drainage facilities for conveyance of flow over the 
aqueduct will be reviewed and approved by MWD prior to construction. The drainage 
report is included as Appendix L of the final EIS/EIR. 

5. See Response 0012-1 above. 

6. See Responses 0001-97 and 0003-4, 5, and 6. 

7. See Response 0 126-4 above. 

DOCUMENT 0141 Letter. from Susan Lunn, no date 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0142 Letter from Doris and Tom Stevens, September 19, 1991 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0143 Letter from Susan G. Carney, September 23, 1991 

1. The proposed landfill would be a Class III nonhazardous municipal solid waste facility 
and as such would only accept nonhazardous solid wastes and inert wastes (pages 3 and 
48 of the draft EIS/EIR). In the event diat hazardous materials illegally enter the waste 
stream, the MRFs and transfer stations would provide methods to sort and separate the 
waste prior to being transported to the landfill site. A description of this process appears 
in Section N.B.l of the draft EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT 0144 
17, 1991 

Letter from California Department of Conservation, September 

I. This letter does not cominent on the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is required. 

DOCUMENT 0145 
September 20, 1991 

Letter from County Sani~tion Districts of Los Angeles County, 

1 a. Section 11.G.2.a d~scusses in detail the alternative remote de~ert site rail haul project at 
Amboy (pages 77-86-ih the draft EIS/EIR). This comment corrects and amplifies Section 

· 11.G.2.b, Proposed Landfills/Expansions of Existing Landfills in Counties Where Waste 
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is Generated (pages 86-104 ). Three landfills within Los Angeles County, Bradley West, 
Chiquita Canyon, and Scholl Canyon, in addition to the two discussed in the draft 
EIS/EIR, have expansion potential. 

I b. Regardless of the specifics mentioned in this comment, the three conclusions regarding 
existing landfills or the expansion of existing landfills are not altered in the draft EIS/EIR: 
(a) there would be less of an impact to air quality; however, the impact would still be 
significant and unmitigated; (b) there would be less energy consumption; and (c) the use 
of these sites would not necessarily involve processing wastes through MRFs. 

2. Flare emission factors without the use of oxidation catalysts and urea injection are shown 
in the draft EIS/EIR, Appendix E, at page 83. The use of these emission control systems 
when gas generation rates exceed specified levels is a mitigating project feature proposed 
by t~e project proponent and not an additional mitigation measure required as a result of 
the draft EIS/EIR. Consequently, it is not necessary to present emission estimates for 
flares which do not reflect these controls, since no one is proposing the construction of 
the project without-them. 

The reference on page 382 to uncertainty regarding the commercial availability on a urea 
injection system at a point in the future is incorrect; as properly stated on page 129 on 
Appendix E of the draft EIS/EIR, the comment regarding uncertainty of the future 
availability of technology relates only to the oxidation catalyst system. This issue is 
reached, however, only if an energy recovery facility which would be expected to 
generate lower hydrocarbon and monoxide emissions than a flare is not built. 

3. The comment is correct that the air quality analysis in the draft EIS/EIR assumes an 
oxidation catalyst CO control efficiency of 90 percent for the landfill gas flares. 
Therefore, the section of the draft EIS/EIR cited by the commenter (page 382) should 
read "at least a 90 percent reduction" rather than "at least an 80 percent reduction." 

4. The data attached to the comment showed emission factors for NOx, S02, and PM I 0 
which are virtually identical with those used in the draft EIS/EIR. The factors presented 
for hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide emissions are substantially below those presented 
in the draft EIS/EIR; in fact, the factors presented by the commenter are below those 
assumed to be achievable with an oxidation catalyst Consequently, the draft EIS/EIR 
continues to reflect a worst-case estimate of potential flare emissions. If the emission 
factors presented by the commenter are verified and guaranteed by a flare system vendor, 
actual impacts associated with the flares will be lower than those contained in the draft 
EIS/EIR, and no oxidation catalyst will be necessary to achieve those levels. 

5. To be conservative, the screening level air quality impact analysis contained in the draft 
EIS/EIR assumed that the flares were located at the same elevation as the receptors 
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6. See Response 0027-24. The exact design and materials necessary to construct the adit 
extension have not been formulated. Materials and design will be proposed that will 
resist forces anticipated within the landfill and resist leakage. 

7. While it would have been more correct to use the mid-range values shown in Figure 98 
of the draft EIS/EIR, the use of these mid-range values would not result in different total 
noise levels being assumed for each grouping of equipment shown in Table 49 of the 
draft EIS/EIR. Therefore, the worst-case operational noise levels were used in this 
situation because it is impossible to predict the distribution and location of equipment on 
the site at any given time and which equipment would be operating. 

The draft EIS/EIR states on pages 555 and 556 the conservative nature of the assumptions 
made and their ·effect on the results and conclusions. The text states that the noise 
contours of Figure 99 assume a single point noise source at the landfill boundary, but 
that under a more realistic situation, the noise source would be spread throughout the 
landfill area. The dispersal of the equipment woul~ dissipate noise levels and they would 
be lower than those used in the analysis. The text also states that earth-moving operations 
at the project site would mostly take place inside a landfill pit which would provide 
shielding for the-noise. The draft EIS/EIR then concludes that the noise. exposure at the 
closest residential area "would be considerably less than the calculation· from the 
worst-case scenario." 

DOCUMENT 0146 
September 23~- 1991 

Letter from Sierra Club SCNRCC Dese·rt Committee, 

1. The project is southeast of Joshua Tree National Monument and at its closest point is 
approxiniateJy 8,000 feet south of the boundary. Measures to control windblown debris 
associated with landfill :operations are addressed in Section IV .J .4 of the draft EI_S/EIR. 
Also, see Response ·0026-9. In the event that JTNM or BLM staff observe or receive 
reports of problems developing with wir1dblown debris, there will be operations· person
nel assigned· to· litter control who can be ·contacted to ensure the timely retrieval of stray 
litter. ·Monitoring or°this clean-up procedure by JTNM staff is not considered :necessary~ 

2: The 'information requested iri" the comment is contained in Response 0095-2b in the final 
EIS/EIR. · This.-frifoimation is also included in th~, Biological Assessment prepared for 
the Section 7 consultation as required by the Eridangered Species Ad (see Appendix N 
of the final EIS/EIR). 
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.-.-. 3. This comment is correct in pointing out that the closest major tortoise population to the 

landfill site is in the Pinto Basin in Joshua Tree National Monument, approxim.ttely 5 to 
6 miles to the north and west. Tortoise densities of 100 to 180 tortoises per square mile 
have been found in this area in recent years (Karl 1988; Freilich and Moon 1991 ). 

4. This is not deemed a significant impact. Windblown trash will be controlled through the 
daily covering of refuse and fencing around the· active portion of the landfill to catch 
windblown debris (draft EIS/EIR, pp. 514-517). See Response 0026-9. Also, there is 
very little tortoise activity in the vicinity of the proposed landfill, where windblown trash 
would be most likely to accumulate. 

5. Although the exact length of the proposed chimney has not been established, it has been 
estimated that it would-be approximately 250 feet long. Precautions will be taken in the 
design and selection of materials for construction of the chimney to prevent the infiltra
tion of any landfill gases. As with other portions of the landfill, LFG detection probes 
will monitor for the presence of LFG and standard operating responses will be used if its 
presence is discovered. These responses may include increasing the draw on nearby LFG 
collection wells in the installation of new wells close to the point of detection. See 
Response 0001-25. 

6. Alternative fuels do not result in inherently lower emission levels, except in specific 
applications. -For on-highway vehicles, California's low-emission vehicle regulations, 
and the corresponding requirements of SCAQMD Rule 1601, achieve the objectives of 
what are popularly referred to as "alternative fuels." While alternative fuels may be used 
to comply with these regulations, they are not essential, nor do they provide any air quality 
benefits _as coin pared with "traditional" fuels used to satisfy the same regulations. The 
California and the SCAQMD low-e-inission vehicle programs are discussed in the draft 
EIS/EIR "(Appendix E, pp. 107-108). 

For locomotives and landfill equipment, alternative fuels may prov_ide air quality 
benefits. Appendix E of the draft EIS/EIR discusses the use of alternative fuels (such as 
rrieth_anol, natural gas, or liquefied petroleum gas) as well as electricity for locomotives 
(pp. 115-117) and for landfill equipment (pp. 120-121). See Response 0117-6 for a 
discussion of the air quality benefits associated with the electrification of the Eagle 
Mountain rail line. See also Response 0 117-7 for a discussion of electrification of the 

· -Southern Pacific railway as a mitigation measure. Mitigation Measure AQ-16 states that 
wherever available, electric versions of landfill equipment including overhead cranes, 
crushers, conveyers, and pugmills will be used. Where not_ available, alternative-fuel 
technology will be used depending on air permitting standards. 

No quantification of air quality benefits from the use of alternative fuels in locomotives 
and in landfill equipment is possible at the present time, because no alternative-fueled 
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engines are available for the types of equipment expected to be used in the Eagle 
Mountain project 

7. It is not clear what the commenter means by "more attention." Fugitive dust is dis'cussed 
on pages 337-339 as well as in Appendix E of the draft EIS/EIR. 

8. Landfill g~- generation, migration, control, and mitigation are discussed on pages 
334-338 and 376-377 of the draft EIS/EIR, as·well as in Appendix E. 

9. The Eagle· Mountain ·landfill project will not be directly involved in recycling efforts. 
Instead, recycling programs will be a mandatory, component of the MRFs and transfer 
stations. All refuse destined to Eagle Mountain will be subjected to an inspection 
program for the removal of recyclables and hazardous materials at the transfer stations 
and MRFs. It will be the responsibility of the owner/operator of each of these facilities 
and the applicable local agency to ensure that the goals of AB 939 are implemented. The 
draft EIS/EIR discusses source reduction at pages 105-110. 

DOCUMENT 0147 Letter from U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park 
Service, September 25, 1991 -

1. This co!l}ment states existing law and -does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the 
draft EIS/EIR; and therefore, no response is-necessary. 

2. Mitigation Measure AQ-23 (Appendix E, page 130) requires a reanalysis of ambient air 
quality impacts using meteorological monitoring data collected on-site. This revised 
modeling using weather data collected on-site has been completed and the results are 
summarized on modified tables (Tables 29, 36, 49, and 52) and associated plots of project 
impacts in Attachment 5, Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR. The results of the revised 
modeling show that project impacts (including those at the Joshua Tree National 
Monumept) 'will_ not exceed federal Class I or II increments. Tables FEIR-AQ-9, 
FEIR-AQ.:10, and FEIR~AQ-11 (included in Attachment 2, Appendix M of the final 
EIS/EIR) co~pare the results o·f the revised amoierit impact m·odeling analysis from each 
project alternative with the corresponding Ciass II increment. These.results indicate that 
ali Class II increment 'limits will be met by the proposed project. In light of this modeling, 
Mitigation Me·asure AQ-23 is no longer required. 

3. As discussed in the draft EIS/EIR, page 413, and Appendix E, page 92, analysis of project 
impacts wei-e-·based on extremely conservative modeling assumptions. The draft 
EIS/EIR stated that because PSD review would likely not apply to the project, the Class 
I _increment concept would not apply to the project under the Clean Air Act The' EPA 
has confirmed the nonapplicability of PSD review. See Appendix M, Attachment 11. 
Th'e Ciass I concept was only used as a criterion to evaluate the significance of the 
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project's air quality impacts on the Joshua Tree National Monument. See also Response 
147-2 above. 

4. The draft EIS/EIR discusses offsets obtained pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1309 .1 on page 
105 of Appendix· E and page 429. of the draft EIS/EIR._ However, the draft EIS/EIR 
incorrectly refers to offsets being withdrawn from the "Community Bank." This re
sponse reflects the revision to read "Priority Reserve" rather than "Community Bank." 
Recent conversations with SCAQMD staff indicate that the "Priority Reserve" is estab
lished, and offsets are available for sources qualifying as "essential public services," 
which is the case for the landfill gas collection system. However, it must be noted that 
by being designated as an "essential public service," the project is not exempt from any 
requirements under the SCAQMD New Source Review rules. 

5. The comment is consistent with the conclusions reached by the draft EIS/EIR on pages 
412-413. 

6. In general, the commenter is correct. Under certain meteorological conditions, NOx and 
VOC _emissions from the Eagle Mountain project would impact the Joshua Tree National 
Monument. However, ozone formation is a regional phenomenon, with the bulk of ozone 
(and ozone precursors) in the Southeast Desert Air Basin coming from the heavily 
populated South Coast Air Basin and from the Coachella Valley to the west A review 
of actual wind data from the local meteorological station at the Eagle Mountain site 
indicates that during most hours throughout the year, emissions from the Eagle Mountain 
project will not affect JTNM. Even when ozone precursors flow from the project site 
towards the monument, there is not enough time for these precursors to significantly 
affect ozone concentrations within the boundaries of JTNM. 

There are no approved air quality models which can be used to estimate the project's 
impact on ozone concentrations at JTNM. Regional photochemical models, such as those 
used to prepar~ regional air quality plans, are not suitable for use for this purpose, because 
they are not sensitive enough to changes in emissions which are less the five percent of 
the regional total. The emission changes associated with the Eagle Mountain project are 
below .this sensitivity threshold in· both the Southeast Desert Air Basin and in the 
Coachella Valley. Due to the lack of an adequate modeling tool, it would be speculative 
to attempt to quantify the ozone impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed 
project. 

7. The conclusi_ons reached in the draft EIS/EIR regarding visibility impairment in the 
project ar~a were based on an_ extremely conservative Level-I visibility screening 
analysis 1:1s_ing procedure~ specified in the EPA publication "Workbook for Estimating 
Visibility Impairment" (November 1980). A Level-2 visibility screening analysis has 
been performed using the EPA-approved VISCREEN model. This· analysis indicates 
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that there will · be no significant adverse visibility impacts at Joshua Tree National 
Monument due to the operation of the facility. These results can be found in Attachment 
4, Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR. In light of this modeling, Mitigation Measure AQ-23 
is deemed complete. See Response 0147-3 above. 

8. The commenter is confusing federal ambient air quality standards with California ambient 
air quality standards. The section of the draft EIS/EIR cited by the commenter (page 
163, paragraph _4) refers to the federal ambient air quality standards. This section of the 
draft EIS/EIR is correct in stating that the eastern portion of the Southeast Desert Air 
Basin is designated as either an attainment or as an unclassified area for all criteria 
pollutants with regard to federal ambient air quality standards. The comment stating that 
the Southeast Desert Air Basin is "currently in non-attainment for PM- IO and for ozone" 
is correct with regard· to California ambient air quality standards which involve lower 
thresholds. The draft EIS/EIR acknowledges the designation of the SEDAB as a 
nonattainment area with regard to the state standards for PM IO and ozone (see the draft 
EIS/EIR, pages 165-166, and Appendix E, pp. 11 and 35). 

9. The section of the draft EIS/EIR cited by the commenter (page 163) discusses the general 
relationship between the lack of ambient air quality data in remote areas and an 
"unclassified" designation with respect to'federal air quality standards. This section of 
the draft EIS/EIR does not state that "there· are no monitoring stations in the eastern 
portion of the SEDAB." The data ci~d by the Park Service are not readily made available 
to the general public by the California Air Resources Board, which performs quality 
control checks on and compiles all clata from all monitoring stations in the state of 
California for purposes of attainment/nonattainment designations. 

10. This comment does not address the adequacy or-the accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

l L As discussed in Response 0147-3 above, the revised modeling using weather data 
collected on-site:has been completed·and the results show that project impacts at Joshua 
Tree National Monument will not exceed federal Class I or II increments. 

12. This comment does not address the adequ_acy or the accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, anµ 
therefore, no ·response is necessary. See Response O 14 7-9 above. 

13. Figures FEIR~AQ-::4, 5, and 6 (included in Appendix M, Attachment 2 of the final 
EIS/EIR) show PMIO·ambient concentrations for the South.Coast Air Basin, Southeast 
Desert Air Basin, and the Coachella Valley. The information is based on monitoring 

· data collected through 1990; 
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14. Visibility data from airports located in the Coachella Valley were not used for the visibility 
trend analysis in the draft EIS/EIRbecause these data are not available from the National 
Climatic Data Center on computer tape. Therefore, visibility data from the Riverside 
and Ontario airports were used for the analysis. 

15. As discussed in Responses 147-3, 7, and 11 the revised modeling using weather data 
collected on-site has been completed and the results show that project impacts at the 
Joshua Tree National Monument will not exceed federal Class I or II increments. 

Additionally, as discussed in Response 0147-6, due to the nature of the regional ozone 
problem in the desert, it is not likely that emissions of ozone precursors from the Eagle 
Mountain project will result in impacts within the boundaries of JTNM. Finally, due to 
the lack of an adequate modeling tool, it is impossible at this time to quantify ozone 
impacts from the proposed project 

16. As noted in this comment, this response acknowledges that indirect impacts to tortoises 
in the Pinto Basin portion of Joshua Tree National Monument could potentially occur 
from increased raven populations. This language has been added to the Biological 
Assessment prepared for the ~ection 7 consultation as required by the Endangered 
Species Act (see Appendix N of the final EIS/EIR). 

17. While coyote and kit fox may be attracted to the landfill, it seems likely that this will be 
a_relatively localized phenomenon. Research on the effect of a cattle carcass dump-site 
on coyote movements has shown that while coyotes may come from as far as 15.3 
kilometers to utilize this highly attractive food source, 9_5 percent of dump-site related 
coyote activity is within a 3- to 4-kilometer radius (Danner and Smith 1980). This 
distance represents the approximate distance from the proposed landfill to the boundary 
of Joshua Tree National Monument. This carcass dump-site was much more attractive 
to coyotes (i.e., large quantities of readily available meat, abundance of exposed carcasses 
for extended periods, little adjacent human disturbance) compared to the proposed 
landfill site, which will consist of processed and compacted trash, the application of a 
daily earthen cover over refuse, and the presence of human activity. It should also be 
noted that as part of the control for windblown trash, the active portion of the landfill 
will be fenced (draft EIS/EIR, page 5-15), which should at least retard access of these 
predators to the landfill. 

18. As suggested in this comment, the discussion regarding recreational uses in the Pinto 
Basin portion of Joshua Tree National Monument (paragraph 4 on page 175 of the draft 
EIS/EIR) should reflect-additional recreational uses including research, bird-watching, 
photography, hiking, and backpacking. Although summer activity does not cease, most 
of these activities occur during the winter. 
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19. The discussion on page 277 of the draft EIS/EIR addresses the existing conditions of the 
affected environment. Secondary visual impacts to Joshua Tree National Monument are 
discussed in the.Environmental Consequences section of the draft EIS/EIR. Dust impacts 
can be found on.pages 377..-379 and 514-516. There would be no smoke generated from 
normal landfill operations. 

20. Indirect impacts of the proposed project to Joshua Tree National Monument and other 
wilderness areas are addressed in the text of the draft EIS/EIR. Noise impacts are located 
on page 556; night lighting effects are discussed ·on pages 518-519; and dust impacts are 
found on pages 514-516. Although such impacts are adverse, no significant deterioration 
of wilderness values due to project operation would result 

21. The draft EIS/EIR states that" ... summer rainstornis ... in July and August ... are 
intense and the prevailing· directional winds from the smith and southeast could scatter 
litter well into the Eagle Mountains, the Pinto Basin area, and beyond''· (page 515). 
Having established the potential for intense winds, the draft EIS/EIR further discusses 
the project operation that would influence the amount of litter that might be windblown. 
Also, Appendix M, _Attachment 7 of the final EIS/EIR contains .atmospheric data 
collected on-site that-accurately portrays weather patterns of the-area. 

It shoulcf be noted that the pr_oject' s operation is quite different from conventional 
landfills. All waste· entering the landfill must be processed for materials recovery and 
recycling away from the landfill and compacted into closed containers which must remain 
closed until the containers are opened riear the face of the landfill. The waste will come 
out of the containers in large clumps or plugs and be spread by a compactor tractor. This 
refuse will be pushed to the face of the landfill where it will be compacted and covered 
with at least six inches of soil. This process will ·minimize the opportunity for. the wind 
to pick up litter. Additionally, portable litter fencing at each cell will catch windblown 
litter. 

Next, full-time _personnel will pe assigned to litter control. Because the landfill site is 
quite large, _the·ope~ator will be able to contain windblown litter within the site boundaries 
by intensifying the labor effort when necessary. The operator is committed to preventing 
any litter from leaving the landfill's boundaries .. Moreover, there is a large area within 
the Eagle Mountains which ~an be patrolled for litter prior to litter entering the monument 
Also, a helicopter search for blown litter in the vicinity of the projectshall be performed 
every three months for the first five years of operation and as needed thereafter as agreed 
to by the operator and the BLM and NPS. An NPS employee shall be taken along as an 
observer for all periodic aerial litter searches. Finally, as a·last resort, if Monument 
personnel determine that a. problem from windblown litter is developing, they will call 
the landfill operator for timely removal of any litter which has entered the monument. 
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This-procedure was initiated by park personnel during meetings held at the park in 1990. 
AU-costs will be assumed by the landfill operator. 

Finally, as pointed out in 'the draft EIS/EIR (p. 270), the project area is separated from 
the Monument by a major ridgeline (elevation 2,000 feet-3,500 feet) which blocks views 
from the Monument into the project area. This ridgeline can also pose as a natural barrier 
to windblown debris, allowing for litter control to occur prior to the Monument bound
aries. Also, the discussion below: accounts for the storm warning system that would allow 
for the closing of landfill operations and the cover of litter prior to the arrival of a 
potentially windy storm. 

There is no question that windblown dust poses a significant impact. This impact is 
clearly identtfied in the draftEIS/EIR (377,378,411, and413). The potential for transport 
of fugitive dust is acknowledged:- The·most important receptor in this regardis the Joshua 
Tree- National Monuinent boundary. - Impacts to the ambient concentrations at the 
monument boundary are presented in Table 34 in the draft EIS/EIR. 

Regulation IV, Rule 403, specifically states that" ... a person shall not cause or allow 
the emissions-of fugitive dust ... such that the presence of such dust remains visible in 
the atmosphere beyond the property lirie of the emission source . . . ." The rule also 
says that" ... every reasonable precaution [shall_ be taken] to minimize fugitive dust 
emissions ·from .- -. . solid waste disposal operation." Suspension of activity during 
winds in excess of 25 miles per hour was not considered as a separate mitigation measure 
since virtually all sources of fugitive dust would have active dust control programs 
applied to them. 

Implementation of the design features listed on pages 515-516 of the draft EIS/EIR would 
ensure that impacts due to windblown debris and dust would be below a level of significance. 

22. Implementation of the design features listed on pages 515 and 516 of the draft EIS/EIR, 
such as daily cover and compaction, would _ensure that the impacts-.due to windblown 
debris would be· below a level of significance. No additional· mitigation would be 
required. The mitigation requiring that the landfill operator respond to a call from 
personnel at the monument when a problem of windblown debris-is identified originated 
during consultation with JTNM staff. The intent was to allow the monument staff to 
control who went into the monument and when, due to consideration for "fragile desert 
soil crusts and sensitive flora." 

23. Although claims on the iron deposits at Eagle Mountain have existed since 1881 and have 
· changed ownership several times, regular shipments of iron ore did not commence until 
after purchase· of the claims in 1944 by Henry J .. Kaiser and completion of a rail line in 
1948. Although some mining activity occurred prior to 1947, construction of the Kaiser 
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24. 

iron ore mine.operation started in 1947. Thus, all of the substantial mine activities have 
occurred in the last.50 years. 

According to 'a 1971 Bureau of Mines information Circular, Eagle Mountain "has 
accounted for more than nine-tenths of the State's (California) production." However, 
many other dep(?sits exist on the West Coast and·include Clealum River, Kittitas County, 
Washington; Skagit Valley, Skagit County, Washington; Pit River near Redding, Shasta 
County, California; Gold Valley, Sierra County, California; Minaret, Madera County, 
California; and Iron Mountain, Cave Canyon, Providence Mountain, and Newberry, San 
Bernardino County, California. Others of minor importance are located in Washington, 
Oregon, and California. Many of these deposits have been mined since before 1900 and 
provided ore for furnaces dating to the late 1800s and early 1900s. 

The steel industry in the U.S. began in the 1800s and was well-developed by the turn of 
the century. The above-mentioned ore · deposits and associated furnaces and mills 
possessed poten_tial for the developing steel industry at the time. Al~hough the Kaiser 
Eagle Mountain Mi~~. constructed in 1947; accounted for a major percentage 9f the state 
of California's iron ore production in 1971, it does not possess importance related to the 
industry's development. This conclusion was not contested either by the County of 
Riverside, Department of Parks and Recreati~n, or by the State Historic Preservation 
Officer during the public com·ment period of the draft EIS/EIR. 

25. Since the mine and railroad postdate the development of the steel industry, more 
appropriate mine sites exist which address historic issues related to the development of 
the steel industry on the West Coast. Classifying such a complex or portions of it as 
"historical" is not expressly within the National-Register criteria. 

26. The dimensions of the proposed chimney will be roughly similar to the current adit 
opening; Ventilation through the adit openings is already poor, and the extension is not 
expected to significantly decrease it. Additional ventilation shafts can be dug into the 
tunnel system, but there is the chance that this will alter the temperature and humidity 
conditions that bats require within the tunnels. In addition, as noted in this comment, the 
leaf-nosed bat 1s not listed as a threatened or endangered species. 

DOCUMENT 0148 , ·· Letter from Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, 
September 24, 1991 

1. Although the:·Metropolitan Water District is not a regulatory agency and no decision is 
require_d of the· agency prior to approval of the proposed project, the'final EIS/EIR states 
that ·written approval of the MWD is required wherever the proposed project's improve
ment cross an MWD right-of-way. The lang·uage is contained in Section I.C. of the final 
EIS/EIR (see item 9). 
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2. The Eagle Mountain Road Extension will cross the Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA) in 
the existing Kaiser Truck Trail 200-foot right-of-way. The aqueduct is covered in this 
location. Copies of the final road design and detailed plans have been forwarded to MWD for 

· review. All drainage facilities will be reviewed and approved by MWD prior to construction. 

3. :_ The waste screening/inspection facility at the Phase II container handling yard is 
discussed on pages 39:..40 of the draft EIS/EIR. This area will process only locally 
generated waste and provide a location for random container load-checking. This · 
amounts to no more than two to three tons of waste per day. All other waste would be 
compacted arid' compressed into the containers and delivered to the working face of the 
landfill in closed containers, thereby reducing the risk of windblown debris falling into 
the open portion of the aqueduct to below a level of significance. It should be noted that 
the waste screening/inspection facility within the Phase II container handling facility will 
be requited to be enclosed. 

4. Waste will be brought to the landfill in closed containers. The waste will have been 
inspected fpr' hazardous materials and sorted for recyclables _!it a MRF located off-site 
prior.to.being transported to the site. The incentive and potential for illegal dumping will 
occur prior to the waste arriving at a MRF, not at the Eagle Mountain landfill. 

5. While the proposed rail terminus would be located within 1500 feet of an open section 
of the CRA, all the waste would be compacted and confined to a closed container prior 
to arriving at Eagle Mountain. The rear closure of the container is a tightly fitting latched 

-door that will prevent the escape of refuse. Furthermore, the closing mechanism on each 
container. will be sealed to prevent unauthorized opening and to ensure that the latching 
mechanism is firmly engaged. Therefore, the risk of contaminating the CRA from 
windblown debris would not exist. 

6. The waste container maintenance facility (located in Planning Area No. 3) and recyclable 
material stockyard (located in Planning Area No. 4) are separated from the CRA by an 
existing 40-foot berm. Recyclables will be stored in closed containers, thereby minimiz
ing any risk of contaminating the CRA from windblown debris. In addition, the 
recyclable storage area will be inspected on a weekly basis to remove any windblown 
litter that may have accumulated. The container maintenance facility drainage system is 
designed to be ·self-contained so that all of the wash water will be properly treated and 
reused for additional washing and dust abatement. The CRA will not be impacted. 

7. No drainage from the proposed project will be directed toward the open Colorado River 
Aqueduct. Dr~age outlets and other upstream facilities will be designed and sized to 
minimize velocities and reduce erosion. Additionally, drainage runoff from active 
landfill and operational areas will not be directly mixed with drainage from natural areas. 
Runoff from areas of potential contamination will be directed to detention facilities, 
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tested, and treated prior to release in accordance with current state and federal regulations. 
Waste oil in runoff will be separated and/or treated by preengineered treatment facilities 
immediately adjacent to the detention areas. In accordance with National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) standards, all potentially hazardous discharges 
will be tes~d.and monitored. Where drainage is planned to cross the covered portion of 
the aqueduct; MWD will be consulted as to design and location. Copies of the drainage 
report and d~tiiiled plans ~ave been forwarded to MWD for review. All drainage facilities 
for conveyance of flow over the covered aqueduct will be reviewed and approved by 
MWD prior to construction. 

8. Please see Response 0148-7 above. 

9. Please see Response O 148-7 above. 

10. Subsequent to the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, the truck traffic to the project site was 
reduced from 200 to 100 round trips daily and in three years to eliminate all but those 
trucks serving the. desert cities (not to exceed 100). This modification to the proposed 
action is described in Section II.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR. This would ·account for total 
traffic on Eagle Mountain Road and its extension of up·to 285 daily trips.· Because this 
increase is but a small fraction of the road's design capacity, the road would operate at 
LOS A. This is not considered a significant traffic impact. For a discussion of noise and 
traffic impacts to the MWD pump station residents as a result of the proposed truck traffic, 
please refer to Response 0027-57. 

11. Caltrans has no records of the numbers of delays or the length of delay due to high winds 
on eastbound trucks on the Indio grade. In the event of this occurrence lasting for more 
than 24 hours, some congestion would be expected on Eagle Mountain Road and its 
extension. Nevertheless, the impact would not exceed the original proposed daily impact, 
which was not considered a significant traffic impact. 

12. Construction of the Eagle Mountain Road Extension and site development at the mine 
could-involve some short-term impacts to the MWD pumping station and the Colorado 
River Aqueduct. Most important and those discussed in the draft EIS/EIR are vehicle 
emissions and fugitive dust (pp .. 372-3). These impacts are not considered significant. 
Emissions resulting from ongoing maintenance activities, however, would contribute to 
the overall em.issions of the project and these are included within estimates of the project 
imp~cts." These project air emissions would remain a significai:it impact after mitigation 
is implemented (see pages 373 and 386 of the draft EIS/EIR). 

Also, construction noise impacts can be anticipated; however, they will be far less than 
those anticip~i°ted by noise generated by the hauling of waste by rail ~r truck or by on-site 
operations. These are not considered significant (see the draft EIS/EIR, pp. 558-560). 

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 379 



DOCUMENT 0148 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0148 

Construction traffic impacts are not considered significant. For a complete discussion 
of the project impacts to the MWD pumping station please see Responses 0027-57. 

13. The CRA is covered at the points which the Eagle Mountain Road Extension and the 
Eagle Mountain rail line will cross the aqueduct. The nearest uncovered portion of the 
CRA from thi_s point is 18,000 feet (roughly 3.4 miles). As described in Response 0 148-5, 
the waste will be compressed and confined to closed containers during -transport to the 
site. Liquid waste is prohibited from the landfill and hazardous·wastes will have been 
sorted from the waste stream at an MRF. Therefore, the potential for waste entering the 
aqueduct at these cros'sings is nonexistent. 

14. · The CRA is covered at the point which the Eagle Mountain rail line will cross the 
aqueduct. For present track conditions, proposed improvements, and maintenance of the 
Eagle Mountain rail line, see Response 0017-6. The proposed rail operations are 
compared to those during the previous mining activities in Response 0017-9. The Kaiser 
Steel mine used the rail line for 40 years without damage to the CRA. The trains were 
twice as heavy as the proposed train use. o·uring the mine uses, the weighted trains 
traveled downhill, adding to the potential for derailment and extensive damage resulting 
from lengthy breaking time. The proposed use is for the weighted train to travel uphil~, 
making the potential for damage from derailment less. In addition, all refuse transported 
by train would be contained in closed intermodal shipping containers. The rear closure 
of the container is a tightly fitting latched door that will prevent the escape of refuse. 
Furthermore, the closing mechanism on each container will be sealed to prevent unau
thorized opening and to ensure that the latching mechanism is firmly engaged. For these 
reasons, no damage to the CRA would occur. 

15. See Response 0001-17. 

16. The only bird which may be attracted to the landfill and possibly contaminate the CRA 
is the raven. A raven monitoring and control program is described on pages 450-451 of 
the draft'EIS/EIR. The proposed mitigations to control the availability of food and refuse 
for birds would reduce potentially significant impacts to below a level of significance. 
See Response 0095-2b. 

17. While coyote and kit fox may be attracted to the landfill, it seems highly likely that this 
will be a localized phenomenon. The CRA is not -located on any migratory pathway. 
Therefore, ·any sligl}.t increase in wildlife activity would not impact the CRA in any 
significant way: Also, because of existing fencing along those portions of the aqueduct, 
any impact from coyote or kit fox on the CRA would be minimal. 

18. The process of depositing refuse at the landfill is described on page 57 of the draft 
EIS/EIR. In summary, the compacted refuse will be taken to the working face of the 

380 Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 



► 

• ,-

I •:,_ 

.. 

r ·,1 

_.I ( 

I ': I 

I _' r 

f
l. '.J 

'i '._ 

; 
'·. 

~-
' '.' 

i,_ ' 
. :~ 
; ·' 

DOCUMENT 0148 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0148 

landfill in closed containers. The refuse will then be emptied from the containers, spread, 
and compacted, and finally, a minimum _six-inch daily cover would be emplaced. As a 
result of this process, refuse would not be readily exposed to animals. · Also, see 
Responses O 148-16 and 17 above. 

19. The Riverside C:ounty Planning Department"has on record a letter received from James 0. 
Wallace, Agricultural Commissioner and··•Director- of Weights & Measures, dated 
April 10, 1990. It states "that the provisions stipul_ated for the landfill operation at Eagle 
Mountain would not contribute to the artificial spread of a quarantiilable pest [e.g., 
Mediterranean fruit fly (Medfly)]." The risks of contamination to the Colorado River 
Aqueduct from malathion spraying are virtually nonexistent (see Response 0027-58). 

20. For a discussion of the issues presented in this comment, see Response 0001-18 for 
leachate leakage into fractured rocks; Response 0001-36 for the eastward movement of 
groundwater; and ·0001-43 for groundwater overdraft concerns. Response 0001-33 
outlines the groundwater protection measures pursuant to Chapter 15 requirements and 
evaluating leachate p~oduction values; Section 11.B.1 of the final EIS/EIR describes the 
characteristics of the Hner and the leachate collection and removal system; the ground
water monitoring plan is described in Response 0002-5; and the mitigation measures for 
groundwater contamination are identified \in Appendix K of the draft EIS/EIR. Also, 
refer to the Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program in Section O.C. of the· final 
EIS/EIR. 

21. See Responses 0073-1 a and lb and 0002-4 through 38. 

22. This comment is correct. Ongoing post-closure monitoring is expected to continue for 
30 years after the final closure of the landfill, unless this time frame is modified by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, the County Integrated ·waste Management 
Board, or the Local Enforcement Agency. See Responses 0073-la and lb and 0002-4 
through 38. 

23. As suggested in this comment, the. following information reflects an addition to the 
information regarding the Metropolitan Water District (page 191 of the draft EIS/EIR). 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) is a public 
agency created by a vote of the.people V¥ithin its service area in 1928 following 
enacbnerit of the Metropolitan Water District Act, to provide supplemental water 
for cities and communities on the south coastal plain. MetropoH~'s service area 
comprises 5,143 square miles and includes portions· of Los Angeles, Orange, 
Riverside,- San Bernardino, San Diego, and Ventura counties.· Metropolitan's 27 
member age!)cies consist of 14 cities, 12 municipal water districts, and one county 
water authority. Metropolitan is governed by a SI-member Board of Directors 
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representing the member agencies. Historically, Metropolitan has provided an 
average of 52 percent of the water used by approximately 15 million people now 
residing within the service area. Metropolitan imports water from two sources: the 
Colorado River via the Colorado River Aqueduct, and the State Water Project via 
the California Aqueduct. 

24. As suggested in this comment, this response acknowledges filling of the Salton Sea basin 
between 1905-1907, rather than 1905-1915 as stated in the draft EIS/EIR (page 305, 
paragraph I). 

t· 25. As suggested in this comment, this response reflects that the Colorado River Aqueduct 

I 

( 

~-

26. 

27. 

(instead of the Los Angeles Aqueduct as stated on page 305, paragraph 2 of the draft 
EIS/EIR) was one of the major undertakings of the region. 

In an effort to conserve water consumption, waste water, including truck wash water, will 
be reclaimed by the project and used in dust control on unpaved roads. 

Leachate recovered from the landfill (if any) will be subjected to testing and treatment 
prior to use as a dust control medium or disposal. The testing procedure will determine 
the presence of soluble metals, volatile organics, dissolved or floating oils and greases, 
BOD, COD, pH, and other parameters. Primary treatment will consist of settling for the 
removal of suspended particulates followed by passage of the liquid through an oil 
separator for the removal of floating oil and grease. If needed, secondary treatment will 
consist of air stripping to remove VOC, treatment with lime for the precipitation of heavy 
metals, and aeration for BOD and COD control. At all stages of treatment, tests will be 
conducted to determine the efficacy of the treatment process. Recovered contaminants 
will be collected and stored and, if required, handled as hazardous waste for treatment 
off-site. The effluent will only be used for dust control if it meets the standards for this 
use that will be established by the LEA during the permitting process. An alternative 
method of handling leachate/condensate will be to collect and store it for off-site 
treatment and disposal. All appropriate regulations for the handling of hazardous 
materials will be observed. 

DOCUMENT 0149 Letter from Barbara Fine, September 24, 1991 

1. First, it is unclear why the commenter thinks it is necessary to analyze a single hypothet
ical transfer station/intermodal facility. Second, it is unclear what the commenter means 
by "additional impacts." The draft EIS/EIR discusses air emission impacts from a single 
transfer station_ (see Appendix E, pp. 72-73). In addition, the draft EIS/EIR discusses air 
emission impacts from rail haul along the Southern Pacific tracks (see Appendix E, pp. 
72-76): 
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Finally, Appendix E, pp. 93-95, of the draft EIS/EIR discusses the ambient impacts 
associated with a single train passing a rail crossing. This analysis includes impacts from 
the diesel locomotives as well as from the motor vehicles waiting at idle as the train passes 
by. In order to convert the maximum I-hour average impacts shown in this analysis to 
corresponding 24-hour average impacts, it is necessary to divide the I-hour value by 24 
(assuming that one train passes this point each day). Annual averages can be calculated 
from the 24-hour average concentrations through the use of recommended EPA and Air 
Resources Board conversion factors. 

Based on the information contained on Table 30 (page 96) of the draft EIS/EIR, the I-hour 
averages for CO and NOx would be 323 µg/m 3 and 143 µg/m 3, respectively. The 24-hour 
and the annual averages, as well as the methods used to calculate said averages, are given 
in Table FEIR-AQ-12 (see Appendix M, Attachment 2, of the final EIS/EIR). 

2. See Response 0149-1 above for a discussion of ambient impacts resulting from raii 
transport. The comment is incorrect in regard to the number of diesel locomotives used 
to pull each train. As discussed on page 76 of Appendix E, the draft EIS/EIR reports that 
emissions would emanate from an estimate of four diesel locomotives needed to pull 
each train for.the rail-bound trip from the Los Angeles basin to Ferrum Junction along 
the Southern Pacific line. On the return trip, the draft EIS/EIR accounts for emissions 
from two diesel locomotives pulling each train. 

3. See Response 0117-6 for a discussion of the air quality benefits associated with the 
electrification of the Eagle Mountain rail line. See also Response O 117-7 for a discussion 
of electrification of the Southern Pacific railway as a mitigation measure. 

4. Unlike the impacts to air quality, impacts due to noise generated by landfill operations 
are considered not significant beyond the boundary of the project See the noise contour 
for landfill operations on Figure 99 of the draft EIS/EIR. Therefore, any reductions in 
noise generation would not be discussed in the worst-case analysis of project noise. 

5. The landfill will not operate during nighttime hours. Potential ways to reduce project 
emissions, such as electrification of the Eagle Mountain railway and landfill equipment, 
are discussed on pages 380-381 of the draft EIS/EIR. These mitigation measures are not 

_ feasible at this time, but will be incorporated into the project as this technology becomes 
available. See discussion on page 386 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

6. Page 529 of the draft EIS/EIR says that "Additional water truck trips [emphasis added] 
would be necessary." This is not a long-term solution, however. When the Specific Plan 
is developed for the· townsite, an acceptable defluoridation plant will be required to treat 
the local water for drinking purposes. 
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7. 

8. 

See Response O 149-6 above. · 

The drainage improvements to protect the rail line are part of the proposed action. These 
improvements would be designed in accordance to the development standards stated in 
the Specific Plan, which include compliance with the requirements of the September 
1984 MOU between Riverside County, the Riverside County Flood Control District, and 
the Water Conservation District as well as the requirements of the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. 

Drainage protection along the existing route of the Eagle Mountain rail line consists of 
dikes, ditches, culverts, trestles, and elevated road bed. These facilities have been 
designed to accommodate anticipated drainage flows which could impact the railroad. 
Runoff is either directed or allowed to pass under the railroad and returned to existing 
natural drainage channels. 

The proposed extension of the railroad will be raised approximately four feet or more 
above the natural ground. This will allow for the construction of drainage culverts 
designed to pass the anticipated runoff. Where necessary, parallel ditches will be 
designed to direct flows to the culverts. Riprap will be used as needed to prevent erosion 
of the rail bed. 

9. Between State Beach and Ferrum, the Southern Pacific main line passes through and 
adjacent to two portions of the Salton Sea State Recreation Area; however, after the Eagle 
Mountain rail line leaves Ferrum Junction, it does not pass through any state recreation 
area. The two areas provide fishing opportunities in the Salton Sea. No formal facilities 
exist in these locations. The project does provide special design features and mitigation 
for the rail right-of-way passing through the BLM Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern. These include the Salt Creek ACEC near Ferrum Junction and the Chuckwalla 
Bench ACEC south of 1-10. 

I 0. Even though Specific Plan #252 does not include the Eagle Mountain townsite, the draft 
EIS/EIR does address the direct and indirect environmental impacts on and the cumula
tive impacts of the townsite. The potential impacts on the townsite are discussed in the 
draft EIS/EIR in the following places: 

a. pages 320-323, groundwater contamination 
b. page 337, LFG migration 
c. page 341, surface fires 
d. pages 351-353, public safety 
e. Section C, Traffic and Transportation 
f. page 411, project air emissions 
g. pages 424-425, screening level health risk assessment 

384 Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 

'"'\&.:.,I 

. ' 



: i.: 

~ ~\ r-
;11 

. ' 

'· 

► i• ,· , 'I , 
I -i1 

' (. ·f 

::· ·, 

;: :~ 
"';,; 

(-

\'• 

' I';. 

I ~: r 
I ":)t ~•• 

DOCUMENT 0150 RESPONSES 10 COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0150 

h. page 435, compatibility of land use 
1. pages 442-444, drainage 
J· Section H, Growth Inducement and Socioeconomics 
k. pages_ 511-514, visual 
1. page 515, windblown debris and dust 
m. Section K\ Utilities and Services 
n. pages·552-55·(·noise 
o. pages-585-588, cumulative 

11. The generation ··of hazardous wastes on the site is expected to· be from four sources: 
(a) hazardous materials recovered from the waste stream; (b) wastes such as solvent, used 
oil, and oil-filters generated during the ~aintenance of vehicles and equipment; (c) by
products such as sludge and activated carbon cartridges; and (d) laboratory waste. As 
required by California and federal law, appropriate hazardous waste generator's licenses 
will be obtained: · Intermediate storage of hazardous wastes, labeling, records, and 
manifesting for.ultin;iate disposal at licensed hazardous waste facilities will be conducted 
according to th~ appropriate regulations and wiil ·b~ enforced by th~ appropriate agencies. 

12. Recyclables _sent to Eagle Mountain for interim storage while markets are developed or 
depressed wilf not be the property of the Eagle Mountain project but rather the property 
of the recycling. firms or MRFs. These will be consigned for transp·ortation and storage 
to_ Eagl~ Mountain by their owner. The owners ""'.ill require return of this property when 
needed. ·Recyclable materials will not be landfilled. Due to the cost involved for shipping 
and storage of recydables at Eagle Mountain, recyclers will· have to weigh the cost of 
this agairist local storag~;expatriation, or.immediate use. Refuse destined for landfilling 
at Eagle Mountain· must comply with the provisions of AB 939, the "Rec;ycling Bill." 
Such compliance means that-the refuse has _been subjected to an inspection· program 

··(described in Response 0111-43) to ensure the adequate removal ·ofirecyclables and 
hazardous materials. If refuse does not comply; it will not be taken to·Eagle Mountain. 

DOCUMENT 0150 Letter from Dorothy A. Bailey, September 18, 1991 

1. For a discussion on groundwater protection, please see Response 0001-25. The proposed 
project is a Class ·fi:1 solid waste landfill and as such would not accept any hazardous 
materials. The load-c~ecking program· to inspect and remove. unacceptable substances 
from the waste stream 'before be'ing transported to ·Eagle Mountain is described in 
Respori's·e 0 l 11-43. ·· · · · 

2. This comment goes not question the adequacy or accuracy of the· draft EIS/EIR; and 
·hence,· no response is necessary. 
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DOCUMENT 0151 Letter from Harriet and Howard Allen, September 22, 1991 

I. The proposed project site is located southeast of Joshua Tree National Monument and at 
its closest point is approximately 8,000 feet south of the boundary. The draft EIS/EIR 
points out the project will have no direct impact on the recreation values, uses, or 
opportunities for camping, hiking, backpacking, photography, wilderness use, or nature 
study at Joshua Tree National Monument. Noise impacts on JTNM and wilderness areas 
are discussed on page 556 of the draft EIS/EIR. Due to distance and the intervening 
barrier of the Eagle Mountains, noise levels from project operations would not be 
considered significant. Potential night lighting impacts on the national monument and 
wilderness areas will be reduced by implementing the proposed design features including 
limitation of night activities, type of lighting, and truck traffic routing: The potential for 
transport of fugitive dust is acknowledged in the draft EIS/EIR. The most important 
receptor in this regard is the JTNM boundary. Impacts to the ambient concentrations at 
the monument boundary are presented in Table 34 in the draft EIS/EIR. The only impacts 
to wildlife in JTNM involve a possible increase in the raven population at the landfill 
site. If there is a significant increase in raven population, this could-impact tortoises as 
well as other potential prey species in the monument. Both passive and active raven 
control programs will control this potential impact. 

2. See Response 0 151-1 above. 

3. The project is southeast of JTNM and at its closest point is approximately 8,000 feet south 
of the boundary. The project will have no direct impact on JTNM with respect to its· 
recreation values, uses, or opportunities for camping, hiking, backpacking, photography, 
wilderness use, or nature study. Measures to control windblown debris associated with 
landfill operations are addressed in. Section IV.J.4 of the draft EIS/EIR. Also, see 
Response 0026-9. In the event that JTNM or BLM staff observe or receive reports of 
problems developing with windblown debris, there will be MRC operations personnel 
assigned to litter control that can be contacted to ensure the timely retrieval of stray litter. 

It is possible that the proposed landfill will attract ravens. Some of these could possibly 
impact-the desert tortoise in Joshua Tree National Monument, as welf as other potential 
prey species. A raven monitoring and control program is proposed to mitigate this 
potential impact (Appendix F, pages 70-71 ). Measures to control other vectors, birds, 
animals, and insects attracted to the site include the application of a daily earthen cover, 
barriers, and explosive noises (see page 345-347). Also, see Response 0097-2b. 

4. See Response 0148-7. 

5. Measures to protect Joshua Tree National Monument are provided throughout the draft 
EIS/EIR and.are summarized in Responses 0151-1, 3a, and 3b. 
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DOCUMENT0152 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0152 

DOCUMENT 0152 Letter from Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom, 
September 23, 1991 

1. The co.mmenter _notes that they obtained a FERC preliminary permit on May 29, 1991. 
However, under the FERC opinions, at the preliminary pennit s~age, the plans of FERC 
applicants such as the_EMEC are considered speculative and rarely offer substantiated 
infonnation [56 FERC 61,146 (July 26, 1991); 49 FERC 61,380 (December 21, 1989); 
45 FERC 61,188 (November 2, 1988), 32 FERC 62,189 (July 22, 1985)]. In fact, 
EMEC's first Semi-Annual Compliance Report contains numerous statements which 
indicate the speculative nature of the project. For example, page I of that report states: 

It has been difficult to obtain information needed to conduct the required 
preliminary clesign engineering for the underground features of the project and 
to initiate initial consultation with the agencies without having a fully defined 
project [emphasis added]. 

Likewise, page 2 states that the report is based on an assumption that favorable 
underground conditions for tunneling and power house excavation would be found. In 
addition, at page 36 under the economic analysis, the document states: 

Because of the difficulty of accomplishing this task in advance of a complete 
system description, . . . an alternative method of assessing the economic via
bility was inv.,estigated [emphasis added]. 

Likewise, EMEC' s Au·gust 16, 1991 document concerning first stage consultation states: 

The purpose of the preliminary permit is to_ maintain priority of application for 
a license during the term of the permit while the permittee conducts investiga
tions and secures the data necessary to determine the feasibility of the project 
[emphasis added]. 

Under CEQA, whe1:1)he nature.of future development is nonspecific and uncertain, an 
EIR ·need not'engage in "sheer speculation" as to future environmental consequences. 
If, after thorough ·investigation, a lead agency finds that a particular impact is too 
speculative forevalilation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion 
of the impact. 

Concerning cumulative impacts, the CEQA guidelines state: 

The discussion of cumulative impacts :shall reflect the severity of the impacts 
and their likelihood of occurrence [emphasis added] ... [14 CCR 15130(b)]. 
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DOCUMENT O 152 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0152 

The cumulative impact section must discuss reasonably foreseeable probable future 
projects producing cumulative impacts. In this case, however, the commenter's FOposed 
pump/storage project is speculative and, thus, not a reasonably foreseea~le probable 
future project. 

Likewise, under NEPA, federal agencies need not consider alternatives of speculative 
feasibility or speculative impacts. 

The EMEC's project's feasibility is unknown at this point. That project is, therefore, 
considered remote and speculative under CEQA and NEPA and is not discussed in detail 
in the final EIS/EIR. 

In addition, although under CEQA, projects under formal environmental review must be 
discussed in a cumulative impact analysis, the subject EMEC project will only begin the 
NEPA environmental review process once EMEC files a license application for the 
project, which application will not occur for another several months, if ever. 

Therefore, this comment does not alter the conclusion of the draft EIS/EIR that the EMEC 
project is "speculative and remote and not reasonably foreseeable" (page 586).· 

. 2. •. See_ Response O 152-1. 

3. 

4. 

See Response O 152-1 .. .. 

Statements concerning Riverside County's stand on the project do not address the 
a~curacy or adequacy of the draft EIR/EIS; hence, no response is necessary. 

t · 5. See Response O 152-1. 

1··--

··6. The EMEC project will be subject to separate NEPA and CEQA review should it ever 
be proposed. That project, and all attendant impacts, will accordingly be examined and 
a~-dressed at some later time. The EMEC project need not be factored into a fUmulative 
impact analysis and need not be fully addressed in the draft EIS/EIR from that standpoint 
because it is not a past, present, or "reasonably foreseeable probable future project" for 
the reasons discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15355). 

7. See Response O 152-4. 

8. See Response 0152-4. 

9. See Response 0152-l. 
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DOCUMENT 0153 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0153 

10. The commenter's request that the hydroelectric project be discussed in the alternatives 
analysis of the.draft EIS/EIR indicates a misunderstanding of the requirements of CEQA 
and NEPA. CEQA only requires that an EIR "describe a range of reasonable alternatives 
to the project ... which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project [emphasis 
added] and evaluate-the comparative merits of the alternatives" [CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 151-26 (d)]. 

The basic objective of the project proposed by MRC is to develop a new Class III waste 
disposal facility to accommodate southern California waste disposal demands and to 
provide such capacity in a remote desert setting (draft EIS/EIR, page 4). The 
commenter's proposed alternative analysis of a hydroelectric project could not feasibly 
attain the basic objectives of MRC's landfill project, and, therefore, does not need to be 
considered in the alternatives section of the draft EIS/EIR. 

11. See Responses.0152-1 and 0152-10. 

DOCUMENT 0153 •. Letter from City of Beaumont, September 17, 1991 

1. The proposed action is expected to be capable of accepting up to six unit trains per day 
at the container handling yard. To transport the amounts of solid waste from the 
geographic areas assumed for the analysis, an average of 4.7 shipments per day will be 
required when the project is operating at full capacity. Based on this description and 
counting return trips for the trains, an average of 9 .4 trains per day will utilize the primary 
rail segment (with a maximum' number of 12 trains per day on a round-trip basis), with 
fewer trains on each of the secondary segments. Proponents of the proposed action will 
arrange scheduling of refuse unit trains with Southern Pacific on a contractual basis to 
prevent any conflict between· ongoing rail operations and trains being utilized for the 
landfill project. · 

Noise measurements were taken for land uses within 100 feet of the corridor of the 
Southern Pacific rail line. It was determined that the addition of the project-generated 
train traffic to the existing train traffic would slightly increase (+0.7 dB) noise levels 
along the rail corridor. '.fhis increase'that would be experienced by residential areas 100 
feet from the Sout_hern Pacific rail line is not considered significant because it is not 
discernible by_ humans.· It should be· noted-that existing noise levels within ·100 feet of 
the rail line corridor are 74 ~NEL, which exceeds acceptable noise levels for residential 
uses .. Also, see Response 0001-103. 

2. MRC will arrange scheduling of refuse unit trains with Southern Pacific on a contractual 
basis to preve_nt any conflict between ongoing rail operations and trains being utilized 

· for the landfill project (draft EIS/EIR, pp. 50 and·357). 
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3. The risks associated with train accidents are discussed on pages 351-352 of the draft 
EIS/EIR. The draft EIS/EIR (page 351) states that the project itself and the operation of 
off .:site transfer stations to serve the project would not be expected to increase the 
frequency of accidents involving solid waste transport, when considered in terms of 
accidents per ton-mile of transport. In fact, emphasis on rail transport would tend to 
decrease the overall potential for accidents when compared with conventional truck 
transport of the same amount of solid waste due to the control and maintenance of the 
rights-of-way in which trains operate. An increase of a maximum of six trains per day 
over present rail operations would not affect the utilities adjacent to the railroad tracks . 

4. An emergency response program for the Southern Pacific Railway is presently on file 
with proper authorities, including the health departments of Riverside and San Bernar
dino counties and the California Public Utilities Commission. No specific changes to 
this prog'ram would be necessary. A detailed description of Southern Pacific's Erner-

-gency Response Plan requirements is provided in Response 0026-3. In addition, as part 
of their own emergency response planning, MRC would maintain adequate staff on-site 
or on call to provide clean-up workers to supplement Southern Pacific workers. 

5. The,exis~ng train traffic conditions and delay times are discussed in Section 111.C. l of 
th~· ~raft EISffilR. The proposed project would add a maximum of 6 round-trip trains 

-:_:-per day (12 one-way trips), consisting of one or more locomotives carrying up to 14 
·_ r~i!cars. The delays caused by this increase in train traffic are discussed on Section IV.C.2 
of the draft EIS/EIR, which concluded that the effects on delays at grade crossings would 
be relatively minor and are therefore not a significant impact. 

6. The draft EIS/EIR states that the expected impact of the truck traffic associated with the 
project ·on 1-10 is minimal. A total of 200 round trips, as originally proposed, on 1-10 
represents a two percent increase in the overall daily traffic volume in the immediate 

. vicinity of the project and a much smaller percent as truck volumes on 1-10 increase to 
-the west. Furthermore, subsequent to the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, the project 
has been modified to reduce truck traffic to the project site to 100 round u:ips daily and 
in three years to eliminate all but those trucks serving the desert cities (not to exceed 100) 
in three years. This measure would further reduce the effects on traffic and the potential 
for accidental spills. See Section 11.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR for a discussion of the 
red'uction in truck trips. Additionally, the refuse transported by truck would be com
pacted in closed shipping containers which are described in Response 0021-25: Due to 
the nature of the containers, it is unlikely that refuse would spill out of the containers in 
the event of an accident. The draft EIS/EIR does, nevertheless, address this possibility 
on pages 351 and 352. 

~- 7. Section IV.D.3 of the draft EIS/EIR does analyze the impacts of truck traffic serving the 
landfill. It is anticipated that of the 200 daily truck trips proposed in the draft EIS/EIR, 
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half would come from within Riverside County and the other half from San Bernardino 
County. All trucks would be required to use the Eagle Mountain Road Extension via 
Eagle Mountain Road under normal circumstances for shipment delivery. Please refer 
to pages 363-365 for a discussion of impacts to these surface streets. MRC has.since 
proposed to a reduction in daily round trips to I 00 trucks. A discussion of this project 
modification is contained in Section II.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR. 

8. The draft EIS/EIR (pages 362-365) concludes that the expected truck traffic associated 
with the project on 1-10 is minimal, representing a two percent increase in the overall 
daily traffic volume in the immediate vicinity of the project and a much smaller 
percentage as _traffic volumes on 1-10 increase to the west. This is considered an 
insignificant eff~ct. Moreover, subsequent to the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, truck 
traffic to the project site will be reduced to 100 round trips daily and to eliminate all but 
those trucks se~ing the desert cities (not to exceed 100) in three years (see Section 11.B.2 
of the final EIS/EIR). This measure represents a one percent increase in traffic on 1-10 
which further reduces traffic effects. Mitigation measures are not required for insignif
icant impacts. 

9. Mitigation measures for air impacts from on-highway trucks are discussed in the draft 
EIS/EIR (see Appendix E, pp. 105-108). 

10. See Response 0106-3. . 

DOCUMENT 0154 Letter from DaD"Rothfolks, September 13, 1991 

1. This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0155 Letter from Seth Anthony Foster, September 10, 1991 

1. This comment d(?es not address the accuracy or adequacy of the draft ·EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0156 Letter from City of Riverside, September 20, 1991 

1. See Response 0015-2. 

/ 

2. No alternative rail lines through the city of Riverside are proposed. If this action is 
required in· the future, appropriate environmental review and public hearing notice would 
be required. 
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3. This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

DOCU1\1ENT 0157 Letter from Erik Joki, September 19, 1991 

l. This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

2. The draft EIS/EIR (page l 05) states that other potential landfill sites in Los Angeles 
County, namely, Towsley Canyon, Blind Canyon, and Mission-Rustic Canyon, were not 
analyzed in further detail because of their limited capacities and because inadequate 
information is currently available regarding the description of projects at these sites. 
Consequently, they were deemed, at this time, to be remote and speculative. 

3. 11,iis comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

4. See Response 0015-2. 

5. Please refer to Response 0 I 02-16. 

6. The controller/operator of the MRFs is unknown at this time. However, operations at the 
MRFs will be strictly regulated under the solid waste facilities management permit. This 
permit is issued by the State Integrated Waste Management Board, in conjunction with 
the LEA in whose jurisdiction the MRF is located. 

7. The precise locations, designs, and operational details for future MRFs are unknown at 
this• time. See Response 0015-2. 

8. The project proposes a Class Ill nonhazardous municipal solid waste landfill which will 
only accept nonhazardous solid waste·and-inert wastes. The project design includes the 
inspection of waste to detect the presence of radioactive materials and other hazardous 
waste. Incoming waste will be screened and removed from the waste stream at both the 
MRF and the landfill site. The elimination of hazardous wastes from municipal refuse 
depends on compliance by the public with applicable regulations. Community efforts to 
provide residents a convenient way of disposing small quantities of hazardous household 
materials (batteries, empty paint cans, etc.) will further reduce the amount of hazardous 
materials entering the municipal solid waste stream. 

9. A discussion of waste diversion programs, including green waste and composting to 
reduce the waste entering landfills, is discussed on pages 105-109 of the draft EIS/EIR. 
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Additionally, if AB 939, the "Recyc_ling Bill" is to be effective, much of the green waste 
contained in the trash stream will be removed for composting. 

10. The reader is confusing the detection and inspection process of incoming refuse for 
hazardous materials with the process to remove recyclable materials. A description of 
the waste screening process which will occur a:t the MRFs and transfer stations is outlined 
on pages 48 and 49 of the draft EIS/EIR. Screening for hazardous materials at the transfer 
stations would be conducted by spreading the waste on the tipping floor for examination 
by workers. Any unacceptable materials would be diverted for special handling in 
accordance with established procedures. 

After the waste has been inspected for the. occurrence of hazardous materials, it may be 
processed, depending upon composition, for the removal of recyclable materials. Recy
clable recovery inay occur by manually removing bulky materials such as cardboard or 
wood from the waste while it is on the tipping floor. More sophisticated techniques for 
the removal of recyclables will include manual and mechanical processing of waste using 
shredders, picking belt conveyors, air and gravity separation devices, and magnetic 
and/or electronic separation equipment. 

A waste screening and inspection would also occur at a facility on or near the Phase II 
container handling yard for incoming local waste. This process1-.(described on pages 
39-40 of the draft EIS/EIR) would spread the refuse on a concrete tipping floor and 
visually inspect the waste for unacceptable materials. These materials will be segregated 
and stored in accordance with the appropriate regulations. 

-11. See_ Resp·onse 0002-8 for a detailed description of the load-checking program at the MRFs 
and "transfer stations. Compliance with the standards of removal of hazardous materials 
at the MRFs will be enforced by on-site inspectors directed by and with the authority of 
the Local Enforcement Agency (Riverside County Department of Health). 

12. The issue raised in this comment would not alter the conclusions of the draft EIS/EIR. 
The figure of 0.2 percent was taken from a study performed by the Los Angeles County 
Sanitation Districts on-refuse derived from the same geographical area as that proposed 
. for the Eagle Mountain project. Accordingly, the study is seen as valid, and no additional 
information is needed. MRC will only indirectly enforce compliance with operators for 
the removal of hazardous waste through the mechanism of not accepting residual waste 
unless the hazardous materials have been removed. See Response 0157-11 above. 

13. See Response 0026-82. Also, to correct some misinformation, Eagle Mountain will not 
be the largest landfill in the world. 

14. Please refer to Response 0026-82. 
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15. An evaluation of active faulting has been prepared for the site by geologist Richard 
Proctor, dated September 12, 1991, titled "Evaluation of Active Faulting at Eagle 
Mountain" and may be obtained from either the County of Riverside or the BLM project 
file. The project site is 34 miles from the· nearest active fault, the San Andreas. A large 
seismic event is anticipated on the southern San Andreas fault during the 115-year life 
span of the landfill project. The project site will only receive low to moderate ground 
shaking (0.1 g [gravity]) from a large San Andreas event. See Response 0001-24. 
However, yery strong ground shaking and surface rupture along the San Andreas fault 
is expected for the Coachella and Imperial valleys within the next 115 years. Such strong 
shaki~g and surface rupture would probably disrupt all transportation and utility corridors 
that cross the San Andreas fault near Indio. These include not only the Eagle Mountain 
railroad, but the Southern Pacific railroad, major highways, gas pipelines, buildings, and 
the All-American Canal. The Colorado River Aqueduct crosses the fault west of Desert 
Hot Springs. Because the refuse transported to Eagle Mountain via rail or truck will ~e 
containerized and will contain dry, nonhazardous materials, a derailment would be a 
relatively minor event. Response 0021-7 addresses the procedures to be implemented in 
the event of-rail service interruption. 

16. See Response 0 157-15 above. 

17. See Response 0001-21 above. 40 CFR 258.13 and CCR Section 2533(d) both require a 
200-foot setback from a Holocene fault (less than 10,000 years old). The Eagle Mountain 
landfill is not located on or near any Holocene faults. 

40 CFR 258.14 defines a seismic impact zone as an area where the maximum ground 
acceleration will exceed 0.10 g in 250 years. Because this is virtually everywhere in 

. California, Chapter 15 requires landfills to be designed to withstand the ground acceler
ation associated with earthquakes. 

The unstable area requirement in 40 CFR 258.15 is also related to the requirements of 
Section 2533(d,e). 

The Eagle Mountain landfill will be designed in conformance with California regulations 
for faulting, seismicity, and geologic change. See Response 0001-24. 

18. This comment is correct. The permitting process will require the implementation of the 
applicable sta~ and federal regulations which would assure that the liner design ensures 
the integrity of the liner during seismic events and the static loading of the refuse. The 
maximum ·probable earthquake acceleration at the Eagle Mountain site is 0.1 g. However, 
MRC plans to design all major facilities at the site to 0.2 g, or essentially double the state 
requirements. Please refer to Response 0001 :24. 
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19. Please see Response 0157-18. 

20. Please see Response 0157-18. 

21. See Responses 0001-21 and 0026-82 above. 

22. Project compliance with the requirements of the SCAQMD's New Source Review is 
discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (Appendix E, pp. 102-105). The need for emissions· off sets 
is discussed in this section as well. The PM 10 mitigation measures for the proposed 
project are also discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (Appendix E, pp. 105-131 ). See Table 
FEIR-AQ-2.included in Attachment 2, Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR, and Response 
0117-4 for a comparison between the mitigation measures recommended in the Coachella 
Valley PMIO Pl.an and the mitigation measures included in the draft EIS/EIR. 

23. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

24. Railway electrification is discussed in Appendix E (pp. 116-117). Future electrification 
of the 52-mile stretch of track between Ferrum Junction and the landfill site was discussed 
in the draft EIS/EIR as potentially feasible. Mitigation Measure AQ-10 requires the 
preparation of a feasibility analysis of electrification at such time as there is sufficient 
landfill gas. Electrification of the Eagle Mountain rail line is not considered feasible at 
this time because of the steep grades and several major turns in the rail line. Also, the 
costs and physical disturbance necessary for the installation of the catenary cable power 
system reduce the feasibility of this measure. The continued review of the feasibility of 
electrificati<;m of the railway is part of the project's mitigation measures. The electrifi
cation of the Eagle Mountain railway will be evaluated when sufficient landfill gas is · 
generated to provide the required electrical energy. Table FEIR-AQ-5, included in 
Appendix M, Attachment 2 of the final EIS/EIR shows the reductions in locomotive
generated emissions which could be achieved if electrification of the Eagle Mountain rail 
line is found to be feasible. 

Electrification of the Southern Pacific main line was not evaluated as a mitigation 
measure because neither the project applicant nor the lead agencies nor ~ny responsible 
agency would have the authority to implement or require such a mitigation measure for 
this project. · While at the present time both the California Air Resources Board and the 
South Coast AQMD are exploring ways to reduce locomotive emissions, including 
options for electrification of the Southern Pacific main line, the effects of such potential 
regulations are at this time considered remote and speculative. 

25. The concern for PMIO generation at the site is warranted in all directions, not just during 
-Santa Ana conditions. Mitigation measures to reduce the impacts from PM 10 generation 
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are identified in the Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program (see Section II.C. of the 
final EIS/EIR). Two PMIO monitoring stations will be installed at the site to monitor 
and control PM 10 generation rates during Santa Ana condition. 

26. This comment quotes the draft EIS/EIR but does not address the adequacy or accuracy 
of the quotation and, therefore, no response is necessary. 

27. See Responses 0001-11, 112, and 116 and 0073-2 above. 

28. Water used for dust control will not be of sufficient quantity to add any moisture to the 
refuse. Dust control water use will be kept to the minimum necessary to control dust. 
Also, see Response 0073-2 above. 

29. See Responses 0001-15 and 26 above. 

30. See Response 0001-25 above. 

31. See Responses 0001-15 and 0002-4 above. 

32. The landfill design will comply with the new federal landfill regulations contained in 
40 CFR 257 and 258, which were adopted after the draft EIS/EIR was published. EPA 
recently promulgated revisions to 40 CFR 267 and added 40 CFR 258 to the federal 
Criteria for Classification of Solid Waste Disposal Facilities and Practices. This new 
promulgation incorporates the final version of what is commonly called Subtitle D. The 
revisions to 40 CFR 257 essentially involve conforming changes that make this part 
consistent with the new Part 258. The new Part 258 sets forth new federal minimum 
criteria for municipal solid waste landfills (MSWLF). These new federal criteria were 
modeled after California's Title 23, Chapter 15, in many respects. The new regulations 
also include other requirements that are similar to other state regulations that apply to 
landfills. 

33. The side wall liner will be constructed in 30- to 50-foot-high sections by building up 
horizontal layers of the various materials used for the different layers of the liner system 
and using refuse to support the final liner system once it is placed. See Response 0001-4. 

34. See Responses 0001-25, 0073-1, and 0 111-10 above. 

35. See Response 0002-5 above. Yes, the proposed monitoring program meets the cited 
regulations. 

36. See Responses 0148-2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 above. 
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37. See Responses O 148-2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 ·above. 

38. See Responses 0148-2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 above. 

39. See Responses 0148-2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 above. 

40. See Response 0102-84. 

41. For the reason stated in Response 0102-84 above, the conclusions of the draft EIS/EIR 
would not change. 

42. This comment appears to be rhetorical in nature. It does not address the adequacy or 
accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR; and therefore_, no response is necessary. 

43. Because the Eagle Mountain rail line is a privaterail road, higher standards for operation 
will prevail (see page 380 of the draft EIS/EIR). 

44. The gross weight of a typical stack train carrying 3,500 tons of refuse in containers is 
approximately 5,900 tons. 

45. The draft EIS/EIR (page 357) concludes that because the volume ofrail traffic on the rail 
lines studied is expected to remain fairly static,' at least through 1995, the project-related 
usage of rail transport is expected to have an in~ignificant impact on the rail lines and 
surrounding infrastructure (Kava, 1/1/90). · 

46. The point of this comment is not clear, and thus, no response can be provided. 

47. Neither the project applicant nor the lead agencies nor any responsible agency would have 
the authority to implement or require' such a mitigation measure for this project. It is 
unclear what protection this mitigation would afford the public or the environment. 

48. The East Pit contains overburden and coarse tailings. The bottom of the East Pit has been 
dry since the summer of 1991. Currently, groundwater levels are approximately 12 feet 
below the lowest elevations of the deepest portion of the East Pit. 

49. The draft mitigation monitoring program appear~ in Appendix K of the draft EIS/EIR. 
This program has since been updated and the'replacement Mitigation Reporting/Moni
toring Program can be found in Section II.C. of the final EIS/EIR. 

50. The EIR Checklist was completed by .the County of Riverside Planning Department and 
is in the project file in the Riverside Office of Planning. 
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51. See Response 0 111-43 and 0002-8 for a discussion of the load-checking program. 

52. See Response 0021-7. 

53. As the Local Enforcement Agency, the Riverside County Department of Health would 
be responsible for monitoring the amount of waste entering the landfill. 

54. See Response 0021-27. 

55. The issues of operator liability, financial responsibility, closure and post-closure funding, 
and the like are issues which are addressed between MRC and the County of Riverside 
and in the waste discharge requirements permit issued by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board and the landfill facilities permit to be issued by the Riverside County Local 
Enforcement Agency with the concurrence of the California Integrated Waste Manage
ment-Board. Before any operations at the landfill can commence, financial responsibility 
will need to be demonstrated br MRC for third-party liability, closure and post-closure 
maintenance of the site, financial assurances necessary to ensure corrective action for 
potential groundwater contamination, and full indemnification of the County of River
side. MRC intends to contract with users of the landfill (municipal and private) for 
indemnification of itself and the County of Riverside for any liabilities resulting from 
the deposit of waste at the site generated by such user. This intention will be embodied 
in any final Development Agreement approved by the County for the project. 

56. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no comment is necessary. 

57. See Response 0021-19. 

58. The transport of recyclable materials to the site for which there is no immediate market 
will occur on one of the six train transporting solid waste to the site. When conditions 
favor returning the recyclables to their owner, they will be placed on one of the six empty 
trains returning from the landfill. No additional trucks-or trains will be used to transport 
these recyclable materials to and from the site. The impacts resulting from transport of 
these recyclables to and from the site are included in the proposed action evaluated in 

_ the draft EIS/EIR. No additional impacts would result. · 

. 59. In ·an effort to achieve the goals of AB 939, the removal of green waste contained in the 
trash stream may take place at the transfer stations for composting. The green waste will 
nofbe consi.dered a recyclable for shipment and storage at Eagle Mountain. 

60. Composting of green waste would not occur at Eagle Mountain. See Response 0157-59 
above. 
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61. In the event of rail service interruption, several scenarios are possible depending on the 
location and nature of the delay. Refuse could be transported by rail from the transfer 
stations to other landfills in the area until service to Eagle Mountain is resumed. Another 
option would-be to temporarily transport the refuse to the Eagle Mountain landfill via 
truck. See Response 0021-7. 

62. The waste proposed for Eagle Mountain will only pass through the Coachella Valley en 
route to Eagle Mountain. The draft EIS/EIR discusses impacts of the proposed project 
on nearby communities, including the issues of growth ·inducing and socioeconomics, 
and utilities and services. The increased population, employment, and income resulting 
from the operation of the proposed faciliti~s would be considered a socioeconomic benefit 
to the surrounding communities, and the long-term operation of the landfill would lend 
stability to communities and sustain com.munity services. Please refer to Section IV.H. 
of the draft EIS/EIR for a further discussion. 

63. These documents are not normally included as attachments to a final EIS/EIR; however, 
they are available at the Riverside County Planning Department for public review. 

64. The landfill design will comply with the new federal landfill regulations contained in 40 
CFR 257 and 258, which were adopted September 11, 1991, after the draft EIS/EIR was 
published. The following provides a summary of both the state and federal landfill 
regulations and the compliance plan for Eagle Mountain. 

EPA recently promulgated revisions to 40 CFR 267 and added 40 CFR 258 to the federal 
Criteria for Classification of Solid Waste Disposal Facilities and Practices. This new 
promulgation incorporates the final version of what is commonly called Subtitle D. The 
revisions to 40 CFR 257 essentially involve conforming changes that make this part 
consistent with the new Part 258. The new Part 258 sets forth new federal minimum 
criteria for municipal solid waste landfills. These new federal criteria were modeled after 
Title 23, California Code of Regulations Chapter 15, in many · respects. The new 
regulations also include other requirements that are similar to other state regulations that 
apply to landfills. 

40 CFR 258 establishes federal criteria for landfill siting, facility design and operations, 
groundwater monitoring requirements, corrective action requirements, financial assur
ance requirements, and closure and post-closure care requirements. The effective date 
of the new regulations is 24 months after date of publication (i.e., September 1993). 

The following review of 40 CFR 258 discusses the new federal regulations and draws 
comparisons between these new require!]1ents and the r~quirements of Chapter 15 and 
other state laws and regulations that are similar. Also discussed are important compari-
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400 

sons with the Eagle Mountain landfill. Eagle Mountain landfill will have to comply with 
the requirements of both 40 CFR 258 and Chapter 15, whichever is more stringent. 

Subpart A of 40 CFR 258 and Article 1 of Chapter 15 both establish the purpose, scope, 
applicability, and effective date for the regulations. Eagle Mountain landfill must comply 
with both the federal and state regulations, whichever is more stringent. Subpart A 
establishes that 40 CFR 258 is applicable to MSWLFs that accept waste on or after 24 
months after the date of publication and partially exempts sites that stop receiving wastes 
within two years of the date of publication. 

Article 1 establishes that Chapter 15 is applicable to all waste disposal sites, including 
MSWLFs (Class III) and hazardous waste sites (Class I). Article 1 includes an interme
diate classification of designated waste (Class II). Article I establishes the requirements 
for the land disposal of all waste within the state of California. 

Section 251 0(b) of Article 1 also establishes provisions for engineered alternatives to the 
state regulations where the alternative is shown to meet the performance goal of the 
standards and where it is infeasible to comply with the standard. 

Section 2511 provides for various exemptions to the state regulations. Exemptions 
include sewage sludges under certain conditions, recycling, some wastewater treatment 
facilities, sewage disposal regulated by other requirements; and disposal actions involved 
in a clean-up activity under the direction of a public agency. 

Article 2 of Chapter 15 establishes criteria for classifying wastes in order to determine 
which siting and design requirements must be met to ensure protection of groundwater 
resources. 

40 CFR 258.2 provides definitions of terms used within the regulations. Part 258.2 
defines solid waste, house waste, nonhazardous industrial solid waste, and sludge. 
40 CFR 258 does not include criteria for waste classification because it applies strictly 
to municipal solid waste. The disposal of other wastes, such as sludges and hazardous 
wastes, are regulated by other sections, such as 40 CFR 261. 

The Eagle Mountain landfill will accept only municipal solid waste that is defined in 
40 CFR 258.2 and in Section 2523 of Chapter 15. The site must meet the siting, design, 
operation, and monitoring requirements established in other sections of Chapter 15 for a 
Class III landfill as well as comply with the requirements of 40 CFR 258 because the site 
accepts MSWLF, as defined under federal regulations . 
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Section 2533(c) of Chapter 15 requires Class III landfill to be designed, constructed, 
operated, and maintained to prevent inundation or wash out caused by the 100-year flood 
event. 

Eagle Creek currently flows into the east pit as the only available flood protection for the 
town of Eagle Mountain. However, the project will put Eagle Creek back into its natural 
course and provide the necessary flood protection for the town. In addition, the Eagle 
Mountain landfill is separated from Eagle Creek by the main haul road along the south 
side of the landfill. This road and the landfill area show no evidence of being inundated 
by any flood event and therefore do not meet the definition of a floodplain contained in 
40 CFR 258.11 (b )( 1 ). The road and the landfill will be designed to meet the requirements 
of both state and federal regulations. 

40 CFR 258.12 ensures that MSWLFs co-mply with other applicable federal regulations 
regarding projects located in wetlands. New MSWLFs shall not be located in wetlands 
unless a demonstration is made to the:director of an approved state that essentially is the 
same as the required demonstration contained ·in Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
This includes showing that there is no less environmentally damaging alternative, no net 
loss of wetland, no jeopardy to endangered species, an-d so on. 

Chapter 15 does not specifically preclude a landfill from being located in a wetland. 
However, some of the siting criteria-in Chapter 15 and other state laws and regulations 
provide for an equivalent level of protection to wetlands as provided by the federal siting 
restriction contained in 40 CFR 258.12. 

For example, Section 2530(c) requires that a landfill be sited, designed, constructed, and 
operated to ensure that all wastes will be a minimum of five feet above the highest 
elevation of groundwater. If a landfill is sited in a wetland, the construction activity 
associated with providing the necessary five feet of separation, and the impacts to 
wetlands resulting from this activity, can be reguiated by the state as a discharge to waters 
of the state under the California Water Code. 

The Eagle Mountain landfill is not located in a wetland. The water in the East Pit has 
dried out, indicating that this water is surfacing groundwater. The area where water 
ponded 'in the East Pit_'does not have the soil characteristics, flooding frequency, and 
vegetation, under nonnal circumstances, to be classified as a wetland: The U.S. Anny 
Corps of Engineers may claim jurisdiction over the East Pit pond area and the actions 
involving the drainage improvements to Eagle Creek and require a Section 404 pennit. 
The RWQCB has not indicated that they believe the East Pit pond is a wetland. They 
are more concerned about the requirement in Chapter 15 to provide a minimum of five 
feet of separation between the groundwater and the waste. The_ State Department of Fish 
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and Game will require a Section 1603 agreement for the Eagle Creek drainage work but 
has not indicated that the East Pit pond is a wetland. 

40 CFR 258.13 and Section 2533(d) both require a 200-foot setback from a Holocene 
fault. The Eagle ·Mountain landfill is not located on or near any Holocene faults. 

40 CFR 258.14 defines a seismic impact zone as an area where the maximum ground 
acceleration will exceed 0.10 g in 250 years. This is virtually everywhere in California, 
which is -why Chapter 15 requires a landfill to be designed to withstand the ground 
acceleration associated with earthquakes. Sections 2533(d,e) require a demonstration 
that the landfill containment structures are designed to withstand ground accelerations 
associated with the maximum credible earthquake and rapid geologic change. 

The unstable area requirement in 40 CFR 258.15 is also related to the requirements of 
Section 2533(d,e). 

The Eagle Mountain landfill will be designed in confonnance with California regulations 
for faulting, seismicity, and geologic change. 

40 CFR 258.20 requires a random checking of incoming loads to detect and prevent the 
disposal of hazardous wastes as defined in 40 CFR 261. This is the same as the 
requirement in.Section 2523(b) of Chapter 15 requiring a periodic load-checking pro
gram. 

The Eagle Mountain landfill includes a periodic load-checking· program that complies 
with both state. and° federal regulations. Additionally, since most waste coming to the 
Eagle Mountain landfill will be processed at materials recovery facilities, this will provide 
for the checking of virtually all waste coming to the site and hazardous wastes can be 
removed at the MRF along with the other materials. 

Both the state and federal regulations require at least six inches of daily cover of the 
refuse to control vectors, fires, odors, litter, and scavenging. The regulations both 
provide for alternatives approved by the state. 

65. Any ext~nsion of the public comment period is voluntary and requires that the lead 
· agencies, the County of Riverside, and the BLM grant such an extension. 

DOCUMENT 0158 
September 11, 1991 

Letter from County of Riverside Department of Health, 

1. Excluding a-catastrophic event, the longest period of time that waste will be expected to 
be stored in the intennodal containers from the point of loading at a MRF to unloading 
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at the landfill is 36 hours. Because the impact of a catastrophic event is unknown, an 
estimate of the time refuse might be stored in a container is impossible. 

2. Potential odor impacts from the proposed project are addressed in Response 0001-97. 
The worst-case scenario used in the odor analysis assumed that the waste would sit for 
six to seven days. 

3. This comment is correct. Prior to any mining operations, a CEQA document assessing 
the impacts of mining would have to be certified by Riverside County. 

4. See Responses 0001-10 and 13. 

5. The water supply is suitable for domestic uses other than drinking. Drinking water will 
be trucked into the site. If Kaiser or the project proponent proposes to put in a water 
treatment system so as to make the groundwater potable, this project would have to 
comply with CEQA. The cited water treatment facility is not part of the landfill project. 

6. See Response 0158-5 above.- The suggestion to use the Pinto Basin wells for drinking 
water will be considered. 

7. This comment clarifies the potable water situation at Eagle Mountain. It does change the 
requirement that some sort of defluoridation plan must be made part of the facility plan 
for the town of Eagle Mountain.- See page 530 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

8. The Riverside County LEA has stated that checking for radon prior to commencement 
of operations is unnecessary. 

9. See Response 0111-43. 

10. , See Response 0 111-43. The specific role of Riverside County with regard to screening 
of hazardous waste will be similar to its present role with other county landfills. A major 
difference is that the County LEA will be empowered to inspect MRFs in wastesheds 
·outside of Riverside County to ensure compliance with the inspection procedures. 
Development of the specific procedures to .be used will be the responsibility of the LEA 
and MRC. These specific regulations and inspection protocol will be incorporated into 
the Report of Disposal Site Information which will require both LEA and CIWMB 
approval. 

11. See Response 0111-43. 

12. The draft EIS/EIR (pages 39 and 332) states that any waste generated from the local area 
will be inspected for hazardous wastes at an on-site waste screening/inspection station 
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located in the Phase II container handling yard. Local waste originating from Desert 
Center, Lake Tamarisk, and Eagle Mountain would be on the order of several tons per 
day. 

13. The majority of the incoming solid waste will be inspected for hazardous materials at the 
initial loading point before it is transported to the landfill. However, any waste generated 
from the local area will be inspected for hazardous wastes at an on-site waste screen
ing/inspection facility located in the Phase II container handling yard. The random 
inspections of loads coming from the transfer stations and MRFs would also take place 
at this facility. The waste screening and inspection process is described on pages 39 and 
40 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

14. It is not anticipated that MRC would become involved in the expansion of community
wide·hazardous waste collection programs. Such programs are usually developed by the 
county or city from which the waste is derived or by the local hauler in those areas. 

15. Any leachate that will be used for dust control or disposal by other means will be 
chemically tested to determine that it is nonhazardous as described in the draft EIS/EIR 
(page 65). See ~esponse 0001-42 also. 

16. The container handling yard will be paved with either blacktop or concrete as this is an 
area of high traffic. The paving will be used to reduce road and area maintenance and 
to reduce fugitive dust It is not anticipated that significant quantities of oil or grease 
will be generated in these areas. 

17. Hazardous wastes derived at the landfill (e.g., paints, fuel oil, and solvents from mainte
nance activities; the organic phases from leachate or landfill gas condensate; and small 
quantities of hazardous materials recovered from the on-site waste inspection facility) 
will be segregated and containerized as required by regulations and temporarily stored 
on-site: These wastes will be periodically removed from the site to a licensed hazardous 

. waste facility by a licensed hazardous waste carrier under manifest as required by state 
law. 

18. All above- and below-ground fuel storage facilities will be constructed, installed, and 
maintained in accordance with all applicable regulations including those imposed by the 
Riverside County Fire Department. 

19. All employees who might be exposed to hazardous materials/wastes will be trained to the 
satisfaction of the Local Enforcement Agency to handle such materials. 
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20. A complete chemical inventory of reagents and other hazardous materials in use on the 
site will be established prior to the commencement of landfill operations. The required 
emergency plans associated with these materials will also be established. 

21. All operating permits would be acquired prior to commencement of landfill operations. 
See Response 157-55 also. 

DOCUMENT 0159 
September 24, 1991 

Letter from California Integrated· Waste Management Board, 

I. The EIR for the Integrated Solid Waste Management System for Los Angeles County 
(August 1990: 1-6) estimates that the current level of waste diversion in Los Angeles 
County is approximately 10-25 percent. More detailed quantification of waste diversion 
programs which may be available was not sought since it would not change the conclusion 
that Los Angeles County will experience a county-wide disposal capacity shortfall by 
the time Eagle Mountain is accepting waste ( 1993). Also, see Response 0021-27 and 
0128-3 above. 

2. See Response 0 159-1 above. 

3. See Response 0 157-64 above. 

4. Estimate of site capacity of 1.3 billion tons is incorrect. The only mention of site capacity 
for Eagle Mountain occurs on page 85, where it is cited to be over 100 billion cubic yards. 
This citation is also incorrect. The estimates for site life and capacity in the draft EIS/EIR 
were based upon a gross approximation of available air space, from small-scale maps, 
an·d the conceptual design for the landfill. See Response 139-20 above. 

5. Initially, the composition of the municipal solid waste received at Eagle Mountain landfill 
will be similar to other Class III landfills in the state. However, the composition is 
projected to change·due to the recovery of recyclable materials, as required by current 
state law. This future source reduction will occur at MRFs prior to loading the containers 
for transport to Eagle Mountain. This material recovery effort will reduce the quantity 
of paper, cans, bottles, green waste, and plastics that will be disposed of at Eagle 
Mountain. 

6. It is not possible to identify the source of all refuse that will be sent to Eagle Mountain. 
The project description appendix states that the project would not accept incinerator ash 
or other wastes deemed unacceptable under current regulations (Appendix B, page 7-8). 
The nonhazardous nature of the refuse will be established by inspections conducted by 
the LEA. See Response 0111-43. 
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7. The mitigation measures used to keep hazardous wastes out of the landfill are described 
in the draft EIS/EIR, pages 39, 49, and 332-333. See also Response 0111-43. 

8. The project would not receive incinerator ash and other unacceptable industrial waste. 
The potential impact to water quality associated with any ash and industrial wastes in the 
waste stream is the same as that for municipal nonhazardous solid waste. The sources 
of ashes and industrial wastes that will be accepted at the site are the same as the sources 
that cu~ntly dispose of their wastes in any of the Class ill landfills throughout southern 
California. If an ash or industrial waste is currently being accepted for disposal at an 
existing Class III landfill and this landfill is closed so the waste is sent to Eagle Mountain, 
then this same waste will be disposed of at Eagle Mountain. 

Both state and federal law requires generators of wastes to be responsible for the 
classification of their waste and the p~oper management of their waste. All hazardous 
wastes, as defined by federal and ·state·law, must be manifested from the point of origin 
to the point of disposal. 

Since the ash and industrial waste will be nonhazardous as defined by current law, there 
is no need for additional mitigation measures to address the potential adverse impacts of 
the disposal of these wastes. The site is designed to contain nonhazardous waste and 
prevent impacts of the disposal on groundwater. 

9. Please see Responses 0001-111 through 116. Proposed drainage plans will divert runoff 
- from-the landfil~ and other working areas so as to allow the continued operation of the 

site. To·e draft.EIS/EIR identifies these drainage improvements in a general sense by 
. proposing to divert all runoff from the landfill area and put Eagle Creek back into the 

it~tural drainage, which will be redesigned to handle the required storm event. It is not 
proposed to alter the drainage in a manner that would intersect the mill tailing area as 
_ suggested by this comment. 

10. Groundwater ~onitoring systems are designed to monitor the landfill to determine if the 
site is containing ariy leachate that may be generated. Understanding fracture flow will 
·help_in the-placement of monitoring wells that will detect leakage from the landfill into 
. the groundwater at the earliest possible point. Groundwater monitoring wells cannot do 
anything to prevent leachate from contaminating groundwater. The site design proposes 
a liner and leachate collection system that is designed to prevent leachate from contam
inating· groundwater. In the event that groundwater recovery becomes necessary, a 
corrective action program, including pumping of extraction wells to remove the ground
water, ·will be implemented in accordance with current regulations. 

11. The on-site geologic faults act as partial barriers to "flow" across them, while the 
surrounding highly fractured bedrock acts a~ a collector/conduit for groundwater. The 

406 Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 



DOCUMENT O 159 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0159 

faults will be beneficial to the groundwater monitoring system by being "good" locations 
for the drilling of monitoring wells. 

12. Please refer to Response 0001-2 through 13. 

13. Please refer to Response 0001-2 through 13. 

14. Please refer to Response 0001-2 through 13. 

15. Please see Response 0001-111 through 116. Both interim and ultimate drainage plans 
propose that storm flows will be routed around and away from the landfill, the existing 
fine tailing basins, and other working areas so as to allow the continued operation of the 
site. It is not proposed to alter the drainage in a manner that would intersect the mill 
tailing area. 

16. Please refer to Response 0001-25. 

17. See Responses 0001-111 through 116. 

18. The liner will be designed to meet the minimum standards as required by Title 23, Chapter 
15. As a requirement of the new federal EPA regulations and RWQCB, a composite 
liner consisting of a low-permeability soil layer and a high density polyethylene flexible 
membrane will be placed over the entire area underlying refuse. See Section II.B. l of 
the final EIS/EIR for a description of the modified containment system. 

19. Surface runoff will be directed away from active landfill areas. Rain falling on the landfill 
sites will be routed to detention facilities, treated, and tested prior to release. No runoff 
from active landfill sites will be allowed to flow into the East Pit or to mix with other 
natural flows. Additional description regarding this separation is provided in the drain
age report, which is included in Appendix L of the final EIS/EIR. 

20. See Response 0 157-64 above. 

21. See Responses 0001-10 through 16, 25 through 27, 111 through 116, and 0073-2. 

22. The draft EIS/EIR discusses wind erosion of disturbed areas and associated air quality 
mitigation measures and concludes that particulate emissions (dust particles) from wind 
erosion are expected to be negligible (see Appendix E, pp. 85-90 and 123-124). Hot 
desert conditions will prevail at the landfill site for about six months of the year. For a 
detailed discussion of odor and high temperatures, see Response 0001-97. 
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23. Potential for windblown debris and dust associated with the proposed landfill operations 
is addressed in Section IV.J.4 of the draft EIS/EIR. The design features listed on pages 
515 and 516 would ensure that the impacts due to windblown debris and dust would be 
below a level of significance. Typical summer storms which could bring torrential rains 
and strong winds would be anticipated as part of the proposed project's storm watch/early 
warning procedure and the appropriate procedures would be implemented (see Response 
0159-22 above). 

24. Odor is not expected to represent a significant impact provided that all storage and 
transport containers and equipment are properly cleaned and maintained and that landfill 
operations are conducted in accordance with state regulations. For a specific discussion 
of odor, see Response 0001-97. 

In accordance with said regulations, transfer stations are required to have refuse removed 
every 48 hours or in accordance with an approved schedule. All containers and vehicles 
used to transport solid waste are required to be maintained in a good operating condition 
which avoids odors and other nuisances. At the landfill itself, installation of daily cover 
material, washing and equipment maintenance, and other measures to avoid odors and 
nuisances are required as part of the solid waste facilities permit Periodic inspection by 
the Riverside County Department of Health (the Local Enforcement Agency) will insure 
that these conditions are followed. Thus, no specific mitigation measures, such as the 
use of chemical or, physical odor suppressants, are deemed necessary. 

25. The refuse would be compacted and loaded into the containers at the transfer station. The 
closed container would then be transported to the container handling yard and brought 

.. to the-face of the landfill by self-dumping container handling vehicles. The containers 
will be emptied as close to the working face of the landfill as possible. Crawler tractors 
will push the refuse to the working face of the landfill where it will be spread and densely 
compacted. As the final elevation of individual cells is reached, the crawler tractor would 
roll and level the refuse, and the cover would be placed. The longest possible time that 
refuse could be left uncovered would be approximately 13 hours, that being the length 
of the daylight hours during the summer. The average length of time that refuse will be 
uncovered will vary depending upon the infill rate, the terrain configuration at the actual 
operating face, impending weather, and other operational variables. It is estimated that 

· this period would be 6 to 7 hours. 

26. An earthquake or flood which destroys a portion of railroad track which services the 
landfill is considered a catastrophic event in the Health and Safety section of the draft 
EIS/EIR. Containers en route to Eagle Mountain containing compacted waste could be 
diverted for storage at the MRF or transfer station of origin or off-loaded and sent to other 
local or regional landfills while the track is repaired. Prompt rerouting of the containers 
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would mitigate potential odor impacts to below a level of significance. For a specific 
discussion of odor, see Response 0001-97. 

27. The requirements set by the California Code of Regulations (Title 14, Section 17783.15) 
will be met through the SCAQMD air quality permitting process. As discussed in the 
draft EIS/EIR (Appendix E, pp. 102-103), the proposed project must comply with 
SCAQMD Rule 1150.1 and with Regulation XIII. District Rule 1150. l requires that the 
proposed project (a) install and operate a landfill gas collection system, (b) limit the 
average concentration of organic compounds (such as methane) at the surface of the 
landfill to 50 ppm, (c) install and operate an ambient monitoring system on the boundary 
of the landfill to determine whether or not there is off-site migration of LFG, and 
(d) submit a plan to the SCAQMD listing mitigation measures to be implemented if 
excessive gas concentrations are measured at the boundary of the landfill. SCAQMD 
Regulation XIII requires that the proposed project, including the landfill gas collection 
system, install and operate best available control technology. Air quality permits issued 
under SCAQMD Regulation XIII will specify operating and emission limits for the 
landfill gas collection system. The draft EIS/EIR included a description of the LFG 
control system and schematic representations of the relationship between the collection 
system and other structural components of the landfill. A more detailed description of 
the landfill gas collection system will be approved by the SCAQMD as part of their permit 
process. 

28. M_itigation measures to control ravens can be found in Appendix E, pp. 83-84, of the draft 
EIS/EIR. See Response 0095-2b. The use of monofilament line to control seagulls is 
not deemed necessary because seagulls are not expected at the site. See Response 0017-2. 
If soil cover alone does not control insects and rodents, a professional pest control 
company will be hired. The operation of transport vehicles by MRFs must meet the terms 
and conditions of Title 14, California Code of Regulations Sections 17312, 1733 l, 17341, 
and 17533. Appendix K of the draft EIS/EIR contains the Mitigation and Monitoring 
Implementation Schedule (MMIS), including measures to control vectors. The updated 
Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program is provided in Section 11.C. of the final 
EIS/EIR. 

29. The screening of refuse for hazardous materials will occur before it reaches the landfill. 
For a description of this process, please see Response 0 111-43. Hazardous wastes 
derived at the landfill or recovered during random inspections would be removed from 
the site to a licensed hazardous waste facility by a licensed hazardous waste carrier under 
manifest as required by law; The specific carrier(s) or potential disposal sites for such 
materials are not known at this time beyond referring to a list of current operators and 
permitted sites in California. 
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30., See Responses 0026-4, 0149-11, and 0157-51 above. Pages 142-143 of the draftEIS/EIR 
discuss the potential for hazardous wastes in the solid waste stream. The California 
Integrated Waste Management Board estimated that household hazardous waste com
prises less than 0.5 percent of MSW in landfills ( 1988). Screening by the sanitation 
districts, however, indicates values of less than 0.05 percent of household hazardous 
waste in their l~dfills ( 1989). All of these reports conclude that the level of hazardous 
waste in the MSW going to landfills is very small and that these small amounts are 
effectively contained by the much larger mass of nonhazardous solid waste. More 
accurate figures of quantities of household hazardous wastes present in the wastestream 
being diverted from landfills in southern California will not be available until the effects 
of AB 939 are available. 

31. See Response 0 111-43 and 0002-8 for a discussion of the load-checking program. 

32. The upper surface of the final cover will be designed to prevent erosion (page 73 of draft 
EIS/EIR). Also, see Response 0Q0l-20 above. The drainage plan will be designed to 
prevent erosion. The drainage report is contained in Appendix L of the final EIS/EIR. 

33. A drainage report is included in Appendix L of the final EIS/EIR. This report provides 
a hydrology analysis of the site including premining, postmining, interim, and- ultimate 
hydrologic conditions. Preliminary drainage analysis of the site is also included which 
locates and sizes major drainage facilities. 

· ;- 34. See Response 0001-4 above. 

35; See Responses 0159-32, 33, and 34 above. 

36. Mitigation measures are incorporated into the project design which would reduce the 
potential "for noise impacts. These measures can be found on page~ 556 and 557 of the 
draft EIS/EIR. The noise technical report is provided in Volume II, Appendix H, of the 
draft EIS/EIR. Measures to protect workers from excessive noise levels include equip
ping all on-site equipment with mufflers, enclosing cabs on certain pieces of equipment, 

-and providing earplugs to equipment operators and other staff potentially exposed to high 
noise levels. Worker safety will be regulated by General Industry' Safety Orders of CAL 
OSHA (Title 8, Subchapter 7). 

37. See Response 0 102-84. 

38. · See Response 0026-3. In addition, as part of their own emergency response planning, 
· MRC would maintain adequate staff on-site or on call to provide clean-up workers to 
supplement Southern Pacific workers and to accomplish trash pickup as necessary. This 
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provision, in conjunction with existing response plans, would provide adequate mitiga
tion for the potential increase in accidents. 

39. See Response 0026-3 and Table 10 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

40. No significant truck or train traffic (accidents) impact is identified by the draft EIS/EIR. 
Appendix K of the draft EIS/EIR contains the MMIS. The updated Mitigation Report
ing/Monitoring Program is provided in Section 11.C. of the final EIS/EIR. 

41. See Response 0021-25 above and pages 1-3-16 of Appendix B of the draft EIS/EIR. 

42. See Responses 0026-41 and 0026-45. 

43. All refuse-transported by rail will be placed in an intermodal transport container (40 x 8 
x 8 feet in size) which would be closed to avoid spillage and odor impacts. The rear 
closure of the container is a tightly fitting latched door that will prevent the escape of 
refuse. The closing mechanism on each container will be sealed to prevent unauthorized 
opening and to ensure that the latching mechanism is firmly engaged. See Responses 
0026-41 and 0026-45. 

44. The estimated water consumption associated with the landfill operations is 1,972 acre-feet 
per year (page 328 of the draft EIS/EIR). Based on an operating schedule of 312 days 
per year, this equates to 6.32 acre-feet per day. 

45. The estimated figure of 1,972 acre-feet per year of water presented on page 328 of the 
draft EIS/EIR represents the usage for the project over the entire life of the project. No 
increases above this quantity are anticipated. 

46. The container maintenance facility drainage system is designed to be self-contained so 
that all of the wash water will be properly treated and reused for additional washing and 
dust abatement (draft EIS/EIR, page 41 ). Other water conservation measures include the 
paving or treatment of unpaved road surfaces to reduce the quantity of water needed to 
reduce dust emissions. Leachate recovered from the landfill will be treated and used for 
dust control where feasible (page 65 of draft EIS/EIR). The natural surface drainage will 
be temporarily impounded pri_or to release. This water may also be recovered for use 
(see the drainage report, Appendix L, of the final EIS/EIR). 

An alternative method of handling leachate/condensate will be to collect and store it for 
off-site treatment and disposal. All appropriate regulations for the handling of hazardous 
materials will be observed. 
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, .. 47. The commenter is correct. The responsibility for implementing diversion and recycling 

t-··. 

~ ... 

programs in order to fulfill the requirements of AB 939 lies with appropriate local 
jurisdictions. The recycling process will be implemented via source separation (i.e., 
curbside recycling) or at the transfer stations and MRFs prior to refuse being transferred 
to the landfill, depending on specific programs implemented by each local solid waste 
agency. Recycling would not be a part of the landfill operations. 

48. See Responses 0159-1 and 47 above. 

49. As explained in the report (pages xx, xxi, and 13), no specific transfer stations or MRFs 
are part of this project or covered by this EIS/EIR. Also explained in the report (page 150) 
was the use of a hypothetical system of transfer stations for the purpose of analyzing 
transportation-related, indirect effects of the project. The MRFs for which this comment 
requests information do not exist. A general description of the operation of a typical 
transfer station or MRF is provided in the draft EIS/EIR (pages 48-49). See Response 
0015-2 above. 

50. See Response O 159-49 above. 

51. See Response O 159-49 above. 

52. Environmental documentation for each transfer station or MRF should include this 
information~ ·to the satisfaction of the local agency with responsibility. This comment 
does not relate to the present document, however. 

53.· See Response 0159-52 above. 

54. Operational standards as identified by state regulations must be addressed in various 
subsequent permits necessary for developing and operating the proposed landfill. These 
permits are noted on pages xx, xxi, and 12 of the draft EIS/EIR. Any substantial change 
in the project would require subsequent environmental review, at which conformance 
with these standards, as well as other environmental issues, may be addressed. 

55 . . Pages 73-74 of the draft EIS/EIR specify some of the basic conditions necessary for a 
· closure plan for the landfill. These include certifying the availability of funds for 

412 

monitoring and maintenance for 30 years after the closure of the landfill. 

· As part of the post-closure maintenance program, observations will be performed for the 
final cover,-vegetative cover, drainage system, final grading, and environmental control 
systems. The need for post-closure maintenance will be monitored through a quarterly 
site review program planned as an extension of the existing self-monitoring program. 
MRC will be responsible for all aspects of post-closure monitoring and controls. 
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56. See Response 0159-55 above. 

57. A replacement Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program has been prepared and is 
included as Section 11.C. of the final EIS/EIR. 

58. This comment is apparently intended as a summary of issues raised earlier in the same 
letter. As such, responses are provided above at Responses 159-10 through 21. Mitiga
tion measures associated with the protection of water quality are incorporated in the 
MMIS (see Section II.C. of the final EIS/EIR). 

59. Waste will be brought to the landfill in closed containers. The waste will have been 
inspected for hazardous materials and sorted for recyclables at a MRF located off-site. 
The incentive and potential for illegal dumping will occur prior to the waste arriving at 
a MRF, not at the Eagle Mountain landfill. The Eagle Mountain landfill will not be open 
to the general public. Unauthorized access will be controlled by fencing or signage along 
the perimeter of the site. All access roads will be equipped with lockable gates. 
Unauthorized entry will also be discouraged by the topography of the steep hillside slopes 
on the northern and southern perimeters and by the elevation differential between the 
base and the crest of the hills on the east perimeter. Signs will be posted at the scale 
house check station that will list unacceptable types of wastes and include a warning 
about the random load-checks. 

60. During the post-closure period, the site is to be used for nonirrigated open space. 

61. 

62 . 

63. 

64. 

Irrigation will be used only during the vegetation establishment period. Any changes to 
_ this use must be approved by the responsible agencies and be in compliance with Title 

14 CCR 17796. 

See Response Number 159-1, above. 

See response Number 159-4, above. 

See Response 0159-5. 

See Response 0 159-6. 

65. This comment is apparently intended as a summary of issues raised earlier in the same 
letter. As such, responses are provided above at Responses 159-19 and 20. 

66. See Responses 0002-5 above. 

67. Surface runoff will be directed away from active landfill areas. Rain falling on the landfill 
sites will be· routed to detention facilities, treated, and tested prior to release. No runoff 
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from active landfill sites will be allowed to flow into the East Pit or to mix with other 
natural flows. Additional description regarding this separation is provided in the drain
age plan (see Appendix L of the final EIS/EIR). 

68. See Responses 0001-111 through 116, 0002-13, and O 159-17 above. 

69. See Responses 0001-10, 11, and 12 above. 

70. See Responses 0001-111 through 116, 0002-13, and 0159-17. The East Pit is currently 
used as a drainage sump for runoff in Eagle Creek, as indicated on page 192 in the draft 
EIS/EIR. · The East Pit will continue to be used in this manner until the development of 
this area for fill operations occurs, as stated on page 442 in the draft EIS/EIR. Only 
uncontaminated storm water runoff will be allowed into the East Pit. 

71. Operation of the landfill and associated equipment will be in accordance with the terms 
and conditions of Title 14, California Code of Regulations. In particular, those sections 
which require actions to prevent the harboring of flies, birds, and vectors will be observed. 
Methods by which these provisions will be observed include the closure of waste in 
containers during transportation; the use of daily, intermediate, and final cover; and active 
control measures (pages 51, 57, and 345 of the draft EIS/EIR). 

72. This comment is apparently intended as a summary of issues raised earlier in the same 
letter. As-such, responses are provided above at Responses 0159-32, 33, and 34. 

73. This comment is apparently intended as a summary of issues raised earlier in the same 
letter. As such, a response is provided above at Responses O 159-36 above. 

74. See Responses 0159-37, 38, and 39 above. 

75. For the accident record of Southern Pacific, see Response O I 02-84. The truck transport 
will be contracted by the MRFs and, as such, are unknown at this time. 

76. Several types of rail cars might be used on the project. All are of a type currently in use 
by the rail companies for the transport of containers. Loaded containers, under normal 
operations, would not remain idle for more than a few hours, depending upon operating 
schedule. Loaded cortainers will stand at the MRF or container marshalling yard during 
the loading or unload.ing· of a unit train. This total time is not expected to exceed five to 
six hours. Loaded trains may await switching at Ferrum Junction for two to six hours, 
possibly up to a day. 

· 77. See Response 01_59.,.28 above. 
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78. See Response 0159-44 above. 

79. The project does not propose to actively participate in planned programs or activities to 
assess waste diversion programs. Rather,. the Eagle Mountain landfill will not accept 
refuse that does not comply with the goals of AB 939. See Response 0027-28. 

80. See Response 0 159-1 above. 

81. The updated Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program is contained in Section 11.C. of 
the final EIS/EIR. 

82. See Responses 0 159-6, 7, and 8 above. 

83. See Response 0073-1 above. 

84. See Response 0002-4 above. 

85 .. The operations phasing plan shows that the west end of the East Pit will be utilized for 
disposal of refus.e during years 7-30 of the project. The east end of the East Pit will not 
be used for the disposal of refuse until about year 85 of the project (see Figures 18, 19, 
and 20 of the draft EIS/EIR). 

86. See Responses 0002-4 and 5 above. 

87. See Responses 0002-4 and 5 above. 
I 

88. The drainage report will provide a concept for ultimate drainage flow after completion 
of the landfill. See Response 0 159-33 above. 

89. As discussed in Response 0 159-27 above, SCAQMD Rule 1150.1 requires that the 
proposed project install an ambient monitoring system at the boundary of the landfill. 
As discussed in the draft ElS/EIR (Appendix E, pp. '81-84 ), landfill gas will be collected 
and piped to a combustion system for incineration. The combustion process will destroy 
the trace quantities of toxic elements contained in the gas. 

As stipulated by Assembly Bill 2588 (the "Air Toxics Hot Spots Program"), the proposed 
project will-be required to conduct an air toxic emissions inventory. This inventory will 
require the testing of the landfill gas generated at the facility to identify and quantify the 

I • • • 

amount of toxic con.stituents in the gas. If. the toxic emissions inventory results in the 
project being classified as a "high priority facility" for the purposes of risk screening, 
AB 2588 requires that the project then conduct a detailed risk assessment. Therefore, 
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the proposed project includes a program for the control and monitoring of hazardous air 
pollutants, as required by existing air quality regulations. 

90. See Responses 0002-4 and 5 and 0159-27 above._ 

91. This comment is apparently intended as a summary of issues raised earlier in the same 
letter: As such, a response is provided above at Response 159-28 above. 

92. See Responses 0026-3 and 19, 0118-14, and 0109-1. 

93. Because the refuse will be loaded in containers, there will not be a need to clean the 
_ railcars. The maintenance schedule for the railcars will be established by the owner or 

lessor, but normally, general inspections are conducted weekly with major overhauls 
being performed every 300,000 miles. 

94. The technical data necessary to permit full assessment of significant environmental 
impacts is located in the technical appendixes of the draft EIS/EIR. The responses to 
public comment letters attempt to direct the reader to information in the draft EIS/EIR 
or the final EIS/EIR which contains an errata section, a list of minor project changes, and 
supplementary information requested by various public commenters. Otherwise, the 
responses attempt to explain why the requested information is not available or not 
required for approval by the lead agencies for the proposed project. 

95. The above responses to this comment letter attempt to direct the commenter to the 
requested information in the draft EIS/EIR or the final EIS/EIR. As such, the requested 
subsequent review period is not deemed necessary. 

96. The final EIS/EIR will be available 30 days for review prior to the final approval by the 
BLM and is noticed in the Federal Register. 

DOCUMENT 0160 Letter from City of La Quinta, September 13, 1991 

1. See Response 0021-27. 

2. See Response 0026-64. 

3. The Proposed Action with Rail Access Only alternative would eliminate the trucking 
component of the project entirely. This alternative is described on page 75 of the draft 
EIS/EIR. The impacts associated with this alternative are described for each issue in the 
Environmental Consequences section starting on page 317. It should be noted that since 
the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, the proposed project has been modified to reduce 
truck traffic to the project site from 200 to 100 round trips daily and in three years to 
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eliminate all but those trucks serving the desert cities (not to exceed I 00). Details of the 
modified project are contained in Section Il.8.2 of the final EIS/EIR. 

4. The mitigation measures for PM 10 emissions are discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (see 
Appendix E, pp. 105-131 ). See Response O 117-4 for a comparison between the mitiga
tion measures recommended under the Coachella Valley PM IO Plan and the measures 
included in the draft EIS/EIR. Table FEIR-AQ-2 contained in Appendix M, Attachment 
2 of the final EIS/EIR shows a comparison between the mitigation measures recom
mended in the Coachella Valley PM 10 Plan and those included in the draft EIS/EIR. The 
table also includes comments explaining why some mitigation measures are not deemed 
applicable to or not feasible for the Eagle Mountain project. 

5. The operators of the MRFs will be responsible for enacting the requiremenL,;; of AB 939. 

6. · A portion of the revenues received would be allocated to supervisorial districts within 
the county of Riverside. The expenditure of these host community fees will be dictated 

. by the County of Riverside as deemed appropriate by the County. See the Socioeconomic 
section (N.H.2) of the draft EIS/EIR for details of the memorandum of understanding 
between MRC and the County of Riverside. 

7. See Responses 0001-25 and 0002-4 for the proposed measures to protect groundwater 
quality. A detailed description of the proposed groundwater monitoring system is 
described in the draft EIS/EIR (pages 46, 59-60, 73, 104, 121, 124, 127, 132, and 
322-323). All groundwater monitoring of wells v/ill be conducted quarterly and through
out the life of the landfill. Water samples will be tested for levels of constituent,;; as set 
by the RWQCB. Water level measurements and water quality analysis will be reported 
on a quarterly basis as set by CCR Title 23, Chapter 15, Article 5, Sections 2555 and 
2559. Since the results of the monitoring will be public information, it will be_ available 
to the City and Coachella Valley Association of Governments if desired. Also, see 
Response 0002-5. · 

8. Operators and haulers are required to carry liability insurance against accidents. MRC 
will fund additional adequate insurance for the cleanup and environmental response to 
potential accidental spills. Also, see Response O 109'-- l. 

9. It is unclear what is meant by "alternate forms of transportation." The draft EIS/EIR 
discusses mitigation measures associated with truck and rail transport in Appendix E, pp. 
105-121. Due to the lack of suitable waterways in the vicinity of the proposed landfill, 
waste transport by ship or barge would be infeasible. Due to cost and safety concerns, 
waste transport by air would also be infeasible. If the comment is referring to the 
electrification of landfill equipment or the railway, please refer to Response 0003-44. 
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DOCUMENT 0161 Letter from City of Palm Desert, September 23, 1991 

l . Pages 73-7 4 of the draft EIS/EIR specify some of the basic conditions necessary for a 
closure plan for the landfill. These include certifying the availability of funds for 
monitoring and maintenance for 30 years after the closure of the landfill. MRC will be 
responsible for all aspects of post-closure monitoring and controls. The closure and 
post-closure costs will be formatted according to Title 14 of the California Code of 
Regulations and will include a letter of credit which is a demonstration of financial 
responsibility for closure and post-closure costs and a financial means test and guarantee 
demonstrating responsibility for closure of the site. 

2. See Response l 09-1. 

3. Please refer to Response 0033-8. Mitigation Measure AQ-9 has been revised in the_ final 
EIS/EIR to include a feasibility study to evaluate the potential for use of diesel engines 
with selective catalytic reduction (SCR) or natural gas fuels to reduce emissions from 
Eagle Mountain railway locomotives. The revised Mitigation Measure AQ-9 includes a 
specific timetable for conducting the feasibility study. A comparison of the emissions 
from the uncontrolled diesel-fired, mitigated diesel-fired, ·and natural gas-fired Eagle 
Mountain railway locomotives is shown on Table FEIR-AQ-15 of the final EIS/EIR 
(Attachment 2 of Appendix M). MRC has no control over the Southern Pacific main 
line electrification. 

4. Project compliance with the SCAQMD New Source Review requirements is discussed 
in the draft EIS/EIR (see Appendix E, pp. 102-105). The need for emissions offsets is 
discussed in this section as well. Discussions with SCAQMD Engineering Division staff 
indicate that emission off sets will be required for emissions from stationary equipment 
and from mobile equipment associated with the stationary sources. District regulations 
do not require offsets as suggested by the commenter. These offsets are emission 
reductions calculated in accordance with precise regulatory procedures, and neither 
CEQA nor NEPA require the provision of offsets. Rather, CEQA and NEPA require (a) 
an accurate assessment of the air quality impacts associated with a propo,sed project, (b) 
a determination as to whether or not the project impacts are significant, and (c) the use 
of all practical mitigation measures in order to reduce significant impacts. The draft 
EIS/EIR complies with these requirements. 

5. Please refer to 0015-2. 

.. 6. As stated on pages 31, 39, and 46 of the draft EIS/EIR, during Phase I operations, one 
train per day would enter the landfill site. This train would use the existing Eagle 
· Mountain rail line to reach the Phase I container handling yard. When the amount of 
refuse exceeds one train per day, train transport would be shifted to the Phase II container 
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handling yard. This area of the landfill would be accessed by the new rail spur. A 
maximum of six trains per day would be permitted during Phase II operations. 

7. Each container of waste shipped to the Eagle Mountain landfill will be identified by 
source (MRF or transfer station) and weight This same mechanism will be used to ensure 
that the 20,000 tpd of waste limit is not exceeded. It is important to note that 20,000 tpd 
of waste is not expected for approximately IO years, allowing adequate time to develop 
an efficient and effective mechanism of identifying the source and weight of incoming 
waste. The Local Enforcement Agency (Riverside County Department of Health) will 
be responsible for ensuring that the maximum allowable volume per day is not exceeded. 

8. , The intrinsic moisture content of the refuse is characterized by the draft EIS/EIR on pages 
58-59 and 318. Precluding liquid refuse from the waste stream reduces moisture content . 
and consequently the potential for leachate. Little or no leachate is expected in this 
landfill, thereby reducing the potential for groundwater pollution to a level below 
significant. 

9. The landfill gas collection system is described on pages 70-72 and Section IV .B.2 of the 
draft EIS/EIR. · Methane gas would not be stored. Instead, LFG will be collected in a 
series pipes through the use of a vacuum pump and incinerated in a thermal combustion 
unit 

10. Effects on the air quality in the.Coachella Valley are discussed in Response 0003-33. 

11. We presume that the "gas leaks" referred to in this comment mean LFG migration into 
structures on or near the landfill. Structures in the town of Eagle Mountain would not 
be affected by LFG migration due to their distance from the refuse mass and implementa
tion of the mitigation measures discussed on pages 336-338 of the draft EIS/EIR. 
Specific monitoring well design specifications would be subject to approval of the 
Riverside County Department of Health as part of the solid waste facilities permit. An 
adequate method for identifying the presence of LFG to inhabitants of monitored 
structures will be necessary to make the mitigations work. 

12. Although the proposed project is planned to have a life in excess of 100 years, standard 
design practice and most regulatory agencies only require drainage designs based on a 
100-year storm. It should be noted that the drainage facilities at Eagle Mountain will be 
sized to accommodate 100-year storm flows for the most.critical events ranging from 1-, 
3-, 6-, and 24-hour duration storms. In addition; a 500-year frequency standard will be 
adopted for review of channel freeboard design. For given areas, the intensity, duration, 
and frequency of rainfall has been long.charted and analyzed in accordance with approved 
statistical methods. The recurrence interval of any storm event is the reciprocal of its 
annual probability. A 100-year storm event is a level of expected rainfall intensity which 
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has a chance to be reached or exceeded on the average of once in I 00 years. In any one 
year, the probability of exceeding this level of precipitation is one percent. Mathemati
cally, a 200- or 300-year storm event generates only very slightly more rainfall than a 
I 00-year storm event 

13. The thickness of the daily cover would be a minimum of six inches. The draft EIS/EIR 
states that the final cover will be designed in accordance with Title 23, CCR, Chapter 15. 
The final cover, having a minimum thickness of four feet, would consist of a two-foot 
foundation layer, a one-foot barrier layer, and a one-foot vegetative layer (draft EIS/EIR, 
page 73). The design of the daily and final cover would meet the performance goals as 
outlined in Title 23, CCR, Chapter 14. As such, the standards are considered adequate. 

14. Refuse destined for landfilling at Eagle Mountain must comply with the provisions of 
AB 939, the "Recycling Bill." Such compliance means that the refuse has been subjected 
to an inspection program for the removal of recyclables and hazardous materials. See 
Response O 111-43 for a description of this process. If refuse does not comply, it will not 
be taken to Eagle Mountain. If rail-based MRFs are not approved, it is ·anticipated that 
approved refuse will still be brought to the landfill by truck. Load-checking of incoming 
refuse would occur at the transfer station and MRFs to remove hazardous materials. Each 
transfer station and MRF would initiate their own load-checking program as required 
under the facility permit and is not part of the proposed project. However, as part of the 
proposed project,' MRC would institute a periodic inspection program to monitor the 
continued compliance and effectiveness of the load-checking programs. Compliance 

· with the standards of removal will be enforced by on-site inspectors directed by and with 
the authority of the Local Enforcement Agency (Riverside County Department of 
Health). 

15. See Response 0001-25. 

16. Both the local and regional growth-inducing impacts of the project are addressed in 
Section IV.H. of the draft EIS/EIR. 

17. The project includes a General Plan Amendment to replace current land use designations 
of Mineral Resources, Desert areas, Mountainous areas, and Areas Not Designated as 
Open Space with an SP designation supported by the SP exhibits and text. A rezone will 
be required also . .These measures are discussed on pages 31-33 and 437-438 of the draft 
·EIS/EIR and bring the proposal into compliance with the Riverside County General Plan. 

18. A detailed discussion of project impacts to Nelson's bighorn sheep can be found in both 
the draft EIS/EIR (pp. 452-457) and Appendix F (pp. 52-54, 71-72, 79, 81, and 84-85). 
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19. Daily trash burial and fencing of the active portion of the landfill should reduce the 
likelihood of significant increases in coyotes. Any increases are likely to be localized 
around the immediate vicinity of the landfill. See Response O 147-17. The creation of 
new bighorn sheep water sources away from the landfill should decrease the chances for 
coyote impacts to sheep. 

20. The project does create habitat through the creation of additional water sources. Habitat 
is not just vegetation but all elements necessary to a species' survival. Without the new 
water sources, the sheep are excluded from using large areas of otherwise suitable areas 
in the Eagle Mountains on a year-round basis. 

21. The draft EIS/EIR (pages 449-451) recommends mitigation measures to reduce impacts 
to sensitive species; for example, barrier-culvert systems to prevent loss of desert tortoises 
to truck and train traffic, a raven control program, and creation of new water sources for 
bighorn sheep. The draft EIS/EIR also proposes to compensate for the loss of tortoise 
habitat through purchase and preservation of habitat off-site. See Section 11.C. of the 
final EIS/EIR for a list of these mitigation measures. The monitoring programs are 
recommended to assess what level of mitigation is necessary for each species and 
implement the mitigation program that is most effective, both in terms of species 
protection and implementation. It is not understood what is meant by "what if' occur
rences. 

22. It is believed that sufficient information is presented to assess the significance of impacts. 
In certain instances, monitoring will be necessary to estimate impacts and implement the 
appropriate mitigation measures. 

23. No scientific studies have been conducted on the effectiveness of a culvert system in 
avoiding desert tortoise train-kills. Tortoises are known to use culverts. Several options 
are being considered for eliminating train-kills. One is a barrier system and the other is 
monitoring the rail line before each train trip and removing any tortoises on the tracks. 
The exact mitigation program is outlined in the Biological Assessment prepared for the 
Section 7 consultation as required by the Endangered Species Act (see Appendix N of 
the final EIS/EIR). 

24. The project will be conditioned to have all waste handled through a MRF or transfer 
station prior to being hauled by truck or rail to the landfill. 

25. It is true that only a small percentage of waste is handled through MRFs in the southern 
California area and that the project does not include developing any MRFs. However, 
it is felt that by the time the Eagle Mountain landfill is operating, an adequate number of 
MRFs will have been completed to meet the requirements of AB 939 and the condition 
required of the proposed project.(see Response 0161-24 above) will be able to be met. 

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 421 



, 
,-

,· 
:1• 
/~ I: ' 

DOCUMENT 0162 RESPONSES 'ID COMMENTS DOCUMENT0163 

If MRFs are not developed prior to the operation of the proposed project, operation of 
the landfill cannot occur. 

26. The proposed project does not include any composting. All trash sent to Eagle Mountain 
must have been processed by a MRF which includes the removal of green waste. 

27. Section II._B.2 of the final EIS/EIR contains a discussion of how the truck portion of the 
proposed action has been modified. After three years, no trucks will be allowed to haul 
trash from outside the desert communities. Trucks would be allowed to haul trash from 
the Coachel,a Valley. 

28. See Responses 0003-30, 31, 32, 33, and 34. 

29. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR. No 
response is necessary. 

30. The development agreement approved by the Riverside County Board of Supervisors will 
identify where revenues from the tipping fee agreement are to be spent. 

31. The project will be conditioned to accept all mitigation measures set by the SCAQMD. 
See Response 0003-44 for a discussion of electrification of the Eagle Mountain rail line. 

32. See Response 0161-30 above. 

DOCUMENT 0162 
1991 

Letter from Southern California Edison Company, October 8, 

1. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR. No 
response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0163 Letter from City of Ontario, September 23, 1991 

I. The proposed action is expected to be capable of accepting up to six unit trains per day 
at the container handling yard. To transport the amounts of solid waste from the 
geographic areas assumed for the analysis, an average of 4.7 shipments per day will be 
required when the project is operating at full capacity. Based on this description and 
counting return trips for the trains, an average of 9 .4 trains per day will utilize the primary 
rail segment (with a maximum number of 12 trains per day on a round-trip basis), with 
fewer trains on each of the secondary segments. Proponents of the proposed action will 
arrange scheduling of refuse unit trains with Southern Pacific on a contractual basis to 
preyent any conflict between ongoing rail operations and trains being utilized for the 
landfill project. In summary, the project-related usage of rail transport is expected to 
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have a minimal effect on the rail lines and surrounding infrastructure. The draft EIS/EIR 
(pages 357 and 361) concludes that no significant impacts have been identified for rail 
operations or at-grade crossings, and thus, no mitigation is necessary. 

2. Subsequent to preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, MRC has proposed to limit truck traffic 
to 100 loads of waste per day. This is a reduction by one-half in the proposed action of 
the draft EIS/EIR. See Section II.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR for a discussion of this project 
modification. After three years, this truck traffic would be limited to originating from 
the desert cities only. In other words, no truck traffic would originate from Ontario after 
three years of the commencement of the project. At this time, it is not possible to 
speculate about the truck traffic through O,ntario. It is important to note that the maximum 
tonnage per day is not likely to be reached for IO years. 

3. If any MRF is proposed for the city of Ontario, it would require environmental documen
tation and permit approval by the City prior to its operation. 

DOCUMENT 0164 
1991 

Letter r rom The Desert Protective Council, Inc., September 22, 

la. Mitigation measures are fully discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (see Appendix E, pp. 
105-131 ), so it is not clear which alternatives the commenter is referring to. In general, 
alternative fuels do not result in inherently lower emission levels. For on-highway 
vehicles, California's low-emission vehicle regulations and the corresponding require
ments of SCAQMD Rule 1601 achieve the objectives of what are popularly referred to 
as "alternative fuels." While alternative fuels may be used to comply with these 
regulations, they are not essential; nor do they provide any air quality benefits as 
compared with "traditional" fuels used·to satisfy the same regulations. The California 
and the SCAQMD low-emission vehicle programs are discussed in the draft EIS/EIR 
(Appendix E, pp. 107-108). 

· For locomotives and landfill equipment,· alternative fuels may provide air quality 
benefits. Appendix E of the draft EIS/EIR discusses the use of alternative fuels (such as 
methanol, natural gas, or liquefied petroleum gas) as well as electricity for locomotives 
(pp. 115-117) and for landfill equipment (pp. 120-121). Mitigation Measure AQ-16 
states that wherever available, electric versions of landfill equipment including overhead 
cranes, crushers, conveyors, and pugmills ~ill be used. Where not available, alternative
fuel technology will be used depending on air permitting standards. 

In addition, as discussed in Response 0164~Ia, Mitigation Measure AQ-9 has been 
revised in the final EIS/EIRto iriciude a feasibility study to evaluate the potential for use 
of selective·caialytic reducition·(SCR) or natural gas fuels to reduce emissioris·from the 
Eagle Mciun·tain railway locomotives. See the Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Pro-
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gram in Section Il.C. (Air Quality) for more details of the mitigation measure. Electri
fication of this equipment would reduce the emissions associated with landfill equipment 
by approximately five percent The actual emissions reductions associated with these 
measures are shown in Table FEIR-AQ-4, included in Appendix M (Attachment 2) of 
the final EIS/EIR. 

No qualification of air quality benefits from the use of alternative fuels in landfill 
equipment is possible at the present time, because no alternative-fueled engines are 
available for the types of equipment expected to be used in the Eagle Mountain project. 

lb. SCAQMD rules require that a landfill gas disposal system be installed. Rule 1150.1 
(c)(7) requires that the landfill gas collected by the control system be disposed of by any 
of the following methods, which have been demonstrated to the satisfaction of the 
district's executive officer to achieve maximum possible efficiency: (a) combustion, 
(b) gas treatment and subsequent sale, (c) sale ·and processing off-site, and (d) other 
equivalent methods. 

In the initial stages of the landfill, there is really no alternative to flaring as a method of 
disposal. It is not possible to utilize landfill gas generated during the early years of the 
landfill for cogeneration because, during those early years, the LFG would not contain 
enough methane to sustain combustion. That is, the energy content of the gas is not high 
enough to make treatment, energy recovery, and sale of energy physically and econom
ically feasible. As required by the regulations, whatever gaseous compound is generated 
has to be collected, augmented with natural gas or propane, and then flared. The 
transition point where a landfill can change from flaring to energy recovery is not 
determined solely by the energy content of the LFG produced. After a certain period of 
time, there would be enough methane in the LFG to sustain combustion, but by that time, 
substantial amounts of money will have been invested in the installation and upkeep of 
the flare system. An additional complication is presented by the future need for add-on 
NOx controls for the LFG combustion system. NOx control devices have not been 
specifically developed for LFG flares yet. Thus, the question may not be how much LFG 
is needed to justify the capital cost to develop a new system of cogeneration, but how 
much LFG will generate enough NOx emissions that would require add-on NOx controls. 

Incidentally, it m4st ~e noted that these LFG "flares" are ·not flares in the sense that one 
sees natural gas being "flared" at oil fields. The LFG flare is a combustion chimney in 
which the actual combustion occurs inside the chamber. There is no open flame or soot 
producing visible pollution plumes. · 

2. The comment is unclear. Appendix E of the draft EIS/EIR includes a thorough discussion 
of all potential mitigation measures and their feasibility on pages I 05-131. Appendix E 
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(pp. 147-210) also includes an analysis of project alternatives and of the emissions that 
would result if each alternative were implemented with and without mitigation. 

3. The comment is incorrect. The air emissions estimates for the Eagle Mountain and the 
Southern Pacific railroads included i~ the draft EIS/EIR were calculated using emission 
factors for General Electric and Electromotive Division diesel locomotives. These two 
companies build most of the diesel locomotives in use in the United States today. 

4. Suggested mitigation measures for the Eagle Mountain railway are discussed in the draft 
EIS/EIR (see Appendix E, pp. 125-126). The measures include the use of on-highway 
motor vehicle diesel fuel and the use oflow Nbx diesel engines. In addition, as discussed 
in Response O 164-1 a, Mitigation Measure AQ-9 has been revised in the final EIS/EIR 
to indude a feasibility study to evaluate the potential for use of selective catalytic 
reduction (SCR) or natural gas fuels to reduce emissions from the Eagle Mountain railway 
locomotives. 

Electrification of the Southern Pacific main line was not evaluated as a mitigation 
measure because neither the project applic:;ant nor the lead agencies _nor any responsible 
agency would have the authority to implement or require such a mitigation measure for 
this project While at the present time both the California Air Resources Board and the 
South Coast AQMD are exploring ways to reduce locomotive emissions, including 
options for electrification of the Southern Pacific main line, the effects of such potential 
regulations are at this time considered remote and speculative. 

5. The context of the draft EIS/EIR is being misread. Page 385 does not ~'discard" (that is, 
eliminate from further consideration) the use of alternative fuel-:buming locomotive 
engines. The text merely explains that using such fuels is infeasible at the present time 
because no locomotive engines using said fuels are, as of 1991, commercially available. 
This does not contradict the discussion 9f alternative fuels in Appendix E (pp. 115-116), 
which, in fact, concludes that "no locomotive engines us,ing these fuels are presently 
available." Nowhere in the draft EIS/EIR, neither in the main body of the document nor 
in the technical study, is it said or implied that there are now commercially available 
locomotive engines using alternative fuels but that their use is being "discarded" or 
rejected by the Eagle Mountain project. Alternative fuels for the rail line will be 
constantly evaluated as new technology is developed. This commitment to evaluate the 
feasibility of using alternative fuels for.the Eagle Mountain rail line is reflected in the 
revision to Mitigation Measure AQ-9 in the final EIS/EIR to include a feasibility study 
of the potential use of selective catalytic reduction (SCR) or natural gas fuels to reduce 
emissions from the Eagle Mountain railway locomotives. 

6. Again, the context of the draft EIS/EIR is being misread. Appendix E (pp. 115-116) 
explains that there is a large number of high-powered, medium- speed, lean-bum engines 
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7. 

426 

using natural gas and other alternative fuels which are presently in use in stationary 
applications (such as emergency electric generators or compressor engines). The text 
explicitly states that "no locomotive [emphasis added] engines using these [alternative] 
fuels are presently available." A discussion of two possible approaches to develop 
spark-ignition natural gas engines for use in locomotives is included. There is more to 
making this alternative-fuels technology work than just engine replacement, even though 
there may be good candidate engines for said replacement. Fuel storage and transfer 
must also be considered. Thus, the analysis concludes that the use of alternative fuels in 
locomotive engines must be evaluated further. As discussed in Response'0164-la, 4, 
and 5, MRC will be required to evaluate the feasibility of using alternative fuels for the 
Eagle Mountain rail line. This commitment is reflected in the· revision to Mitigation 
Measure AQ-9 in the final EIS/EIR to include a feasibility study of the potential use of 
selective ca.talytic reduction (SCR) or natural gas fuels to reduce emissions from the Eagle 
Mountain railway locomotives. 

A comparison of the emission factors and emission rates for the uncontrolled diesel-fired, 
mitigated diesel-fired, and natural gas-fired Eagle Mountain railway locomotives is 
shown on Table FEIR-AQ-15 of the final EIS/EIR (Attachment 2 of Appendix M). 

Railway electrification is discussed in Appendix E (pp. 116-117). Future electrification 
of the 52-mile stretch of track between Ferrum Junction and the landfill site was discussed 
in the draft EIS/EIR as potentially feasible. Mitigation Measure AQ-10 requires the 
preparation of a feasibility analysis of electrification at such time as there is sufficient 
landfill gas. Electrification of the Eagle Mountain rail line is not considered feasible at 
this time because of the steep grades and several major turns in the rail line (page 386 of 
the draft EIS/EIR). Also, the costs and physical disturbance necessary for the installation 
of the catenary cable power system reduce the feasibility of this measure. The continued 
review of the feasibility of electrification of the railway is part of the project's mitigation 
measures. The electrification of the Eagle Mountain railway will be evaluated when 
sufficient landfill gas is generated to provide the required electrical energy. Table 
FEIR-AQ-5 Appendix M, Attachment 2 of the final EIS/EIR) shows the reductions in 
locomotive-generated emissions which could be achieved if electrification of the Eagle 

. MountaiJi':rail line is found to be feasible. 

Electrification of the Southern Pacific main line was not evaluated as a mitigation 
measure because neither the project applicant nor the lead agencies nor any responsible 
agency would have the authority to implement or require such a mitigation measure for 
this project. While at the present time both the California Air Resources Board and the 
South Coast AQMD are exploring ways to reduce locomotive emissions, including 
options for electrification of the Southern Pacific main line, the effects of such potential 
regulations are at this time considered remote and speculative. 
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8. The fuel ~onsumption rate for rail transport shown on Table 51 (page 575) of the draft 
EIS/EIR is incorrect. The correct diesel fuel consumption associated with rail transport 
is 21,404 gallons per day rather than 10,425 gallons per day, as noted in Section VI of 
the final EIS/EIR. 

9. See Response 0001-90 for a comparison of air emissions from truck versus rail transport 
on a ton-per-mile basis. The draft EIS/EIR includes an accounting of truck and train 
emissions, as appropriate, for each alternative considered. For easier understanding, 
Figure FEIR-AQ-1 in Appendix M, Attachment 2 of the final EIS/EIR, shows a simple 
comparison of truck and train emissions per ton-mile of material moved. The data 
indicate that modem, clean, on-highway trucks have generally lower emissions than 
uncontrolled locomotives. However, locomotives which use the mitigation measures 
recommended for the Eagle Mountain project result in generally lower emissions per 
ton-mile than on-highway trucks. 

10. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR and, 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

11. The table cited by the commenter (Appendix E, page 94) compares the relative ambient 
concentration impacts from landfill equipment and the landfill gas flares. Several 
modeling runs were conducted to analyze the project's ambient impacts. A separate 
modelirig run was conducted for-each criteria pollutant (NOx, CO, ROG, PMIO, and 
S02) using the EPA-approved SHORTZ dispersion model. Using this method, it was 
possible to determine the point of maximum off-site impact for each pollutant, as well 
as the emission sources contributing to this impact. For the maximum PM 10 impact 
point~ less than one percent of the ambient impact at this poinfwas due to flare emissions. 
Therefore, the table on page 94 of Appendix E shows a relative PMIO contribution of 
zero percent for the flares. 

12. The draft EIS/EIR discusses mitigation measures associated with the combustion of 
landfill gas (see Appendix E, pp. 122-123 ). It is unclear what the commenter means by 
"other" mitigation measures. 

13. One of the suggested mitigation measures listed in the draft EIS/EIR (page 382) is for 
Mine Reclamation Corporation to conduct an analysis of the technical and economical 
feasibility of recovering energy from the landfill gas when the landfill gas generation 
rate exceeds five million cubic feet per day. According to projected worst-case landfill 
gas generation rates, a total landfill gas generation rate of :five million cubic feet per day 
will be attained approximately 4.5 years after the landfill begins operations. At that time, 
Mine Reclamation Corporation will have a better understanding of the actual landfill gas 
generation rates and of the energy potential of the gas. This information is necessary for 
the feasibility analysis of a landfill gas energy recovery system. Neither CEQA nor 
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NEPA require the preparation of analyses which rely on data which is not ~vailable. The 
analyses contained in the draft EIS/EIR have been prepared based on the best data 
available. 

14. The Eagle Mountain landfill project does not include plans for composting. If AB 939 
is to be effective, much of the green waste contained in the trash stream will be removed 
for composting at the MRFs or the transfer stations. Thus, the green waste will not be 
considered a recyclable item for shipment and storage at Eagle Mountain. 

15. The toxic air pollutant control efficiency of 99 percent used in the draft EIS/EIR is based 
on several source tests of landfill gas flares within the South Coast Air Basin. Table 
FEIR-AQ-13 in Appendix M (Attachment 2) of the final EIS/EIR summarizes the 
destruction efficiencies noted during these tests. 

16. Table FEIR-AQ-13 summarizes the results of six source tests on landfill gas flares. As 
the-commenter notes, the destruction efficiency can vary among different compounds. 
However, the test results demonstrate that an efficiency of 99 .0 percent or greater can be 
achieved on all compounds tested. Because the Eagle Mountain project will use best 
available control technology, it is likely that the 99 percent destruction efficiency will be 
maintained on a long-term average basis. Furthermore, even if less than a 99 percent 
destruction efficiency is achieved, the conclusions regarding health risk associated with 
the proposed project would remain the same. This is because the analysis of risks is 
dependent on the estimated 20 percent of LFG which is assumed to escape through the 
surface and not on the 80 percent which is disposed of through flaring. 

17. Page 41 of the draft EIS/EIR discusses the storage of recyclable material at the site. The 
transport and storage of recyclable materials at Eagle Mountain is intended to be a 
temporary condition while recyclable markets are depressed or in development. Al
though, theoretically, I 0,000 tpd of recyclables could be generated from the daily 20,000 
tpd trash destined for Eagle Mountain, a substantial amount of that material will be 
immediately shipped to manufacturers which use the recyclables as feed stock. Recy
clables sent to Eagle Mountain for interim storage will not be the property of the Eagle 
Mountain project, but rather the property of recycling firms or MRFs. They will be 
transported to the site on one of the six trains per day serving the landfill. When the 
owner requires return of the recyclables, they will be shipped back in one of the empty 

, railcars returning from the site. 

18. See Response 0021-19. 

19. The transport of recyclable materials for temporary storage at the site would utilize one 
of the six trains per day serving the landfill. When the owner requires return of the 
recyclables, they will be shipped back in one of the empty railcars returning from the 
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site. Recyclable materials will not be landfilled. The impacts resulting from transport 
of these recyclables to and from the site are included in the proposed action evaluated in 
the draft EIS/EIR. No additional impacts would result. Due to the cost involved for 
shipping and storage of recyclables at Eagle Mountain, recyclers will have to weigh the 
cost of this against local storage, expatriation, or immediate use. 

20. See Response 0164-19 above. The County would not receive any royalty or mitigation 
fee for the storage of recyclable materials. 

21. Since the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, truck traffic to the project site has been reduced 
from 200 to 100 round trips daily and in three years to eliminate all but those trucks 
serving the desert cities (not to exceed 100) within three years. See Section 11.B.2 of the 
final EIS/EIR for a description of the project modification. This discussion includes a 
summary of the air impacts due to adding 330 tons per day to 4. 7 trains. This weight per 
train !S the maximum worst-case analyzed and would not be exceeded by adding 

.recycables to an otherwise less than full train. The emission factors for various criteria 
pollutants are discussed in greater detail in Attachment 10 of Appendix M of the final 
EIS/EIR. 

The transport of recyclable materials to the site for which there is no immediate market 
will occur on one of the- six train transporting solid waste to the site. When conditions 
favor returning the recyclables to their owner, they will be placed on one of the six empty 
trains returning from the landfill. No additional trucks or trains will be used to transport 
these recyclable materials to and from the site and the maximum weight of 18,000 tons 
per day· by train and 2,000 tons per day by truck will not be exceeded. The impacts 
resulting from transport of these recyclables to and from the site are included in the 
proposed action evaluated in the draft and final EIS/EIR as explained above. No 
additional impacts would result. 

22. As discussed in the draft EIS/EIR (Appendix E, page 190), the landfill gas generation 
rate for the "No Project" alternative was assumed to be the same as the amount estimated 
for the Eagle Mountain project, although the higher moisture levels and rainfall rate in 
the South Coast Air Basin would be expected to result in more landfill gas being generated 
for each ton of waste buried in the South Coast Air Basin. 

23. The estimated landfill gas generation rate for the "No Project" alternative represents only 
the additional landfill gas generated if the Eagle Mountain project does not become 
operational and does not include the landfill gas generated from waste already in place 
at existing landfills. 

24. Acceptance by Riverside County of refuse from Los Angeles and other counties is 
contingent upon the approval of the project Development Agreement authorized by the 
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Riverside Board-of Supervisors. The Solid Waste Management Plan states that" ... it 
is illegal todispose-of,solid wastes at Riverside County-operated Class m landfills which 
have been generated in other counties, without prior approval. . . . The ultimate 
decision to allow importation of any solid wastes whether in a private or public facility 
shall rest with the Board of Supervisors on-a case-by-case analysis (page IV-5)." 

Transport of waste from Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino and Riverside counties 
has been analyzed and could be accepted, subject to Riverside County approval. Trans
port of waste from other jurisdictions would require additional environmental review. 

25. The relative impacts of the proposed project and of all the alternatives, including the "No 
Project" alternative, are discussed in the draft EIS/EIR separately for the South Coast Air 
Basin and for the Southeast Desert Air Basin. As discussed in Response 0117-3, the 
estimated-impacts from the proposed project in the Coachella Valley will result in an 
increase above the estimated 1991 emissions baseline for the area. The emissions 
increases are of approximately 3.8 percent for NOx, approximately 0.5 percent for ROGs, 
and approximately 0.06 percent for PM 10 emissions. There are no approved regional 
air quality models which can be used to perform the analysis requested. Regional 
photochemical models, such as those used to prepare regional air quality plans, are not 
suitable for this purpose, because they are insensitive to changes in emissions which are 
less than five percent of the regional total. The emissions changes associated with the 
Eagle Mountain project are below this sensitivity threshold in the South Coast and 
Southeast Desert air basins and in the Coachella Valley. The analysis in the draft EIS/EIR 
was performed using the best analytical tools available. 

26. This comment is correct Table 50 (page 573 of the draft EIS/EIR) shows under the 
20,000 tpd column .that (for 4,000 tpd by truck) 2,500 8-ton packer trucks, 160 25-ton 
transfer/trailer rigs, and 486 22-ton capacity transfer/ trailer rigs are needed. For the 
16,000 tpd column (2,000 tpd by truck), 2,000 8-ton packer trucks, 80 25-ton trans
fer/trailer rigs, and 425 22-ton capacity transfer/trailer rigs are needed. In fact, these 
numbers should be: 

430 

8-ton 
25-ton 
22-ton 

20.000 tpd 
500 gal. 
160 gal. 
182 gal. 

16.000 tpd 
250 gal. 

80 gal. 
61 gal. 

Thus, if 6.0 gallons per mile are considered for the entire trip (not taking into account 
greater fuel consumption loaded) and each trip was 75 miles one way, or 150 miles round 
trip, the fuel consumption should be as follows: 
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20,000 tpd 
4,000 gal. 
4,550 gal. 

16.000 tpd 
2,000 gal. 
2,275 gal. 
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A revised Table 50, reflecting these changes, is included in Section VI of the final 
EIS/EIR. Section IX also notes that the text at the top of pages 57 4 and 579 should reflect 
a lower fuel consumption rate. Table 51 appears correct in total, but confusing because 
it shows 80 trucks traveling 300 miles. In fact, this is the case because each truck will 
make two round trips per day. This is noted as a footnote on the revised table so as to 
avoid confusion (see -Section VI of the final EIS/EIR). 

27. As a requirement of the new federal EPA regulations and RWQCB, a composite liner 
consisting of a low-permeability soil layer and a high density polyethylene flexible 
membrane will be placed over the entire area underlying refuse. A more detailed 
description of the containment system is provided in Section II. B. l of the final EIS/EIR. 

28. Subsequent to the issuance of the draft EIS/EIR, a revised Chapter 15 was issued by the 
State of California. One of the new provisions of Chapter 15 states: "Waste discharge 
requirements shall contain a provision which requires the discharger to obtain and 
maintain assurances of financial responsibility for initiating and completing corrective 
action for all known or reasonably foreseeable releases for the waste management unit." 
This provision requires the discharger to post a bond to provide for cleanup of any 
foreseeable release. The amount of the bond is established by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board after evaluation of the · nature of the refuse, the ·site characteristics, 
protection measures, and other factors. 

29. The present requirements for landfill closure require the placement of final cover as 
stipulated in the draft EIS/EIR (page 73). The regulations require the continued main
tenance of the final cover to ensure that standing water and/or erosion do not occur, which 
could lead to the infiltration of surface water. In part, the final cover will include a 
vegetative layer of one foot minimum thickness as specified by Title 23, CCR, Chapter 
15. The purpose of this is to allow natural vegetation to take hold on the landfill cover 
to provide erosion control. 

30. In response to public concerns, an e~gineering ~ecision was made to design the leachate 
collection system using a blanket drainage system rath~r than a series of interconnecting 
leachate collection pipes operating under a gravity system in the higher elevations and a 
pump system in the lower elevations·as discussed in Section IV.F. of the draft EIS/EIR. 

Please see Response 0001-25. The LCRS blanket drain will be placed on the FML 
protective geotextile filter fabric. The LCRS geotextile filter fabric will be placed over 
the upper surf ace of the LCRS blanket drain to protect the blanket drain from infiltration 
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of fines from the two feet of protective soil cover above the LCRS blanket drain. The 
protective soil cover will maintain separation between the refuse and the LCRS liner 
system. The protective soil cover is intended to mitigate potential damage to the 
underlying drainage system and liner during construction and during initial lifts of refuse 
filling. 

31. The draft EIS/EIR characterizes the general groundwater flows. See Section III.A. I. 

32. Hydraulic conductivities are different than flow rates. K = 1 x I o-2 cm/sec is a 
measurement for hydraulic conductivity (permeability). On the other hand, the flow rate 
(gradient) is given in ft/yr. See page 132 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

The formula for estimating velocity is the flow rate through fractured and unfractured 
rock times the hydraulic conductivity of the bedrock. Using K values for fractured 
bedrock of 1 x 10-2 to 1 x 10-6 cm/sec, velocity estimates range from 0.01 to 100 ft/yr. 
Or using K values for unfractured bedrock of I x 10-9 to I x 10-12 cm/sec, velocity 
estimates are less than 1 x I o-5 ft/yr. -

There is no change in the conclusion of the draft EIS/EIR that groundwater runs generally 
south/southeast under the site toward the Colorado River. See Figure 47 of the draft 
EIS/EIR. 

33. This comment is correct. A Biological Assessment was prepared for the Section 7 
consultation as required by the Endangered Species Act (see Appendix N of the final 
EIS/EIR). 

34. It was decided by the USFWS, BLM, CDFG, MRC, and RECON that a single Biological 
Assessment (Appendix N of the final EIS/EIR) would be produced that would cover 
impact analyses and mitigation programs for both federal and state threatened and 
endangered species, plus candidate species, and any others that these agencies requested. 
See Response 0164-33. 

DOCUMENT 0165 Letter from Burke, Williams & Sorensen, September 23~ 1991 

I. The land exchange is described in more detail on pages 13-24 of the draft EIS/EIR. 
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Figures 4-10 show the lands on U.S.G.S. quadrangle maps. The existing biological 
resources on these exchange lands are shown in Figures 57 a-57 e and Figures 59, 60a-60b, 
and 62a-62e. Approximately 3;271 acres of publicly owned lands will be transferred to 
Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc. The exact acreage of the lands to be transferred to federal 
ownership will be determined by a mineral potential evaluation and a current fair market 
appraisal. As a result of the land exchange, BLM will receive lands of prime habitat for 
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the desert tortoise. The land exchange will also contribute to the establishment of a 
20,000-acre nature preserve for other endangered, threatened, or sensitive species. 

2. This comment does not question the accuracy or adequacy of the draft EIS/EIR but 
identifies more recent information concerning the waste disposal shortfall that the City 
of Los Angeles will experience by 1995: "The Waste By Rail Report (August 1991) by 

· the Los Angeles County Sanitation District indicates that the amount of solid waste that 
will need to be disposed of in Los Angeles County will grow to 54,600 tons per day, and 
that a disposal capacity short fall of 22,300 tons per day will exist in 1995." 

3. See Response 0165-1 above. 

4. See R,esponse 0 165-1 above. 

5. This comment does not question the accuracy or adequacy of the draft EIS/EIR but 
recommends that the discussion of the MRFs and transfer stations be expanded to point 
out that because curbside recycling has only succeeded in 12-15 percent waste reduction, 
far short of AB 939 goals, local governments are likely to approve siting proposals for 
MRFs and that the Eagle Mountain landfill will not accept waste which has not been 
processed by a MRF or transfer station. Also see Responses 0006-1 and 0015-2. 

6. This comment does .not question the accuracy or adequacy of the draft EIS/EIR but 
recommends that the discussion of the No Action alternative be expanded to mention the 
likelihood that the City and County of Los Angeles will be unable to provide for enough 
new landfill sites to meet the needs of AB 939. 

7. See Response 0001-25. 

8. The surface drainage for the Chuckwalla Valley basin is closed hydrologically. 

9. An approximate site boundary has been added to Figure 45. The revised figure follows 
this page. 

10. See Response 0139-43. An approximate site boundary has also been added to Figure 47 .. 
Due to the large scale of Figure 47, the location of the monitoring wells requested in this 
comment have been added to Figure 48. See Response 0002-13a. 

11. As this comment suggests, additional wells have been added to Figure 48 (see Response 
0002-13a). The draft EIS/EIR (page 139) shows the potential groundwater use from the 
northwestern Chuckwalla Valley during 1986 to be 23,000 acre-feet It is conservatively 
estimated that overall water use has remained approximately constant since this time. 
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12. This comment does not question the accuracy or adequacy of the draft EIS/EIR but points 
out that AB 939 requires that cities and counties prepare and implement household 
hazardous waste elements in their solid waste management plans. This action, coupled 
with the processing of all waste through a MRF or transfer station, is likely to reduce the 
amount of household hazardous waste.reaching the· Eagle Mountain site. 

13. Please see Responses 0001-49 and 0003-40. 

14. The draft EIS/EIR did consider impacts to the elementary school for each issue in Section 
IV. No significant impacts to the elementary school were identified in the draft EIS/EIR, 
and therefore, no further action is required. 

15. Please see Response 0001-50. 

16. See Response O 157-40 for a discussion of rail accidents in the project vicinity. 

17. The pote_ntial for accidents with trains is much less than for trucks. This is discussed on 
page 148 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

18. The additional truck traffic required by this proposal will not lower the existing LOS on 
any of the proposed routes (page 365, draft EIS/EIR). 

19. The comment is unclear as to the usefulness of comparing air emission estimates for 
existing landfill operations in southern California with the corresponding distances from 
population centers. In order to estimate emissions from landfill gas flares, the draft 
EIS/EiR (Appendix E, pp. 81-84) discusses emissions from. LFG flares at existing 
landfills in southern California. 

20. The Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources (New Source Performance 
Standards [NSPS]) are source-specific federal regulations which limit the allowable 
emissions of criteria pollutants from ~uch· stationary sources. The NSPS apply to certain 
sources depending on the equipment size; process rate, and/or the date of construction 
or of modification of the affected facility. The NSPS that could apply to the new 
installations associated with the Eagle Mountain project include the proposed standard 
of performance for municipal solid waste landfills (40 CFR 60.750). 

On May 30, 1991, the EPA published a draft NSPS for municipal solid waste landfills 
in the Federal Register. The provisions of·this proposed regulation apply to municipal 
solid waste (MSW) landfills that began accepting waste·s on or after May 30, 1991. 
Therefore, the proposed regulation, as written, will apply to the Eagle Mountain project 
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The proposed NSPS requires MSW landfills with a waste capacity of 111,000 tons or 
greater to calculate non-methane organic compound (NMOC) emissions on an annual 
basis and to submit the results of these calculations to the EPA. If the calculated NMOC 
emissions are more than 167 tons per year, the facility must install a landfill gas collection 
system. The gases in the collection system must be routed to a control or treatment system 
with a NMOC destruction efficiency of 98 percent or greater. As discussed in the draft 
EIS/EIR (Appendix E, pp. 81-84 ), the Eagle Mountain project design complies with these 
requirements as it includes the installation of a landfill gas collection system equipped 
with flares capable of a 99 percent destruction efficiency. The EPA draft regulation 
includes design specifications for vertical well collection systems and lists record 
keeping, reporting, and monitoring requirements. 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District has, by reference, adopted the federal 
NSPS in its Regulation IX and enforces them as part of its air quality permitting process. 
Therefore, during the air quality permitting process, Mine Reclamation Corporation must 
demonstrate that the proposed project meets the requirements of the final version of the 
federal NSPS for MSW landfills. Generally, however, the SCAQMD's New Source 
Review rules and source-specific rules will result in more stringent requirements than 
those demanded by the proposed NSPS for MSW landfills. 

21. See Response O 165-20 above. 

22. The information on survey corridor widths is contained in Appendix F (page 11) of the 
draft EIS/EIR. Vegetation along the Eagle Mountain Road and railroad was surveyed 
and mapped within the entire 200-foot-wide corridor, including 100 feet on either side 
of the right-of-way. 

23. A legend has been added to revised Figure 57a (see Response 0139-74). 

24. The term "species diversity" refers only to the number of species observed and does not 
include a relative abundance aspect. The term "significance" is used not in a statistical 
sense, but as defined by NEPA and CEQA. 

25. Different terms are used in the draft EIS/EIR to describe significant plant and wildlife 
species, including biological resources of special concern, sensitive species, and signif
icant species. Unfortunately, there are numerous different titles given to various groups 
of important' wildlife and plant species by the different natural resource agencies and 
some confusion is inevitable. However, under each detailed discussion of a sensitive 
species in the draft EIS/EIR, it clearly states the species' exact status with the different 
te~orirce agericies. Table 3, in Appendix F, also clearly indicates the status of each 
sensitive species. 
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26. In Appendix F, Table 3, the designation "California Species of Special Concern (S)" 
should be added for the yellow warbler. 

27. The only area·that would qualify as a wetland within the project boundary would be near 
the train trestle on Salt Creek. Other w~hes·and drainages in the project area, although 
they may be jurisdictional waters of the U.S., are not considered wetlands under current 
state and federal classifications. 

28. The updated Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program is located in Section 11.C. of the 
final EIS/EIR. 

29. This comment does not question the accuracy or adequacy of the draft EIS/EIR but 
provides recent information about potential increases in Los Angeles County tipping fees. 
This information concludes that in five years County tipping fees may rise above $65 
per ton, while rail haul fees will be approximately $55 per ton. 

30. Table 42 of the draft EIS/EIR has been retitled as "Active and Potentially Active Faults 
near the Project Site" to more accurately reflect the maps of the California Division of 
Mines and'Geology. On this table, only 3 of the 12 faults have been active historically, 
including the San Andreas and the two segments of the San Jacinto fault. All other faults 
on Table 42 show evidence of Quaternary movement, that is, they may have moved within 
the past two million years. Also the heading for the third column of Table 42 will be 
revised to read Maximum Characteristic (Probable) Earthquake (M). These changes 
appear in the revised table, following this page. 

31.-36. The writer of this letter expressed that he had no comments on the following sections 
of the draft EIS/EIR: Visual, Recreation, and Wilderness Resources; Utilities and 
Services; Noise; Cultural-Resources; Paleontology; and Energy Consumption/Genera
tion. 

37. See Responses 0165-5 and 29 above. 

38. See Responses 0165-5 and 29 above. 

39. The benefits of the Eagle Mountain project to the surrounding communities are addressed 
in Section N.H. of the draft EIS/EIR. See Response 0111-3. 

40. This letter expresses "no comments"-on the draft EIS/EIR's section called Significant 
Irreversible Environmental Changes. 
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Fault Name 

Blue Cut 

Pinto Mountain 

Bullion Mountain 

San Andreas 

Mesquite Lake 

Ludlow 

Banning 

Emerson 

Hidalgo 

Sari.Jacinto (Casaloma
Clark bran'ch) 
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'.ftt :: .·::_': .. _ S.aIJ )a_cinto (Coyote 
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Distance from 
Site (miles) 

21 

25 

26 

34 

35 

44 

45 

55 

56 

57 

60 

62 
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Maximum 
Characteristic 
Earthquake (M) 

6.8 

7.3 

6.2 

7.5 

7.0 

6.2 

6.4 

6.4 

6.8 

7.1 

7.0 

6.6 
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DOCUMENT 0166 Letter from U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation 
Service, October 21, 1991 

1. Decomposition of the refuse is both an aerobic and anaerobic process. Gases present in 
the r~fuse (including oxygen) are removed from the refuse rriass to m~intain a negative 
pressure to control the escape of LFG and to lower the potential for subsurface fires. 
Specifications for daily cover material and the LFG removal system are established by 
regulations and by state agencies, not by the project applicant The implication that these 
regulations do not consider the promotion of decomposition is correct. l~plementation 
of the solid waste reduction provisions of AB 939, however, will involve the removal of 
some of the decomposable materials in the solid waste stream-vegetative waste-which 
will be composted and recycled. 

DOCUMENT 0167 Letter from Lucinda B. Killebrew, no date 

1. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. The air pollution caused by the truck component of the 
project is.very minimal compared to that caus~d by the train component. Additionally, 
the tru~k component of the project will be reduced from 200 to 100 tfips daily, though 
the associated reduction in air emissions would be incremental. · 

2. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. As a Class III landfill, no hazardous materials would 
be accepted.at the site. The process to remove hazardous materials from the waste stream 
is described in the draft EIS/EIR (pp. 39, 49, and 331-333). Also, see Response 0 111-43. 

3. Since the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, proposed truck traffic has been decreased by 
one-half, from 200 to 100 round trips per day. After three years, only truck traffic from 
the desert communities will be allowed to haul waste to the Eagle Mountain landfill. The 
reduction in truck traffic is addressed in Section 11.B.2 of the final EIS/EIR. The impacts 
of truck traffic are discussed in Section IV .C.3 in the draft EIS/EIR. 

DOCUMENT 0168 Letter from Dan Lewis, no date 

1. The project's air impacts are presented in Section IV.D. of the draft EIS/EIR and are 
summarized in Response 0026-8. 

2. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. MRC would only indirectly enforce compliance with 
MRF operators for the removal of recyclables (and hazardous materials) through the 
mechanism of not accepting residual wastes unless the unacceptable materials have been 
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DOCUMENT 0169 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0169 

3. 

removed. Compliance with the standards of removal will be enforced by on-site 
inspectors_ directed by and with the authority of the Riverside County Department of 
Health (the Local Enforcement Agency). 

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no- response"is necessary. However, the one significant and unmitigated environ
mental impact identified in the draft EIS/EIR is air. 

4. See Resp~mse 0006-1. Refuse destined for landfilling at Eagle Mountain must comply 
with the provisions ·of AB 939, the "Recycling Bill." Such compliance means that the 
refuse has been subjected to an inspection program to ensure the adequate removal of 
recyclables and hazardous materials. If refuse does not comply, it will not be taken to 
Eagle Mountain. 

DOCUMENT 0169 
September 20, 1991 

Letter from Dollie Irwin, Patsy Mahoney, Carolyn Toenjes, 

I. Pages 9-11 of the draft EIS/EIR identify the agencies, organizations, and persons to whom 
copies of the_,,draft EIS/EIR were sent. The draft EIS/E~R, including appendixes, are 
available for review at those offices. In ·accordance with CEQA, all comments received 
on the draft EIS/EIR during the public review period are included in Section VII of the 
fina1 E1s1E1R. 

.The requested information relative to County applications is on file with the Riverside 
' ' 

County -'Plaririing Department. 

t:·\.:·.·-: 3. 
l'::-

The ;purpose and the need for the Eagle Mountain project are explained in detail on pages 
4·'and '5'of the draft EIS/EIR. 
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· 4. The County applications were filed by the applicants' representative, SCS Engineering, 
· and acce'pted by the County Planning Department on June 8,-1989. 

5. See Response 0169-4 above. 

· 6. , The Notice of Scoping Meeting was the County's first public notice on the proposed 
-project. 

7.-10. These comments do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is required. 

11. The financial benefits _of the proposed landfill operations to Kaiser Steel retirees are 
outlined-:on pages 475-476 of the draft EIS/EIR. Also, see Response 0102-12. 
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12. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
·therefore, no response is required. 

13. The MOU is available at the Riverside County Planning Department, as are many other 
documents referred to.~ the draft EIS/EIR but not attached as an appendix. Since this 
comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, no further 
response is required. 

14. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is required. 

15. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is required. 

16. Due to the significant air quality impacts, no incineration activities would occur at Eagle 
Mountain. Any proposal for incineration would require separate County and environ
mental review. See Response 0026-75. 

17. See Response 0015-2. Hazardous waste and recyclables will be removed from the waste 
stream at the MRF or transfer station, regardless of its location. 

18. The removal of hazardous waste from the waste stream is described in the draft EIS/EIR 
(pages 39, 49, and 331-333). Also see Response 0001-117 for a list of the materials not 
accepted in a Class III landfill. See Response O 111-43 for a more detailed discussion of 
this process. 

19. See Response 0096-14. 

20. It is possible that a professional pest control company would be hired to control insects 
and rodents, if necessary. 

21. Page 332 of the draft EIS/EIR states that hazardous wastes derived at the landfill (e.g., 
paints, fuel oil, and solvents from maintenance activities; the organic phases from 
leachate or landfill gas condensate; and small quantities of hazardous materials recovered 
from the on-site waste inspection facility) will be segregated and containerized as 
required by regulations and temporarily stored on-site. These wastes will be periodically 
removed from the site to a licensed hazardous waste facility by a licensed hazardous 
waste carrier under manifest as required by state law. 

22. All radioactive materials are considered hazardous and unacceptable at Eagle Mountain. 
Methods of detection and removal of hazardous waste from the waste stream are 
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DOCUMENT 0169 RESPONSES 10 COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0169 

described on page 332 of the draft EIS/EIR. For a more detailed description of this 
process, see Response 0021-15. 

23. The allegations of illegal dumping at Eagle Mountain have been reported to the Riverside 
County Department of Environmental Health for investigation. They do not relate to· the 
adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, no response is necessary. 

24. See Response 0169-23 above. 

25. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is required. 

26. The allegations of hazardous materials already present at Eagle Mountain have been 
reported to the Riverside County Department of Environmental Health for investigation. 
They do not relate to the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and hence, no 
response is necessary. 

27. See Responses 0026-19 and O I 09-1. 

28. See Response 0164-28. 

29. See Responses 0026-19, 0109-1, and 0164-28. 

30. The specific mitigation and monitoring measures referred to on page 31 of the draft 
EIS/EIR are identified for each issue in Section IV, Environmental Consequences. 
Additionally, these measures are provided in Appendix K of the draft EIS/EIR. For an 
updated Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program, see Section 11.C. of the final 
EIS/EIR. 

·· 31. Page 4 of the draft EIS/EIR states that the need for new refuse disposal facilities exist for 
Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties, with the greatest need 
occurring in Los Angeles . 

32. The sources for the information provided in paragraph 3 of the draft EIS/EIR are 
referenced within that paragraph (City of Los Angeles, County of Los Angeles, and Los 
Angeles County Sariitation Districts 1988). Also, see Response O 165-2. 

33. See Responses 0021-7 and 0026-3. 

34. See Responses 0021-7 and 0026-3. 
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35. The draft EIS/EIR uses the worst-case scenario. when assessing impacts for each issue 
addressed. The impacts and mitigation measures for each issue are discussed in Section 
N, Environmental Consequences. The detailed Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Pro
gram is included as Section 11.C. of the final EIS/EIR. 

36. -See Response 0001-25. 

37. The draft EIS/EIR states that the presence of the landfill has the potential to be a significant 
impact to the desert tortoise due to increased predation by ravens attracted to the areas 
by the.land.fill refuse (see draftEIS/EiR, pp. 446-449 and Appendix F, pp. 70-71). The 
·document proposes to monitor both-tortoise and raven populations throughout the life of 
the landfill project. If the raven population is found to increase to a level that threatens 
tortoise populations, then an active raven control program will be instituted. All permits 
to institute this program will be in place before landfill operations begin, so that a quick 
response to a threat to the ·tortoise is possible. 

38. The impact and mitigation measures for. biological resources are discussed in Section 
IV.Ci. and Appendix F of the draft EISiEIR and are included in the Biological Assessment 
(Appendix N of the final EIS/EIR) and the revised Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring 
Program (Section 11.C. of the final EIS/EIR). 

39. See Responses 0128-10 and 0165-1. 

40. The compatibility of the proposed project with surrounding land uses is discussed on 
pages 434-436 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

41. The project boundary's closest point to Joshua Tree National Monument is approximately 
8,000 feet (roughly a mile and one-half) to the southeast (page 188 of the draft EIS/EIR). 
The draft EIS/EIR concludes impacts to Joshua Tree National Monument are considered 
not significant 

42. The raven control and monitoring program is described in the draft EIS/EIR (pages 
· 450-451) and in Appendix F. Initially, a raven population monitoring program will be 
implemented. The second phase would be to implement a pas~ive raven control program 
which includes such measures as placing a daily cover over the trash, perch site reduction, 
and firecrackers. The effectiveness of each phase will be monitored. If additional 
measures are deemed necessary, then an active raven control plan which involves 
destruction would be implemented. As stated on page 451 of the draft EIS/EIR, a detailed 
raven control plan, plus the appropriate permits will be in place before landfill operations 
begin. All programs'will be undertaken in conjunction with USFWS, BLM, and CDFG 
and with the Raven Management Plan for the California Desert Conservation Area (BLM 
1990). The BLM-is currently conducting research on the effects of the raven on the desert 
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. tortoise. Additional measures for ·raven control resulting from this research will be 
· considered. Also, see Response 0095-2b. 

43. The Joshua Tree National Monument boundary adjustment is discussed on pages I 88-
191, and 277 of the draft EIS/EIR. Figure 55 illustrates the boundary adjustment 
proposal. Pages 439 discusses the project's effect upon the BLM boundary modifications 
with respect to Joshua Tree National· Monument 

44. The socioeconomic effects of the project are outlined in Section IV.H. of the draft 
EIS/EIR. Also, see Response 0 111-3. 

45. No, trash cars will not be added to any other trains. 

46. Pages 356 and 357 of the draft EIS/EIR state that the proposed project would be capable 
of accepting up to six unit trains per day at the container handling yard. When operating 
at full capacity, an average of 4.7 trains per day would be needed. The trains would 
consist of one or more diesel electric locomotives carrying up to 14 railcars. Each car 
would be 256 feet long and would be less than 4,000 feet long (page 50 of the draft 
EIS/EIR). Six trains are the maximum to be used in a 24-hour period. The noise impacts 
from railroad operations are presented in Section IV.L.2 of the draft EIS/EIR. A more 
detailed analysis can be found in the noise technical report, Appendix H. 

!. 47. See Response 0 169-1 above. 
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48. Loaded containers, under normal operations, would not remain idle for more than a few 
hours, depending upon operating schedule. Loaded containers will stand at the MRF or 
containe·r marshalling yard during the loading or unloading of a unit train. This total time 
is not expected to exceed five to six hours. Loaded trains may await switching at Ferrum 
Juriction for two to six hours, possibly a day. Potential odor impacts that could result 
. from parked trains in-transit to the landfill are discussed in Response 0001-97. 

49. Average daily train volumes presently occurring on the rail lines that may be utilized by 
the· project range from 30 to 50 trains per day. An additional maximum of six round-trip 
trains per day would not result in significant impacts to the land uses along the rail line. 
Noise impacts from· railroad operations are presented in Section IV .L.2 of the draft 
EIS/EIR. The property.values for houses in close proximity to the rail line would not be 
affected by an additional six trains per day. The transfer stations would be located in 
industrial areas along the railroad and would therefore not affect property values. 

50. ·This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
· therefore, no response is required. 

444 Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 

. ' •;;.~. :~;. :;:-,•. ;. -. ,~;~ .. ') .-:_..... •.:.' .!.:,__:-,,•,:,.:,':Y'.::. . ;pi.~, .. I••--_'';-~.-~--. '" · ;', :;_II 1 "!I. ·-• •· .i..".!u•, • .,,-. • .... :, f,"• • ._: ,,,_., •• , :,.~ -,.... • ; _; .• ~:_. ,J _ '-'• , .~ ••• , •• ' • .-. '• .• -J,, - ....... ,:._, 



DOCUMENT 0169 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 0169 

51. This. comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
therefore, no response is required. 

52. As stated on page 39 of the draft EIS/EIR, the maximum capacity of the initial container 
handling yard would be approximately 4,750 tons per day made up of one trainload of 
refuse per day (3,500 tpd) and 1,250 tpd that would= be delivered by truck. The maximum 
capacity of the landfill would be.20;000 tons of refuse per day (pages xvii, 1, 13, and 
39). The draft EIS/EIR states that the capacity ofthe.Eagle Mountain landfill is over 100 
billion cubic yards. However, this was a miscalculation. Please refer to Response 
0139-22 for clarification. 

53. , Design features incorporated· into the project- would avoid potential impacts to surface 
drainage (see Section IV.F. of the draft EIS/EIR). ·No drainage from the proposed project 
will be directed toward the open Colorado River Aqueduct. Where drainage is planned 
to cross the covered portion of the aqueduct, MWD will be consulted as to design and 
location. 

Copies of the drainage report and detailed plans have been forwarded to MWD for review. 
All drainage facilities for conveyance of flow over the aqueduct will be reviewed and 
approved by MWD prior to construction. The drainage report is provided in Appendix 
L of the final EIS/EIR. 

54. The Eagle Mountain landfill .will only accept nonhazardous municipal solid waste and 
construction debris waste. A description of the materials acceptable at the proposed Class 
III landfill is provided on page_48 o(the draft EIS/EIR. Page 49 identifies unacceptable 
waste. Since a Class II landfill is not part of the proposed action, it is not necessary to 
describe its components in this environmental document 

55. See Response 0 111-43. 

56. The activities identified on pages 34 and 35 of the draft EIS/EIR are all part of the 
proposed action. 

57. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

58. . There is no working relationship be_tween MR(:, Southern Pacific Transp01,tation Com
pany, and Western Waste lndustries.-,There, is_no joint venture between MRC and these 
companies, nor has there ever been such a relationship. 

59. No assurances and guarantees were given to MRC in 1982 or at any other time by any 
person or company. 
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60. Mine Reclamation Corporation is the lessee of the underlying properties owned by Kaiser 
Steel Resources Corporation at the Eagle Mountain site under a 99-year lease. The 
property is privately owned and the project is being privately developed.· As such, MRC 
is not required to have any permit or license issued by any governmental agency at this 
stage in the development of its plans for the project and for the conducting of technical 
studies of the air, water, geology, and other technical particulars on the site. The draft 
EIS/EIR, and its undei;lying .technical investigations and analyses, is being prepared by 
the joint lead agencies· ofthe BLM and Riverside County and their independent contrac
tors, and as such, is conducted under the authority of the California Environmental 
Quality Act and the National Environmental Quality Act MRC does not have any 
permits or licenses for the landfill project itself, but is seeking these approvals under the 
various local, state, and federal authorities outlined in the draft EIS/EIR (pp. 11-12) and 
only after approval and certification of the final environmental documentation by the 
lead agencies. 

61. The public process allows the elected Board of Supervisors to engage in certain agree
ments with individuals and corporations without hearings and public input The formu
lation of the Memorandum of Understanding for this project is such an agreement. Since 
this comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, no further 
response is necessary. 

62. The table of contents in the draft EIS/EIR is in compliance with CEQA guidelines and is 
considered to be thorough and complete; therefore, no change is deemed necessary. 

63. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIS/EIR, and 
hence, no response is necessary. 

DOCUMENT 0170 
Sep'tember 30, i 991 

Letter from U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Region IX), 

I. Each ofthese concerns are identified in greater detail in subsequent comments within this 
letter, for which responses are provided below. 

2. The control measures incorporated in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for a given 
planning area are contained in the air quality regulations for that ·area. The South Coast 
Air Quality Management District will be responsible for reviewing the permit applica

.. tions for the proposed· project to insure that the project is in compliance with SCAQMD 
'-air quality regulations. By satisfying the requirements of thes~ air quality regulations, 
t_he·proposed project will conform with the SIP for the Southeast Desert Air Basin portion 
of Riverside County. 
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Due to a lack of available on-site monitoring data during the preparation of the draft 
EIS/EIR, conservative screening level modeling techniques known to overpredict air 
quality impacts were used for all analyses. The collection of on-site air quality and 
meteorological data has recently been completed. This on-site data was used to revise 
the air ·quality modeling analysis of the project. The results of the revised modeling 
analysis are summarized on modified tables (Tables 29, 36, 49, and 52) and associated 
plots ·of pi:oject impacts in· Attachment 5,Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR. The results 
of the revised n:i,odeling show that project impacts will not exceed either federal or 
California ambient air quality standards for CO, N02, and S02. Furthermore, the revised 
modeling show that cumulative impacts will not exceed the annual average PM IO federal 
and California standards. Project ~pacts alone for PM 10 are well below 24-hour 
average federal and California ambient· air quality standards. However, the highest 
average PMlO ambient values measured on-site exceed the 24-hour average PMIO 
federal and California standards. Therefore, when project impacts are added to the 
maximum measured background levelsthe resulting cumulative impacts would exceed 
the 24-hour average federal and California ambient air quality standards. 

In addition, the SCAQMD's New Source Review (NSR) rule requires that an applicant 
demonstrate with modeling that a new facility will not cause a significant impact on air 
quality. The significant impact levels defined in the NSR rule are restrictive enough to 
ensure that a new project will not cause or contribute to a new violation of state or national 
ambient air quality standards. Therefore, compliance with the SCAQMD NSR rule will 
ensure that the proposed project will not cause or contribute to a new violation of state 
or national standards. 

3. ·Toe question of Prevention of Significant Deterioration applicability is discussed in the 
draft EIS/EIR. The emission estimates contained in Appendix E of the draft EIS/EIR 
suggested that the proposed project, with mitigation, would not trigger federal PSD 
review. Mine Reclamation Corporation submitted a PSD applicability determination 
request to the New Source Section, EPA, Region IX, which found PSD not applicable. 

4. On the contrary, the draft EIS/EIR devotes considerable attention to alternatives. Several 
project specific alternatives (described on pages 74-77) are analyzed throughout the 
report, including quantitative comparisons with the proposed project where appropriate. 
Alternative sites, including alternate desert locations as well as alternate conventional 
landfill sites not relying on rail transport, are :discussed on pages 77-104. Other 
technologies or. waste diversion programs are discussed on pages 105-109. 

5. The promotion of waste reduction programs is mandated by California state law, as 
discussed on page 105 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

6. See Response 0170-2. 
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7. See Response O 170-2. It is not necessary to use the emissions model used in the State 
Implementation Plan to ensure consistency of emission factors used for existing sources 
in the project area. These emission factors are contained in the SCAQMD Emissions 
Inventory for Riverside County. If it is necessary to model emissions from existing 
sources in the project.area, the SCAQMD emissions inventory will be reviewed. 

8. Pages 124 to 131 of Appendix E discuss the air quality mitigation measures, and list the 
company or govelllment agency responsible for implementing the measures as well as 
the government agency responsible for enforcing the mitigation measure. Pages 131 to 
138 discuss the- effectiveness of the mitigation measures. All of these mitigation 
measures are included in·the mitigation monitoring plan in summary form. The updated 
Mitigation Reporting/Monitoring Program is contained in Section Il.C. of the final 
EIS/EIR. 

9: This comment concurs with the requirements contained in the mitigation section of the 
draft EIS/EIR (Measure AQ-23) that a reanalysis of air quality impacts be performed 

1 using ambient data collected on-site. Since the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR, the 
' 1 · modeling required in Mitigation Measure AQ-23 has been conducted and Mitigation 
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Measure AQ-23 is now deemed complete. See Response 0003-2. 

I 0. As suggested in this comment, this response reflects the addition of a new mitigation 
measure to reduce PM IO emissions (see Section 11.C. of the final EIS/EIR). The new 
measure is as follows: 

On-Site Wheel Washing Stations. MRC shall install on-site wheel washing 
stations through which all haul trucks will be required to pass prior to leaving 
the landfill area. This will prevent debris from being deposited on road surf aces 
and from becoming a nuisance and/or a source of particulates. 

The feasibility of railway electrification is discussed in Appendix E (pp. 116-117) for 
the 52-mile stretch of track between Ferrum Junction and the landfill site. Electrification 
of the Eagle Mountain rail line is not considered feasible at this time because of the steep 
grades and several major turns in the rail line (page 386 of the draft EIS/EIR). Also, the 
costs and physical disturbance necessary for the installation of the catenary cable power 
system reduce the feasibility of this measure. The continued review of the feasibility of 
electrification of the railway is part of the project's mitigation measures (AQ-10). The 
electrification of the Eagle Mountain railway will be evaluated when sufficient landfill 
gas is generated to provide the required electrical energy. Table FEIR-AQ-5 (Appen
dix M, Attachmenr2 of the firial EIS/EIR) shows the reductions in locomotive-generated 
emissions which could be achieved if electrification of the Eagle Mountain rail line is 
found to be feasible. 
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11. The total initial construction time for the proposed .Eagle Mountain landfill project is 
estimated to be approximately 20 weeks. There will be no lasting impact on any state or 
federal air quality standard_ due to the short-term nature of these ·emissions. Therefore, 
because construction emissions will be temporary. it was concluded that the emissions 
are- not significant. An· estimate of the · heavy equipment exhaust and fugitive dust 

-emissions associated with the construction of the Eagle Mountain project, along with 
suggested-mitigation measures are included as A~tachment 6, Appendix M of the final 
EIS/EIR. The principles or practices embodied in the mitiga~on measures for control of 
emissions associated with construction equipment and ·activities are identical to those 
practices already identified for the control of vehicle emissions and fugitive dust 
associated with ongoing operations at the landfill. 

12. Concerns of the National Park Service, as presented in their letters, are noted in the draft 
EIS/EIR onpages 166 and f69. Mitigation Measure AQ-23 in the draft EIS/EIR requires 

'a reanalysis of ambient air quality impacts, including those at ·the Joshua Tree National 
Monument, and requires that Mine Reclamation Corporation develop and submit for 

· approval additional mitigation measures as needed to mitigate remaining significant 
impacts at the monument. 

· The revised air quality modeling using actual weather data collected on-site has been 
completed ~d the results are sµmmarized on modified tables (Tables 29, 36, 49, and 52) 
and associated;plots of project impacts in Attachment 5, Appendix M of the final EIS/EIR. 
The results ofthe revised modeling show that project impacts (including those at the 
Joshua Tree National Monument) will not exceed federal Class I and II increments and 
will not exceed either federal or California ambient air quality standards for CO, NO2, 
and SO2. Project impacts alone for PMIO are well below federal and California ambient 
air quality standards. Furthermore;·the revised modeling show that cumulative impacts 
will not exceed the annual average PMl0 federal and California standards. However, 
the. highest background PMIO ambient values measured on-site exceed the 24-hour 
average PM 10 federal and California standards. Therefore, regardless of the magnitude 
of project PMl0_impacts, when project impacts are added to the maximum measured 
background levels the resulting cumulative impacts still exceed 24-hour average federal 
and California PM 10 ambient air qu·atity standards. 

13. This comment concurs with the conclusions of the draft EIS/EIR.. 

14. · As described on page 12, and elsewhere:throughout the draft EIS/EIR, the project involves 
much more than mere close coordination with the RWQCB-the issuance of waste 
discharge requirements by the RWQCB i_nvolves a very detailed review and analysis of 
the project design, and specifications for monitoring and enforcement to insure compli
ance with applicable plans. Additional information is provided in Response 0001-1. 
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15. See Responses 0002-3, 4,-5, and 6. 

16. See Responses 0001-111 through 116. The contribution of the Eagle Creek catchment 
area to the Chuckwalla Valley is less than 10 percent. Only a portion of this area will be 
covered by the landfill. Only the direct infiltration of precipitation on the landfill will 
be lost. Approximately 5 percent of the precipitation is estimated to directly recharge 
the groundwater system. Therefore, the total amount lost from recharging the basin will 
be the area of the landfill covered at that time times the pre~ipitation on that area times 
5 percent. For example, if 2,000 acres are covered and 3 inches of precipitation occur 
that year, 25 acre-feet may be lost. 

17. Please refer to Response 0001-24. 

18. 'J1le proposed liner, leachate collection, and gas collection systems will comply with 
RWQCB regulations. The design of the composite liner, consisting of a minimum of 
two feet of clay and a high density polyethylene flexible membrane, will be consistent 

• with the new federal EPA requirement. A description of the proposed liner is provided 
in Response 0002-4. The potential for groundwater contamination is discussed in 
Responses 0001-25 and 0001-33. 

19. See Response 0 170-16 above. 

20. As a requirement of the new federal EPA regulations and RWQCB, MRC proposes that 
a' composite liner consisting of a minimum of two feet of clay and a high density 

-. polyethylene flexible membrane be placed over the entire area underlying refuse. 

2.1. .Please refer to Responses 0001-10, 11, and· I 2 l. 

· 22. Please refer to Responses 0001-10, 11, and 121. 

23.- See Responses 0001-25 and 28 for · a discussion of potential contamination of 
groundwater. 

24. See Responses 0001-18, 25, 28, 29, 33, and 36. 

25. Conservative aspects of the LCRS design are noted in Response 0001-15. Installation 
and performance characteristics of the composite liner are discussed in Responses 0001-4 
through 13. 

26. Appendix L of the final EIS/EIR contains the project drainage plan. It provides a 
. description and evaluation of the proposed temporary drainage control measures. 
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27. The potential impacts of the Eagle Mountain Road Extension and new railway spur on 
the e:xisting:drainage patterns are addressed on page 443 of the draft EIS/EIR. A more 
detailed discussion of the existing and proposed drainage patterns are provided below. 
Also, the updated drainage report is contained in Appendix L of the final EIS/EIR. 

The existing drainage patterns will be impacted to a minimal degree by the Eagle 
Mountain Road extension and the proposed railroad spur .. Within the southerly 1.1 miles 
of the road extension, with one exception, the contributing drainage areas are very minor 
in nature and_ will be perpetuated by the use of several small culverts. The one exception 
is the overflow from the MWD pumping pl_ant fore-bay, which only occurs in the event 
of an emergency shut down of the facility ,within the Eagle Mountain tunnel. The design 
of the overflow crossing of the road extension will be sufficient to accommodate the flow 
that can pass the concrete box under t~e pumping plant access road and the trestle on the 
existing railroad immediately upstream from the road extension. 

The next 1.6 miles of the_ proposed road extension will be constructed adjacent to the 
existing railroad on the,downstream sid~. ·The. drainage facilities· crossing ·under the 
existing railroad will be reconstructed· as needed and will be extended under the road 
section _to perpetuate existing drainage pa,tterns: The proposed railroad spur and road 
extension into the landfill area is to oe located adjacent to and upstream from the Colorado 
River Aqueduct -(CRA). It is planned to. provide drainage· facilities under the railroad 
and road -directed at existing .drainage crossings of the CRA. Downstream from the 
aqueduct crossing the storm flows will be alfowedto spr~ad out into their current drainage 
patterns. 

28. · All key drainage facilities will be ·designed for l 00-.year storm flows for the most critical 
events ranging. from 1-, 3-, 6-, and 24-hour duration :storms. -In addition, a 500-year 

. frequency-standard will: be a~opted for review of:channel freeboard design. Riverside 
County Hood Control District s~ggests, _based on their experience, that this provides the 
mos_t conservative des.ign storm to -use in desert areas and provides for tht; highest 

· ·= intensity of runoff~ Figure 56' of the draft EIS/EIR provides the information requested 
in this comment. 

29. Design of drainage: facilities will utilize, 1991 aerial topography and the most current 
-government topographic mapping .. Eagle Creek currently flows into the East Pit. 

30. The project impacts to the nearby wells, springs; and subsurface flow are fully evaluated 
on page 328 of the draft EIS/EIR. 

31. See Response 0001-43. 

32. See Response 157-64. 
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33. For each issue discussed in the draft EIS/EIR, impacts associated with each alternative 
are provided, including the proposed action, the reduced landfill operations alternative, 

-the proposed action with rail access only alternative, and the no action alternative. Since 
the project has the objective of providing landfill capacity, the no project alternative was 
analyzed primarily from the perspective of no action at the project site in conjunction 
with the continuedreliance on conventional landfills. Thus, the no project alternative 
avoids changes at ·the project site, but does result in impacts such as continued air 
emissions in the South Coast Air Basin described on pages 393-396. While brief, the 
discussion ·of the current Surface Mine and Reclamation Act reclamation plan on page 
75 is an accurate summary of the existing Kaiser Steel Resources plan. This current"plan 
is limited to the following actions: removal of old mining equipment (which is ongoing), 
minor drainage improvements, and allowing natural revegetation to proceed. The 
EIS/EIR concludes that the Eagle Mountain Energy Company project is "speculative and 
remote and not reasonably foreseeable." Therefore, the potential for implementation of 
this project is unknown. See Responses 0 152-1 through 0 152-11. 

34. At the present time it is difficult to estimate the probability of implementation for the 
various alternative sites and projects. Within the potential wastesheds reviewed in the 
draft EIS/EIR (pages 4-5), approximately 70,000 tons per day of municipal solid waste 
are generated. Thus, it would be possible to operate the proposed project at full capacity, 
operate the Amboy project at full capacity, and still have a need for additional disposal 
capacity fulfilled by conventional landfills. Since it will be some years before any of the 
remote disposal' faciiities can operate at full capacity it is more difficult to predict how 
disposal capacity will be provided. In general, solid waste departments are planning for 
all contingencies-_ proceed~ng with recycling and diversion programs, expanding the 
capacity of existing landfills, permitting for new landfills, and cooperating with potential 
remote disposal projects. While some short-term market advantage may be gained by 
the first remote disposal site to become operational, given the expected lifetimes of these 
projects they are not mutually exclusive. 

AB 939 mandates reductions in solid waste disposal volumes and places the responsibility 
for achieving the reductions o,n local jurisdictions. The precise tactics to accomplish the 
reductions, mandatory source separation, green material recycling, pricing mechanisms, 
acceptance criteria, and others will be developed in an integrated manner by the Riverside · 
County Waste Management Department and other local governments. Regardless of the 
success of these programs, the need for continued disposal capacity will remain. See 
Response Number 0006-1 for additional information. 

35. The impacts associated with the proposed action's off-site improvements (the road and 
·railroad_rights-of_.wa_y· and the land exchange) are discussed in Section IV. Environmen
tal Consequences of the draft EIS/EIR for each individual issue. 
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36 .. See Response 0015-2. 

37. See Response 0015-2. 

38. The project applicant will work closely with local, state, and private entities ·in the 
development of future solid waste processing and transfer stations which may serve the 

· landfill in the future. 

39. See Response 0149-10. 

40. See Response 0165-1 above. 

41. See Responses 0 165-1. 

42. See Responses 005~-1 and 0083-3. 

43. Figure 99 of the draft EIS/EIR illustrates the 75 dBA noise contour l(ne for the proposed 
· landfill operations. As shown on .this figure, the residential land-·uses of the Eagle 
, Mountain townsite would not be exposed to noise levels in excess of 75 dBA. 

44. A formalized closure and postclosure maintenance plan will be submitted to the RWQCB 
within 180 days of the termination of each area's phase of waste disposal, according to 
CCR Title 23, Article 9, Chapter 15, Section 2597. 

MRC will be responsible for all aspects of post-closure monitoring and controls. The 
closure and post-closure costs will be formatted according to Title 14 of the California 
Code of Regulations and will include a letter of credit which is a demonstration of 
financial responsibiiity for closure and postclosure costs and a financial means test and 
guarantee demonstrating responsibility for closure of the site. · 

45. Please refer to Response 0001-10, 11, and 121. 

46. There is. no· evidence that bighorn sheep disperse ·across the Eagle Mountain rail line 
right-of-way; Should a bighorn sheep be-on the tracks at the time a train approaches it 
certainly is agile enough to avoid being hit. Sheep are also somewhat tolerant of human 
impacts activity, and it seems unlikely that the level of train traffic projected for the rail 
line would represent a significant barrier to sheep movements. 

47. · The anticipated grow_th associated .with. proposed landfill operations is discussed in 
· Section N.H. l of the draft EIS/EIR. -Utilities ahd community facilities are presently in, 
place at the Eagle Mountain fownsite to accommodate ·the anticipated increase in 
population associated with the landfill. The draft states that growth will be neither 
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discouraged or encour~ged in the region by the denial or approval of the proposed project, 
and therefore, appro_vai' ·of the project is not considered-·a significant regional growth
inducing impact. 

48; Please refer to Response 0025-8. 

49. The local Desert Center dump will remain open to accept locally generated waste until 
the Eagle Mountain i'andfill facilities are in place and operations commence. There is no 
inspection or sorting of refuse at the Desert Center dump. 

50. Presently, access to the site is restricted and minimal patrolling occurs. If the proposed 
landfill project does not occur, and no other active uses are pursued at the site, then the 
existing reclamation plan would take effect. Upon iinplementation of the current 
reclamation plan, fen~ing and access restrictions would remain in some areas. The level 
of patrolling, maintenance, and the effectiveness of access restrictions over time are all 
uncertain, however, under the "No Project" alternative.· 

51. The major outcome ·of FLPMA affecting the area of the project was the preparation of 
. the BLM' s Californiir Desert Conservation Area Plan ( 1980); pursuant to Section 601 of 
FLPMA. · Consistency with the COCA Plan is the most pertinent requirem~nt of FLPMA. 
The land exchange itself is necessary to provide consistency with the COCA Plan, as 

, '·discussed-on '.pages' 178-187 of the draftEIS/EIR. The· draft EIS/EIR reviews the other 
major- applicable processes under ·FLPMA on pages· 13-15 in discussing the proposed 
lartd ex~hange. A general description of the proposed rights-of-way is provided on pages 
25-31; a legal-description will be necessary as part of the legal documentation of the 
rights-of-way. 

52. , The Biological Assessment was prepared for the Section 7 consultation as required by 
the Endangered Species Act (see Appendix N of the final EIS/EIR). 

53. The "Responsible Agency" which appears in the fourth column of the Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan iii Appendix K of the draft EIS/EIR is the agency responsible for 
assuring that the ·mitigation measures are carried out. A revised Mitigation Report
ing/Monitoring Program ·has ·been prepared and is included in Section 11.C. of the final 
EIS/EIR. 
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Project Management (RECON): 

John P. Larson, Director 
B.S. Chemistry, San Diego State University, 1975 
M.RA., San Diego State University, 1992 
Years of Experience: . t'5 

Donald E. Haines, Project Manager 
B.A. English, University. of Michigan, 1963 
M.A. Comparative Literature, University of Michigan, 1968 
Years of Experience: 5 

VIII. List of Preparers 

RECON staff participating-in the preparation of the final EIS/EIR include: 

M.A. Alexandra Acosta.:.Mathis, B.A. Neurobiology 
- 'Environmental Analyst . 

Sandra R. Fayette, B.S. Education 
Environmental Analyst 

Loretta L. Gross 
Production Supervisor 

Tom Held, B.A. En,glish; M.A. English 
Environmental Analyst 

Stacey Higgins 
. Produ~tion Specialist 

Peter Langenfeld, B.S. Geology and Geography 
Cover Design 

David N. Law_head, B.S. Biology; M.S; Wildlife Ecology 
Project Biologist 

Kristine L. K. Manley 
Technical Illustrator 

Harry J. Price, B.A. Anthropology 
Senior Techilic~ Illustrator 

Frank Ritz, B.A. Anthropology 
· Project Archaeologist 

Gerald A. Scheid, B.S. Biology, M.S. Ecology 
Project Ecologist 

Sue Wade; B.A. Anthropology 
Project Archaeologist 
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VIII: I;,ist of Preparers 

The following subcontractors supplied analyses of special topics for RECON: 

DKS Associates, Traffic Engineering 
Mestre Greve Associates, Noise Analysis 
San Bernardino County Museum, Paleontology 
Cultural Systems Research, Inc., Ethnography 

Information regarding the project was provided by the following personnel of Mine 
Reclamation Corporation: . 

Gary W. Johnson, P.E. 
Gary Kovall, Senior Vice President 
Robert D. Coale, P.E., Technical Director 
Michael McCartney 
Kurt Ramey 

Additional information regarding the project was provided by the following personnel 
of Kaiser Steel Resources: 

; 

Gerald A. Fawcett, Senior Vice President, Corporate Development 
Orio J. Anderson, Manager, Mining Properties 
Jerry Stokes, Assistant M_anager, Mining Properties 

Technical data and analyses for the final EIS/EIR were provided by the following finns: 

CM Engineering Associates, Inc. 
E. Joseph Shaw 
Clyde Hippenstiel 

GeoSyntec Consultants 
Thierry R. Sanglerat 
Michael Y acyshyn 
Bert Palmer 

GSi/Water 
-Joe Birman 
Scott Shomer 

SCS Engineers 
Mark B. Beizer, P.E., Vice President 
Ray Grier, P.E. 
Mark D. Alpers 
Julie Benson 
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vm. List of Preparers 

Sierra Research, Inc. 
Gary Rubenstein 
Toin Andrews -
Earl Withycombe 

Lead agency staff responsible for the preparation of the final EIS/EIR include: 

Bureau of Land Management, Palm Springs/South Coast Resource Area, Steve Nagle 
County of Riverside, David Mares 

Other persons and agencies consulted during the preparation of the final EIS/EIR 
include: 

California Department of Fish and Game 
Vern Bleich 
Gerald Mulcahey 
Kim Nichol 
Fred Worthley 

National Park Service, Joshua Tree National Monument 
Air Quality Division, Denver 
Cooperative National Park Resources Studies Unit 
Regional Office, Western Region 

Riverside, Cqunty of 
Fire Department 
Planning Department 

Ron Goldman 
Steve Kupferman 
Joe Richards 

Smith, Peroni & Fox Planning Consultants, Inc. 
Mike Peroni 

Southern Pacific Railroad 
Tim Kava 

Review was also provided by the following attorneys: 

Best, Best and Krieger 

Browning-Ferris Industries 
E. William Hutton 
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Vlll. List of P~parers -

Gresham, Varner, Savage, Nolan and Tilden 
James Good 
Patrick Mitchell 

McClintock, Weston, Benshoof, Rochfort, Rubalcava, and MacCuish 
Sharon Rubalcava 
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Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), ix-x, 2, 4, 355, 454 
Ferrum Junction, 7, 180, 206-207, 212, 295, 302, 318, -328, 332, 337, 383-384, 395, 414, 

426,444,448 
Final cover, xii,. 134--135, 210,224,258,270,307,321,350,410,412,414,420,431 
Fine tailing, 13,128,148,156,218,325,350,352,407 
Flexible membrane liner (FML), xi, 13-14, 107, 127-129, 140, 142,214,224,236,324,431 
FLPMA. See Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
Flu~ride, 210, 236 
FML. See Flexible membrane liner 
Foundation and monitoring layer, 14, 126,161,259 
Free.leachate, 107,309 
Fu~fconsuinption, 112,181, 191,234,267,290,307,318-319,344,349,359,427,430-431 
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. Meteorolog1caLdata, 142, 144--145, 178,215,305, 329-330, 355-358, 447 
Methane' gas~ -i31, 288,.337, 419 
Metiop_oi.itah'waterDistrict (MWD), 5,-10, 152-153, 197,201, 226--232, 275, 298-299! 

,"305, 309~'366--367, 377-380, 381,445,451 
Mine adit, 221 
Mi~e'Reclamation Corporation, ix, 2, 7, 19, 103, 177, 182,188,249,362,427,436, 

446-447, 449. See also MRC 
-Mine Reclamation Plan. See Reclamation Plan 
Mi~i_11g, 2, 5, 7, 60, 62, 126, 149, 155-156; 19()---192, 194,208,212, 222-223, 237,242, 

253,288,343,345,348,355,364-365~376,380,403,452 
Mi~gationR.eporting/Mohitoring·Program, 16, 21, 61,._150, 176, 179, 182, 186,198,208, 
, 249, 2Sl, 276,281, 283:....284, 381, 39&-c-397, 409, 411~ 413,415, 4Z3, 437, 442--443, 448, 

454 
Moisture; 128~130, 133,135,159,196,210,300,325,396,419,429 
Mo~toring'--well, 157;166--167, 419· 
MRC, ix, 2, 18-21, 110-111, 135, 153, 163, 168-169; 173, -186, 192-193,' 195, 197-199, 

. -'201-202, 2_04-206, 208-209, 212-:-214, 216--717, 220~·225-226,-233...:.235, 242-244, 
252-253~256-257,26~262,265-266,272,276~277,283-284,287,294-295,299-300, 
,-303~304, 307-308, 310, 312...:.313, 322, 330-331, 334,336, 338-339, 342,344,347, 362, 
365,386,389-391,393-394,398,403--404,410,412,41'7--418,420,'423,426,432,439, 
445~6,- 44~. 450, 453. See also Mine Reclamation Corporation 

-,MRF. See.Maten~ recovery fadlity · 
Municipal solid w~te landfill (MSWLF), 130, 236, 323, 392, 396, 400 
,MWD.' See Metropolitan'Water·District 

/ 
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} Index ______________________ ...;..._ _____ _ 

National Env:ir.onmental Policy Act. See NEPA_ 
National Park S~rvice:'(:NPS), 20-21, 109-110, 371,375,449 
Nelson's bighorn sheep. See Bighorn sheep 
NEPA, 1, 5, 16, 20, 174,-196, 248-250, 277, 283-286, 295,311,316,327,348, 388-389, 

418,428;436 
Nighttime landfill operations, 227 

·-~- -
!.' . ·• . },: __ ,.:::_ 

Noise,'.60, 104, 151-154, 183,227, 230-231, 252,254,264,278,282,285,287,301, 
· · 309-310,322,341,343,365,369,375,379,383,385-386,389,410,437,444,453. See 

.also Train, noise 
N9tiGt5 o( Pr~paratlon, 159 

·-. 
;,. 
'_. 
~.f'· 

'.....: 1?':·.:... ' . 

· . NPS: :See ·National Park'Service 
Nuisance, 448 

0 
;~ ~ •1:•; • I 

>-:--'- · .... _._. Odor, 60, 15_1, 180,212,225,266,313,337,342,403, 407-409, 411,444 
:/~";/"''. : :-:,·- · ·1oo~y~i:!f st~rm. 200-201; 223,246, 258, 419-420, 451 
_',;;t~r-·.·:<::--_·.-.'Oro~opia sage; xii, 240-241 

:l1K',;:,P:. 
S}et//::/'•~-,_pernieability, 125,128-129, 350-351, 432 
,:,f{-,,!-- . ,_,~ Pesticide~ 233 
J}i-,. ,_:, _:. ;Phase.I cont~~er handling yard, 191,227,291,310,418 
;/t:· _ _. .. --- Phase:JJ:coiitaiheiltaridlihg yard, 60, 227-228, 274,291,298,304,312,378,393,404,418 

_,;~;i_'.':.·;< ·-\ ··,-PiritciBa:sir{ 109-=-HO, 216,254,370, 374-375, 403 
-:.{\:)"\~·:- .. ·. ,PM10;·1s, 61,':i'o8-109(14·5-147, 150, 176, 201-208, 239,248,263,269,282, 293-294, 

... • .• ~.-., ..... !' :•.· •·• . . .., ·,-. • 

, ::;:-r,,::•, , , . , 327,.355..:;357; 360,368,373, 395-396, 417,427,430, 447-449 
.. :)r ... ·: .. -~~v~rjtion o~$i*~ificantDeterioration (PSD), 107,149, 177-178, 320, 357-359, 371, 447· 
\ \ -·': ': · / /{:.Projec(sequericiifg, 350 _ 

._. •.• ,. , ( .~- : • -:,1-I• , ... , .,- · Ir:-·•, . • , , 

,~.}if.\::-·,,, :.F~PuJ:,lic''.he'alth}J6, 103, 141, 156-157, 192, 194, 232, 252, 261, 266, 302, 320 ~it+t ;:, 
\,. -::- _ · ~ _ .. Radioactive material, 199,237,318,334,392,441 
'.-<:::>. · · .. :-.Raifadcict~hi;xii, 192,202, 205-206, 302,334, 343-344, 435 
\~-:://·-,_ . ~-\~~ ~i\iice·-intefn:1p_tiori; 197,293,301,309,311,394,399 
.f?· · -__ ;:.Rail transport,-2, 183,202,234,293,302, 309-310, 318-319, 337-338, 383,390,397,417, __ 
_ 'JJ:; '.·,_. ·1~·--'. ' 4:i'.f·42,7·:447 .::f' ..... :~_. .,,,' ' ,... '• . : . 
\ / ,: ; .\·. Rail-Cycle·, 150,'269-271 
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Index 

Railway electrification, 180,332,395,426,448 
Raven, 190;222, 244,254,272,278, 280-281,.283, 289,361,374,380,386,421, 443-444 
RCRA (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act), 246 
Reclamation.Plan, ix, 4,223,237,321,365,452,454 
Recyclable material, 200,257,274,378,428 . 
Recycling, xi, 2, 7, 60; 110-lV, 170, 184, 187, 193-195, 200-202,'207, 209,214,217, 

220,222-223,225,235,250-252,255,259~267,277,287,289,296,304,307-308,313, 
316,326,332-333,335,342,371,375~385,393,400,412,420,428,433,440,452 

Regional Water Quality Control Bo_ard, x, 4, 13, 104, 125, 155, 159, 164, 197,208,233, 
303,308,381,384,398, 43L See also RWQCB 

Report of Waste Discharge_(ROWD), 125, 128, 134; 168,208,349 
Return-to-custody facility (RTCF), 151-152, 157, 222, 227, 231-232 
Revegetation,268,307,321,452 
Right-of-way, ix-x, 2, 4-5, 7·, 201,228,240, 280-281, 283,292,299,308,314,335,337, 

355,361,377-378,384,436,4?3 
Risk assessment, 142, 178,329,384,415. See also Health risk assessment 
Riverside County General Plan, 10, 420 
ROWD. See Report of Waste Discharge 
RTCF. See Return-to-custody facility 
RWQCB,x-xi, 111,125, 127-128, 133-135, 137,155,159, 162-163, 166-168, 199,211, 

224,235-236,276,291,301,310,337,347,350,362,401,407,417,431,449-450,453 

SaltCreek,xii, 198,221,243,346,384,437 
San Andreas fault, 217, 2f5, 394, 437 
SCAB. See South Coast Ai!. Basin 
SCAQMD, 104, 109, 138, 143-144, 148-150, 157, 172, 174-179, 182-183, 185,187,209, 

263-264,275-276,288,294-295,306-307,320,327-328~337,357,360,370,372,395, 
409,415,418, 422-424, 436, 446-448. See also South Coast Air Quality Management 
District 

SCR. See Selective catalytic reduction 
Section7,x, 1,4, 17,106,110,243,277,369,374,421,432,454 
SEDAB. See Southeast Desert Air Basin 
Seismic event, 394. See also Faults; San Andreas fault 
Seis111ic hazards, 292. See also Faults; San Andreas fault 
Selectjve catalytic reduction (SCR); 108, 169, 172, 177,186,249, 306-307, 328,359,418, 

423,425-426 
Sensitive species, xii, 240, 279, 338,361,421,433,436 
Sewage, 111,133,138,156,208,400 
Source re'ciuction, 60,184,209,214,223,751,259,296,371,405 

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR · 469 

.. 
' 
, 
.i 



I · .• • .J\"l ,.1•, i , ._.: ..... · .. --:1.~;_,,,,:: .. -;,,•"J,··, :·~- .':-,·•:--; •-.•• ,.,1,·, _.,.. .•• 1 -~-.- -·. 1!1 ,' '·•:: :,, . ..:, " •i'',' ';-,:,·'• •_1 .. ;i:'.~\,~.:_·'., l..:f! ""'--;•'t.·• 1• :;,;~: -,._.-,; / J ';~;J·\1· _·:~,.--_1···. ·t,~'1'l•1""r:{:,_.-.;:":_•\t_':~_.., :,,:' r.<:.."l.~'•:•· 11 •· ,•!.;:~• :.❖ ,:f1-~• ·~~-- ;~--::i:.-.. !, _1;,_ n
1
f.•.- ·• .. ,,, ,1.{ ---,~-~ 

):.~~--::-~ ___ :tt· ::· .. •.•u.,Th.- · ' · •' ,_ .. , •'!, . ---,,,.,.· :-· • . 

: 
;~•- '. 

Ind~x 

South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), 104, 141, 144-146, 169, 171-172, 187, 207-208, 225,237, 
268,271, 293-294; 3_0~305, 318-320,'326-327, 331, 348-349, 372-373, 428-430;-452 

· South Coast Air Quality.MariagementDistrict (SCAQMD), x, 4, 104, 107, 12·6, 142, 147, 
157,168, i74--175;.,178, 183,233,239,288,291,329,355,436,446 

Sou_theast Desert:Air ~asin (SEDAB), 104, 145, 148, 169, 171, 175, 187,207,225,237, 
268-269, 293, 30~305~' 319-320, 326, 348-349, 356, 372::....373, 430,446 

Surface water, xi-xii, 125~ 161-162, 200,233,431 

T 

· Threatened species, 280 
-: _./_ ; .. Towit~nd;s big.:eared bat,,-285-286 

·11-.. •. -.: ' ·· •• :-.• ·-:··,.,·,, ·· :· 'Tra.1n · 
--~\-.', j~l;_ I _1i!1:, 
{ /:'i.-: _ ·.•·-;:.. '. ac<;:ident, 188, 192, 198, 205-206, 221,252,287,321, 343-344, 380,390,411,435 
•--:,, ···-.1···.. . . ' ·--,." . . . 
/'·\.<.:.. ·:'·· . noise, 151~152, 183,227,230,282,287, 310,'341, 343,383,389 
.tt)., '··)_':'-': . v6Iumes, i$;'114, 152, 191-192,' 205-207, 214; 227-228, 250, 261-262, 278,294,311, 
/\· :., .'' .·. 314--315~ 389~'418-419, 444 

.(··:·.-,: :, . ,· :\ .. _-Tran_sf~_t;station, 59, 156, 163, 189, 195-197, 199, 206, 215, ~50, 256, 259, 264, 267, 270, 
::, ," :.,,:;..,:,., · . '31~311;'318-319, 334,340,350,360,382,408,412, 419-421, 433,435,441 
,);:{:··~,: _<.:;·:~ :T~~~.~iiie, -~?4 
.. i·\·.': . ,'..·'Triick'tra'nsport,ix, 7, 14, 59, 193, 229-230, 239,249,252,293,340,390,414 

i{::_r;::~,. . . . . 
·./ :,'..; ,-'·,:, ·un:1tnskfactors, 178-179 -
•. ' {- '•L.!,, ,, J '.~ • ,. • - : • •' • ~ ' 

.;l} l::<::\ :1·;-.:.')Ufilitie·s~ ·62, 1,14, 164, 184,205,231,231,251,218,340, 342,-385, 390; 399,437,453 
-{~~::;~/. \. ' !. !,'· . 

. :{i;;:;:., . __ ,,~- ·., ,. V 
~~\---~-~ ,, •.' \~ ,· 1 .. 

·.>'.i)•>; ·:,: V~dose zon_e·,-xi-::-:,µii, 129, 135, 140, 161-162, 167 
'·•," :•f ·.' I ,; I o,il ,,.,,,.. ! • ~: 1' •.. •' ',, •~ _( .• \ 

-~i}: · .. , •:" · -~:-,,Y C?!iicJ~ pelay, -250 
{}'\:'~·:: ,: ,'.•, VO~ '(volatil~.'organic compound), 15, 108, 146, 149-150, 372, 382 

Jjj~;.t:f Iw . .. . 
~~t<)?~--_::-W.aste;4is_ch'arge req~ments, x, 4,133,233,303,308,398,431,449 
_j·\f}:_.':?~?;-::;wast¢}Hvetsiorf60/I84;J87, 195,211,214,223, 238~239, 259,289,296,303,311,326, 
• · .,-• ·· . :r •i .. r . · ~ I .• ('·:' · · ~ • /'·:..,·, -.: •. ~ .-;_1:;· .. ,1 , • 

' i,:•:;•• .,, •. 'L •;•337"'.392 '405 •415 447 
I . , .. _ ~·J . .•·. . , . - . t t t 

.?'Ji•-•,;--('~\ ::~·Waste·redudion, '184; 209,296,433,439,447 
i?>\l'' ';.': :, wistt'screehln ··"tti3. 206''23s 274 298 304 378 393 -403-404 · 

,._~ ,-" .• -~•;:· : ;. ·••f•i,. ,Z• ·:·• .... ·: .,',:',, • .$,. ~· '· , , , , '· , , 
~{\-:: ''::':! . ·Waste!~~a111!2~~0, 150, 156, 18l, 194, 196-197, 199,211, 213-215, 223,238, 252,.256, 
c;> . 27'1; 277;·289, 298,334, 338-339, 367,380,385,392,406,410,419,439,441 
:i ·, :· . • 
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Water c_onsumption, 62,201,382,411 
Watef'supply, xi, 231, 403 · 

, Water use; 13, 114, 348, 396, 433 
.Windblown debris, 110-111, 196,207,226,253, 274-275, 289,310, 312-313, 331,342, 

369-370,376,378,385-386,408 
Windblown litter, 110,201,207,274,313,375,378 
Workersafety, 156,158,314,318,410 
Worker/driver education program, 276 

y 

Yuma clapper rail, 279, 285 
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THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 

1!.itfB=ii= •'11,str id=t',1=cl1 
ROBERT A. NELSON 

Director 

Supervisor Abraham 
Board of Supervisors 
County Administrative Center 
4080 Lemon Street, 14th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501-3656 

RE: Eagle Mountain Landfill 

Dear Supervisor Abraham: 

September 12, 1991 

DOCUMENT 000 I 

Enclosed herewith is the Draft Interim Report Findings (Eagle 
Mountain EIR revi~w) prepared for the Department by our consultant, 
Converse Environmental West. 

The report raised critical but constructive questions 
regarding the design of the project which will require additional 
study and response from the developer. 

Although some of the issues raised might be deferred to the 
State permitting stage, many of the issues should be resolved 
before the EIR is certified as complete and the project is 
approved. 

We will be working with County Planning and the project 
sponsor to address the critical issues before it is brought to your 
Board with our recommendations. 

RAN:lj 

Enclosure 

cc: CAO; Attn: Richard Lashbrook 

z:r,✓,r~~ 
Robert A. Ne on 
Director 

Planning Department; Attn: Joe Richards, David Mares 
LEA; Attn: John Fanning 

1995 Market Street• Rivcnidc, CA 92501-1719 • (714) 275-1370 • FAX (714) 275-1374 
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ENVIRONMENTALWif.C.., I 

9471 A,ogeha•en Court Surte C 
San O,ego. Calrtom,a 92123 

Tetephone 611l 268-3360 
FAX 619 268-8955 

INTERIM REPORT OF FINDINGS 
REVIEW OF DRAFT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 
DESERT CENTER, CALIFORNIA 

PREPARED FOR: 

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 
WASTE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 

1995 MARKET STREET 
RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA 92501-1719 

CEW Project No. 90-82-190-01 
September 1991 
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INDEX OF PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS 
(continued) 

Agency/Organization/Individual 

Lorraine and Gilbert Sherman 
Gilbert D. Sellan 
City of Palm Springs 
Allen T. Brown 
Johnson & Johnson Development Corporation 
Riverside County Fire Department 
Office of the Mayor, Cathedral City 
Mel Ballen 
U.S. Department of the lnterior, Bureau of Mines 
Marilyn, Maurice, and Joshua Beidler 
R. J. Arden 
Nancy and Murray Olderman 
National Parks and Conservation Association 
Tom Glenn 
Lucille and Cliff Busse 
Lewis L. Warner 
Jean M. LaRoss 
Margaret Schmidt 
Nanette McMahon 
Jean Spier 
Arlene Pallenberger 
Joseph W. Monroe 
Jana Thompson 
U.S. Department of Transpo1tation 
Virginia O'Connor 
Madalene Good 
Desert AG Services 
G.T.J. Enterprises 
Marilyn Beidler 
John R. Warner 
Hallock Hoffman 
Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District 
Mr. & Mrs. James Johnson 
Office of the Mayor, City of La Quinta 
Myrt Griffin 
State Building and Construction Trades Council 

of California 
K. H. Carabio 
Building and Construction Trades Council 

of San Bernardino and Riverside Counties 
Dorothy Harte 
City of Walnut 
Office of the Mayor, City of Blythe 
Kenneth Statler 
County of Riverside Parks Department 
Janet Cook 
City of Desert Hot Springs 
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INDEX OF PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS 

Agency/Organization/Individual 

Converse Environmental West 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Region 7) 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 
City of Banning 
City of Banning 
Dorothy Harte 
Hon. Steve Clute (Assemblyman D-68, Riverside County) 
Clifford D. Threm 
City of El Segundo 
Rolfe E. Tandberg 
Edith Christopher 
Lilly and Manuel Romero 
Eagle Mountain Landfill Evaluation Committee 
The Press Enterprise (editorial) 
California State Lands Commission 
City of San Bernardino 
Carol and Duane Johnson 
City of Fontana 
Anonymous flyer 
Christine and Vince Samons, Vicky and David DaVall , 

Irene and Arthur DaVall 
Sierra Club - Angeles Chapter 
City of Brea 
W.H. Rawlings, Inc. 
City of Rancho Mirage 
City of Rancho Mirage 
Public Hearing: Palm Desert, August 27, 199 l 
Public Hearing: Desert Center, August 28, 1991 
State of California Public Utilities Commission 
State of California Department of Conservation 
State of California Department of Transportation 
Clarence Suchil 
Citizens for Chuckwalla Valley 
City of Palm Desert 
State of California Department of Fish and Game 
CSA 51 Advisory Board 
Walt V. Hopkins 
Mickey and Will Truitt 
Riverside County Fire Department 
Walter L. Rector 
C.G. Boyd & Associates, Inc. 
Riverside County Flood Control and 

Water Conservation District 
Juana and Louis Gutierrez 
San Bernardino County Museum 
Dorothy Harte 
J.H. Reclamation, Inc. 
Eugene R. Boess 
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. (continued) 

Agency/Organization/Individual 

Karen S. Elam 
San Bernardino County Air Pollution Control District 
Ruth and Robert Anderson 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
Landfill Alternatives Save Environmental Resources 

(LASER) 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
Joan M. Smith 
Joyce Jones 
County of San Diego 
G. Fred Lee & Associates 
Public Hearing: Bermuda Dunes, September 18, 1991 
Joan Cory 
Vernessa and Paul Skates 
Joe B. Gustaf son 
Ken Levy 
Carol A. Wiley 
Ron Salz 
Christine Samons 
Shirley M. Boylan 
Sierra Club - San Gorgonio Chapter 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1 This report presents the results of a technical review of parts of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR) for the 
proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill Project, located in Riverside, California. The 
report has been prepared within the general framework of the Converse 
Environmental West (CEW) proposal titled "Proposal Submittal, Review of Eagle 
Mountain Landfill Project, Draft EIS and EIR", dated September 1990. Preparation 
of the report has followed review of the DEIS/DEIR document and appendices, 
dated July 1991, with other referenced technical reports and data currently 
available to us. 

The principal objectives of the review were: to evaluate the adequacy of technical 
data developed for use in preparing a conceptual landfill design; and to assess the 
overall effectiveness of the conceptual design to mitigate adverse impacts and 
provide adequate environmental protection. During the review, emphasis was 
placed on evaluating the conceptual design proposals for conformance to ci.;rrent 
regulatory crrteria. 

Technical areas reviewed in the DEIS/DEIR review effort include: conceptual 
landfill engineering; water quality and use; landfill gas and gas condensate; air 
quality; noise; surface drainage and flooding; and public and worker safety. Each 
of the technical areas are discussed in the following report sections, with specific 
comments regarding the adequacy of the information presented to meet the overall 
objectives. Where necessary, recommendations are made for further investigation 
and/ or analysis to enable potential DEIS/DEIR deficiencies to be remedied. 
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2.0 CONCEPTUAL LANDFILL ENGINEERING 

2.1 Site Subgrade Engineering 

2.1 .1 General 
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The DEIS/DEIR reports general subsurface conditions at the site, with most 
specific data being derived from the eastern end of the proposed fill area. 
We understand further investigations are planned for the west end of the 
eastern pit area, which would be appropriate. In a very generic sense, the 
data available can be extrapolated to provide an approximation of 
subsurface conditions under the entire site for the purposes of conceptual 
planning. 

2.1.2 Bedrock Subgrade 

Undisturbed bedrock beneath the proposed landfill is indicated to be 
capable of supporting the weight of the landfill without adverse effect. This 
appears to be a reasonable and correct conclusion. 

The sides of the East Pit, however, are noted to be unstable, with numerous 
failures in many benches, and with zones of instability involving multiple 
benches. In addition, surficial instability exists on the west-facing cut slopes 
excavated in the alluvial area of the East Pit. Areas of instability need to be 
investigated more closely, and mitigative measures developed. 
Investigations should include comprehensive slope stability analyses of 
slopes, assuming both static and dynamic conditions. Emphasis should be 
given to the mitigation of wedge failures in the bedrock cut slopes, which 
are promoted by bedrock joints and fractures. 

We infer that it is intended to construct parts of the liner system and place 
waste in limited sections of the pit at a time, which would mean that 
mitigation of slope instability conditions may be occurring when the areas 
below had already been filled . If this working method is proposed, then it 
should also be investigated, and additional mitigative measures developed. 

Subgrade slope stability will need to be permanently maintained to ensure 
the integrity of the landfill liner system placed immediately adjacent to the 
subgrade. 

90-82-190-01 2 

Convel'N Envlronmental w .. 1 



f 
l 
~ 
i 

I ...... ·x 
~ 
10 

:~ 

i!!!i 

7 

8 

9 

10 

DOCUMENT 0001 

2., .3 Soil Properties 

The DEIS/DEIR indicates that areas of natural alluvium and of mine tailings 
protably contain zones of loose, unconsolidated material, and that uneven 
settlement of the basal landfill liner could result if the landfill was constructed 
over the loose alluvium without treatment. Excavation and replacement with 
compacted material was the indicated corrective procedure 10 ~ 
excessive differential settlement. However, limited differential settlement will 
still occur in artificially compacted material, which will require mitigation. 
Excavation and replacement should also be extended to include mine tailing 
and waste rock dump deposits. The DEIS/DEIR suggests that loose 
materials would probably not be subject to hydroconsolidation; this 
assumption should be verified by testing. 

2.2 Landfill Liner 

2.2 , General 

The liner design presented in the DEIS/DEIR is not complete; it is indicated 
that a clay liner (fine tailings) would be placed under the entire landfill, and 
a composite liner (clay and membrane) would be placed under the lower 
elevations of the landfill. A leachate collection drainage layer will be placed 
above the liner. 

Further conceptual design information is needed to make more than a 
cursory evaluation of the overall system. The technical rationale of 
constructing a composite liner over certain landfill areas, and a clay liner 
over other landfill areas, should be presented. 

2.2.2 Clay Liner Material Properties 

The fine tailings which are proposed to be used for the liner appear to have 
some of the general characteristics required to meet regulations, although, 
as noted, an admixture may be needed for some of the deposit, because 
of some apparently high permeability material. Yet to be resolved are the 
strength factors tor-the mater~ as it relates io. stability beth during and after 
placement, and the shrinkage characteristics as it relates to cracking and 
desiccation after placement. We consider it inappropriate to assume that 
the material will stay moist in place, considering that there will be air 
circulation within the waste, caused by gas removal, and that naturally warm 
temperatures will be augmented by the heat generated by decomposition 
of the fill. 
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A landfill liner /leachate compatibility study should include an analysis of the 
calcareous content of the proposed clay liner materials (tailings) and 
evaluation of any possible adverse impacts due to leachate contact. 

12 The entire liner should also be evaluated for its ability to prohibit landfill gas 
from migrating outside of the !andf.it ar-ea. High temperature5 W-ithin the 
landfill may degrade the ability of the liner to act as a gas barrier. 

13 

14 

2,2.3 Liner Conformance to SubQrade 

Generally, the composite liner placed at the base of the landfill might be 
expected to perform satisfactorily, assuming that the subgrade is properly 
prepared. However, the effects of the high pressure caused by hundreds 
of feet of overlying landfill materials on the liner system have not been 
adequately addressed. Also, liner materials placed against the benches and 
relatively steep side slopes of the pit walls have two additional criteria to 
meet to be considered satisfactory: the liner materials must be stable 
during and after landfill construction, and the materials must hold together 
at points of differential stress, such as at the edges of the benches. The 
technical feasibility of lining the benches and side slopes of the pit · is not 
apparent from the discussion presented in the DEIS/DEIR. Additional 
information should be provided to indicate how the liner will perform. 

2.3 Leachate Collection System 

2.31 Characterization 

The assumed chemical composition of future leachate at the site is based 
on data from other landfills in the general area. This may be considered 
satisfactory, atthough a considerable range of leachate chemical 
composition has been identified between Class Ill landfills. It may, 
therefore, be more appropriate to characterize potential leachate 
composition by considering the extremes of chemical concentrations found 
in similar landfills. 

2.3.2 Quantity 

15 The infiltration/water balance models considered indicated negligible or zero 
moisture infiltration. Other sources of moisture, such as the natural water 
content of the waste and products of decomposition, were considered, but 
also indicated the possible accumulation of only small amounts of moisture. 
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On this basis, the DEIS/DEIR concludes that there will be no significant 
volume of leachate, but plans assume that there will be some, which 
appears to be a conservative approach. However, some quantification of 
potential leachate volumes is necessary to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts. Since estimates of landfill gas condensate have be 
made, estimates of leachate quantities should also be made. 

2.3.3 Collection 

The leachate collection system is shown to consist of a two-foot thick 
drainage bed, with a series of interconnecting leachate collection pipes. 
The pipes would operate under a gravity system in the higher elevations, 
and a pump system in the lower elevations, to transport leachate to the 
recovery facility. The system will be located immediately above the landfill 
liner system. 

2.34 Treatment 

Pre-treatment will occur at the site or at the wastewater treatment plant, 
where all such fluids are to be directed. Following subsequent treatment, 
the fluids will presumably be used or disposed of in accordance with 
applicable regulations. However, no assessment of the consequences of 
discharge of this wastewater has been made in the DEIS/DEIR. 

2.3.5 Leakaoe 

In the DEIS/DEIR, possible pathways which leachate could follow are 
discussed, with the conclusion that permeabilities of the underlying soil and 
rock are so low that there should be only limited movement of any leachate, 
if it did escape the engineered leachate collection system. This analysis 
should be re-evaluated based on the possibility of different flow-paths and 
permeabilities, as pointed out in Section 3.0, titled ·water Quality and Use·. 

2.4 Landfill Gas and Gas Condensate Collection System 

Issues relating to ttle landfill gas snct gas COi 1densat~ · collection system are 
presented in Section 4.0, titled "Landfill Gas and Gas Condensate·. 
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2.5 Landfill Final Cover 

The DEIS/DEIR presents details of the landfill final cover proposed for the site. 
The proposed cover design is shown to conform with applicable California 
regulations, which include the provision of a minimum 3% gradient of the upper 

20 cover surface to allow for adequate drainage of the final surface. However, under 
Table S-2 "Drainage·, the mitigation of potential drainage impacts is shown to 
in:::lude the maintenance of the final landfill slope at a gradient not greater than 3%. 
The implication, therefore, is that the final overall slope gradient will be maintained 
precisely at a 3% gradient. This may not be practical to achieve, due to both the 
required overall final slope configuration and differential settlement of the landfill 
mass. The concept should be re-evaluated. 

21 

2.6 Seismic Hazards 

2.s.1 Faults 

The DEIS/DEIR indicates that eight photolineaments have so far been 
identified to extend through the site. It is concluded that six of the 
photolineaments may represent areas of faulting. In addition, numerous 
northwesterly striking faults are recorded to dissect the project area. The 
DEIS/DEIR concludes that the age of this fault activity has not been 
evaluated. 

A comprehensive fault investigation should be implemented at the site. This 
should include further analysis and age dating of all faults and 
photolineaments previously identified, as well as any additionally identified 
features. Emphasis should also be given to identifying and analyzing 
lineaments within alluvial deposits, both within and adjacent to the project 
site area. This fault evaluation is critical to site development, as it may 
represent potential fatal flaws if the site has active faulting. Assessment of 
on site faults should have been included in the DEIS/DEIR. 

The DEIS/DEIR indicates that a fault zone has been identified within the 
central portion of the East Pit. The DEIS/DEIR concludes that the fault is 
directly overlain by undisturbed Quaternary alluvium, indicating that it is pre
Quaternary in age. It is not, therefore, considered active or potentially 
active. This statement is unclear. In order to correctly ascertain the age of 
the fault, the alluvium should be correctly age-dated in terms of Holocene 
or Pleistocene, and not in terms of the geologic period known as the 
Quaternary. 
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2.s.2 Secondary Seismic Hazards 

Loose, fractured rocks and boulders are present within the benches and 
side slopes of the East Pit, and in the waste rock dumps. A seismic event 
could trigger slope failures and present a high risk of rockfalls. The 
proposed mitigation outlined in the DEIS/DEIR includes the progressive 
scaling of loose rock and materials on benches immediately above the 
working face of the landfill, and the construction of berms to intercept fallen 
rock. This is not considered satisfactory mitigation. The scaling of loose 
rock and materials should be performed on all benches from which 
materials could conceivably fall onto working areas, and not be limited to 
benches immediately above the working areas. 

Seismic analyses should be incorporated into the overall slope stability 
analyses for all existing and proposed cut and fill slopes at the site, as 
discussed in Section 2. 1 .2, titled "Bedrock Subgrade". 

Acknowledgment should be made that the landfill will be designed to 
withstand the maximum probable earthquake without damage to the 
foundation, fill slopes, or structures which control leachate, gas collection, 
or surface drainage. 
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3.0 WATER QUALITY AND USE 

3.1 General 
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25 On page 59 of the DEIS/DEIR, the statement is made that "Although factors such 
as annual precipitation, background quality of groundwater, and current and 
anticipated use of groundwater indicate that there will be no impairment of 
beneficial uses of groundwater, the entire area underlying refuse will be lined." 
This statement is based upon the assumption that the project will not adversely 
affect groundwater resources. Further investigation, characterization, and possible 
mitigative measures should be developed for all factors before it can be concluded 
that area groundwater resources will not be adversely affected by the project. 

3.2 Generation of Leachate 

26 It is stated that, in general, only small quantities of leachate will be generated. 

27 

Four sources of leachate are discussed: 

◊ Addition (infiltration) of meteoric water (precipitation) to the landfill 

◊ Infiltration by surface run-on 

◊ Generation of moisture by microbial activity 

◊ Influx of groundwater at times of high water table 

3.21 Infiltration of Meteoric Water 

Determination of the landfill water balance using the method indicated 
assumes a field capacity for the landfill based on starting volumes. With 
time, the degradation of the landfill by microbial activity and the removal or 
escape of leachate, landfill gas, and gas condensate will measurably add 
to the reduction in landfill volume. This will result in a reduction in landfill 
field capacity, and an altering of the water balance, possibly to the point 
where leachate may accumulate. To support the conclusion that no free 
leachate (from infiltration of precipitation) will accumulate in the landfill, 
consideration should be given to the volume changes expected to occur in 
the landfill with time. 
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3.2.2 Infiltration by Surface Run-on 

The Eagle Mountain area sometimes experiences major storm activity, 
especially during the months of mid- to late summer. This activity may 
resu!t in large amounts of water flowing in stream channels adjacent to the 
proposed landfill site. Some of these channels may have been formed by 
erosion of underlying geologic structures, such as joints, fractures, and 
faults . While some of the run-off flowing in these channels can be diverted 
from the landfill by engineered structures, a significant amount of this run-off 
may infiltrate these joints, fractures, and faults, and percolate downwards. 
This phenomenon may, therefore, cause temporary groundwater mounding, 
as frequently occurs beneath "dry washes· in desert environments. If the 
geologic structures are ·open·, it is possible that temporary hydrostatic 
pressure could develop at depth. If the geologic structures coincident with 
the stream channels intersect the pit walls, this percolating water, potentially 
under hydrostatic pressure, could compromise the stability of the proposed 
liner system. This is particularly important, given the depths of the 
proposed landfill. 

Consideration should be given to mapping and characterizing the streams 
surrounding the landfill, and determining if they are coincident with open 
geologic structures. If so, and if the structures intersect the side walls of 
the proposed landfill, measures should be developed to mitigate the effects 
of hydrostatic build up on the landfill liner system. 

3.2.3 Generation of Moisture by Microbial Activity 

The generation of water by microbial activity is known to be significant, as 
indicated in many landfill studies. The statement that "microbial 
decomposition rates are expected to be low" and the ·accumulation of 
moisture generated is expected to be small" should be supported by 
analysis or comparison to similar conditions elsewhere. Key factors in the 
analysis are: available moisture; concentration of oxygen; and abundance 
of nutrients, such as nitrogen, potassium, phosphorous, and possibly 
others. 

3.24 Influx of Groundwater at Times of HiQh Groundwater Table 

The DEIS/DEIR recognizes that groundwater could provide a source of 
water for leachate generation, if the water table were to rise to levels above 
the base of the landfill. To mitigate this possibility, it is proposed that waste 
be placed a safe distance above the historic high groundwater level. It is 
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not clear from the DEIR/DEIS what the historic groundwater level is, or if it 
can ever be determined from existing records. Further investigation is 
needed. If avaifable records are inconclusive, analyses should be 
performed to develop a likely range of historic high water levels that may 
have occurred. 

As described in Section 3.2.2, it is possible that significant amounts of 
meteoric water can infiltrate geologic structures during storm events, and 
percolate to the existing groundwater table. Temporary groundwater 
mounds along these structures can occur. The presence and impact of 
such structures should be adequately determined and evaluated. 

3.2.5 Contribution of Landfill Gas Condensate to Leachate Generation 

Landfill gas is known to frequently have a high concentration of water vapor. 
The temperature near the bottom of the landfill is usually significantly greater 
than near the surface. As water vapor is carried with methane and carbon 
dioxide from the deeper, warmer parts of the landfill, it reaches cooler zones 
in the upper parts of the landfill, where it condenses. This condensate may 
percolate back to the bottom of the landfill, where it may be vaporized again 
in a recurring cycle. This process may result in the generation of significant 
leachate. Consideration should be given to this process during the design 
of the landfill gas collection system. Other comments related to landfill gas 
condensate are presented in Section 4.0, titled "Landfill Gas and Gas 
Condensate·. 

3.3 Escape of Leachate 

It is stated that, even if leachate could move through the liner, "the volume of 
leachate penetration through time is expected to be very low." The basis for this 

33 statement is not given, nor is the basis for the term "low·. Considering that the 
volume of groundwater in the bedrock fractures is likely to be small, only a very 
small amount of leachate may be necessary to significantly degrade groundwater 
quality. Consideration should be given to quantifying the volume of leachate that 
may escape the landfill, and comparing this to the volume of groundwater 
calculated to exist and flow beneath the landfill. 

10 
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3.4 Migration of Leachate and Leachate-Affected Groundwater 

Escaped leachate and leachate-affected groundwater, should they occur, would 
migrate downwards through open geologic structures within the fractured bedrock. 
Discussions and calculations employing the concepts of porosity and permeability, 
which are normally used when considering sedimentary rocks, ere not appropriate 
in this case. Estimating the time it would take leachate to reach groundwater using 
such analytical methods is not defensible when arguing that significant impacts are 
avoided. For example, an open fracture, while it may constitute only a fraction of 
one percent of the rock volume and, therefore, calculate to a very low "effective" 
porosity, is essentially a direct conduit to groundwater. Flow rates along this 
conduit cannot be adequately determined by applying Darcy's law. 

Migration paths will be coincident with fault and fracture zones, end consideration 
should be given to adequately determining the location and nature of these zones, 
especially immediately beneath and adjacent to the landfill. Rates of leachate and 
groundwater migration and flow can only be determined by direct tests, such as 
tracer tests. Consideration should be given to conducting such tests once the 
pathways of groundwater flowing away from the landfill site have been determined 
to a greater extent. 

3.5 Movement of Groundwater from Bedrock to Alluvial Aquifer 

36 Groundwater migrating through fractured bedrock will reach the alluvium and 
discharge to the alluvial aquifer at the bedrock-alluvium contact, or via seepage 
below the water table. These seepage points will probably be located where the 
fracture zones intersect the bedrock-alluvium contact. Consideration should be 
given to locating the major conduits through, for example, geophysical means, 
such as seismic refraction and deep-penetrating electrical resistivity . 

37 

38 

The statement that "low-permeability alluvial deposits may be limiting 
communication between the bedrock aquifer and the alluvial aquifer ... and thus 
facilitating formation of groundwater divide" is not realistic. It is difficult to imagine 
the concept, and it is unsubstantiated by data. Additional investigation, analyses, 
and explanation should be considered if this condition is to be used as an 
argument limiting groundwater migration and pollution. 

The presence of a north-striking fault located to the east of the proposed landfill, 
which may be acting as a groundwater barrier, is inferred by the gravity survey 
maps included in supporting studies. This should be further investigated, because 
the north-striking feature may serve to divert the direction of groundwater flow 
toward the south. 
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3.6 Effect of Landfill Gas on Groundwater 

39 It is stated on page 337 of the DEIS/DEIR that "There is a remote possibility that 
some of the LFG could migrate through adjacent soils away from the landfill mass. · 
Based on studies and findings at other landfills in nearby areas, landfill gas readily 
escapes the landfill proper, and permeates the vadose zone all the way to 
groundwater. Landfill gas has been found at the water table as deep as 250 feet 
below the surface at landfills constructed on alluvium, and as deep as 500 feet 
below the surface at landfills constructed on fractured igneous and metamorphic 
bedrock. 

40 Escaped landfill gas can migrate by diffusion and by flow. The latter is caused by 
gas pressure build-up within the landfill, and by daily fluctuations of barometric 
pressure. Escaped landfill gas will not necessarily move upward to the 
atmosphere. Some may migrate through the vadose zone to groundwater. Once 
landfill gas contacts groundwater, certain constituents of the gas may dissolve 1n 
the groundwater, thus contaminating the groundwater. Consideration should be 
given to this process in order to determine its relative importance as a source of 
groundwater contamination. If necessary, mitigative measures should be 
proposed. 

41 Riverside County is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality 

42 

Management District (SCAOMD) . SCAOMD Rule 1150.1 requires that "the 
owner /operator of an active landfill shall : Install sampling probes at the perimeter 
of the landfill to determine whether off site migration exists.· There appears to be 
no mention of perimeter landfill gas monitoring in the mitigation of landfill gas 
impacts. However, based on attendance at meetings with MAC and the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board • Colorado River Basin Region , we 
understand that the installation of perimeter landfill gas monitoring probes is being 
planned. This should be addressed. 

3.7 Wastewater Disposal 

Approximately 5.2 million gallons per year of wash water will be generated by the 
project. Also, approximately 2 million gallons per year of sanitary wastewater may 
be generated. Combined with an estimate of 11,500 gallons per day (4.2 million 
gallons per year) of landfill gas condensate, and an unknown volume of leachate, 
this amounts to over 11 million gallons per year of wastewater requiring disposal. 
The DEIS/DEIR implies that this wastewater may be treated by the Kaiser 
Wastewater Treatment Plant. However, no analysis of the treatment plant 
discharge or potential water quality impacts appears to be presented in the 
environmental consequences pertaining to water quality. This should be 
addressed in the DEIS/DEIR. 
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3.8 Groundwater Basin Overdraft 

43 Area groundwater is assumed to be non-renewable. This has led to an 
assessment of groundwater supply impact as a percentage of overdraft. While the 
increment of overdraft may be small, .any increase in groundwater basin overdraft 
is, by definition, a significant adverse impact. This issue should be re-assessed 
and dealt with in a different manner. It may be argued that the groundwater supply 
impact is more than balanced by reductions in impacts had many smaller landfills 
been located in more populated areas. 
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4.0 LANDFILL GAS AND GAS CONDENSATE 

4.1 Summary of Impacts, Mitigation and Implementation (Table S-2) 

Under "WATER QUALITY, Groundwater Quality Impacts·, there is no mention of 
the possible impact of gas and gas migration on groundwater, although landfill gas 
(LFG) recovery is mentioned as a mitigation measure. Impact after mitigation is 
characterized as "Not Significant", although the mitigation measures cited 
elsewhere in the DEIS/DEIR may not make this so. This should be clarified. 

"Significance after Mitigation•, under "PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY, Landfill Gas·, 
is termed "Not Significant.· However, the underground fires cited in the section 

45 immediately following tend to be a direct result of LFG collection (mitigation) . 
Perhaps possible fires, toxic combustion products, and potential for explosion 
should be mentioned in this section as being possible results of LFG mitigation. 

46 The DEIS/DEIR later cites an LFG collection efficiency of 80 percent. Such 
efficiencies are attainable, but generally not without some degree of atmospheric 
intrusion leading to the risk of fire. 

4 7 Under "AIR QUALITY Emissions Impacts·, degradation of South Coast and 
Southeast Desert Air Basin air quality is cited due to increased motor vehicle 
exhaust. However, the decrease in LFG emissions in the Los Angeles area due 
to transport of waste out of the area, as well as the reduction in stack gases 
generated close to large metropolitan areas should be addressed. A discussion 
of whether these would offset the effects of increased vehicular traffic, much of 
which would be remote and from heavily populated areas, needs to be presented. 

48 Also the impacts of LFG combustion in the Eagle Mountain area should be 
analyzed. 

49 

50 

"Interception and removal of hazardous wastes within the waste stream· are cited 
under • AIR QUALITY Health Risk Assessment Mitigation Measures." We certainly 
agree with the view that impacts may not be reduced below significance at an 80 
percent LFG collection efficiency. Yet, it is now possible to attain significantly 
higher collection efficiencies than 80 percent, and data is available to support this 
contention. 

Toxic effects related to LFG components may possibly be reduced below 
sig11ificance attrns·~ - Pe, I ,aps the- possibiHt~ shoulctbe citectas a ftJture cha1 ,ge 
due to anticipated technological improvements. 
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4.2 Project Operations - Gas Control 

Figures 28 and 29 of the DEIS/ DEIR show the landfill gas collection system. It 
appears from the locations of the trenches and the benches that one important 
issue may not have been considered. That is that LFG collection trenches should 
be placed just under lift cover layers. It appears in the figures that the trenches 
may be just above the lift cover layers. This is where leachate will pool and inhibit 
gas collection. In contrast, the waste just below lift cover layers tends to be drier 
and represents a better gas conduit adjacent to the trenches. 

Also, the drawing shows the main header at the foot of the above-grade part of the 
landfill. This will encourage the header filling with condensate , especially as low 
points in the header develop. It would be preferred to place condensate collection 
traps at the toe, make the collection lines large enough so that liquid can flow 
downhill countercurrent to the gas flow, and place most of the main header at the 
top of the waste . This does necessitate moving the header as lifts 1re developed, 
but condensate accumulation in collection lines is commonly so severe a problem 
that this may be a desirable change. 

The landfill gas collection system should also be designed to mitigate any effects 
on the system caused by differential settlement of the landfill waste. 

4.3 Environmental Consequences 

54 On page 335, it is noted that unit refuse gas generation rates are expected to 
range between 0.02 and 0.07 cubic feet of LFG per pound of in-place refuse per 
year. This implies a constant rate of gas generation. The generation rate range 
cited is questionable ; the idea of a constant rate of gas generation is 
unreasonable. In fact, the rate of gas generation almost certainly drops off ~, :? measurably and markedly over time. The cited one year time lag before initiation 

~~ of anaerobic decomposition is questionable; anaerobic conditions are likely to 
~, prevail within a very few weeks after waste placement. The idea that little or no 
:] LFG will be produced during the first few years of operation is certainly a matter 
f] of degree. LFG will , in fact, be produced in small amounts within a very few days 
:J after waste placement, although it will not initially contain methane nor represent 
..... anaerobic processes. The rate of production will increase steadily after that, as 
\.r.l_\,\ microbial populations bloom and more waste is added. Whether gas production 
::::: is significant depends upon what happens to the gas after it is emitted from the 
::.r.ft:·:.::. landfill. Certainly one fmillion cubdic feet pfer day .of gas 

1
cited as likely to be 

· produced by the end o the secon year o operation cou d be significant if not 
•:❖ controlled properly. 

90-82-190-01 15 

Convel'N Environmental Weal 

::::::•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•.····························'·'·······'·'·'·'···'·'''''':::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::'.':(::<; ;,g.-:❖"-❖:mg:❖·;::::l;'·:··:·,::~z.:;¼:7»:::,,.w e., 



DOCUMENT 0001 

Also, it is stated that, by the year 2092, from 78 to 82 million cubic feet of gas will 
be produced per day (MMSCFD). This level of implied precision is not justified 
The estimate may also be significantly low. It can be argued that the steady-state 
LFG generation rate approached over time is the stoichiometric LFG-equivalent of 
the mass loading rate of substrate. For example, if 20,000 tons per day (TPD) are 
landfilled over a very long time, such as nearly 100 years, the waste contains 25 
percent substrate, and one pound of substrate yields 12 cubic feet of gas, then the 
limiting gas production rate is: 

(20,000 tpd)(0.25)(2000 pounds/ton)(12 cubic feet/pound) = 120 MMSCFD 

If the substrate is 35 percent of the whole, and this is quite plausible, atthough 
accurate figures are not available, then the gas production rate would approach 
168 MMSCFD. The DEIS/DEIR notes that "estimates of LFG production be,ond 
a 20- to 30-year period are speculative." In fact all LFG production projections are 
speculative and subject to large errors. 

On page 336, the quantity of LFG condensate is cited as 240 to 670 gallons of 
condensate per million cubic feet (MMSCF) of LFG, with up to 11,500 gallons 
being generated per day by the year 2092. LFG is water-saturated as it emerges 
from the waste. If extracted from a hot, rapidly decomposing region of waste, LFG 
may emerge at up to 140 F. Assuming it drops to 60 F in the gathering and 
processing system, and with unit standard atmosphere as the reference pressure, 
the vapor pressure of liquid water changes from 149.4 mm Hg to 13.2 mm Hg for 
a difference of about 18 percent of the original gas flow. This represents 180,000 
cubic feet of water vapor per MMSCF, or about 1100 gallons of condensate per 
day. If 168 MMSCFD are generated by the year 2092 and 80 percent is actively 
extracted, this could represent as much as 150,000 gallons of condensate per day. 
While it is emphasized that these figures represent probable upper limits, and the 
reality may be significantly lower, such limits should be considered in the analysis . 
They are within the realm of possibility, and reality may end up being higher than 
the figures cited in the DEIS/DEIR. 

Also on page 336, the DEIS/DEIR notes that "The liner would restrict the 
downward or lateral gas movement so that the gas can be recovered by the LFG 
extraction system·. Problems in collecting LFG seldom relate to inadequate lateral 
or bottom restriction of gas migration. Rather, the problems relate to atmospheric 
intrusion at the landfill surface, liquid intrusion into the collection wells or trenches, 
and restrictions imposed by the intended end use of the gas. For example, if 
electric power generation using reciprocating engines is to be provided, then there 
may be some limits on the amount of nitrogen and oxygen in the gas. This limits 
acceptable atmospheric intrusion and the extraction rate that may be achieved with 
any given collection system. 
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On page 340, it is noted that "Subsurface landfill fires can occur as combustible 
refuse materials are heated, either through biological decomposition or chemical 
oxidation.· It is difficult for fires to start from biological processes alone. 
Temperatures simply cannot rise to those sufficient to result in fire due to biological 
processes. Microorganisms are killed long before that, so the temperature is 
naturally self-limiting. Chemical oxidation might actually be the cause of 
underground fires in landfills. Alternatively, it may be the accumulation of static 
electrical charges due to dry air transport into the waste with subsequent static 
discharge igniting combustible vapors. 

On page 322, the issue of LFG contact with the groundwater is discussed. A 
plastic liner, if nearly leak-proof, could prevent significant contact of LFG with 
groundwater. A liner of tailings or other soil, especially if there is highly fractured 
rock or alluvium underlying the site, will ultimately allow for such contact. 
Conventional LFG collection systems, no matter how efficiently operated, are 
unlikely to prevent LFG-groundwater contact. Such systems reduce the gas 
pressure, but the gas composition in the waste remains essentially LFG. 
Furthermore, unless strong advective flow of gas away from the groundwater is 
created, diffusion will ultimately cause LFG-groundwater contact. The only way to 
obtain such advective flow is to introduce some form of make-up gas between the 
waste and the groundwater. Accordingly, the only two effective ways to prevent 
contact are to install a gas-impermeable liner and/or to collect the gas with 
injected make-up gas (e.g., air, carbon dioxide, nitrogen) supplied. 

Injection of make-up gas is physically drfficult to implement. The gas probably 
cannot be air because of the risk of underground fires. Furthermore, costs for 
injection, if it is to be effective, are prohibitive. Effectively, this leaves a ~ 
impermeable liner as the only practical and economic alternative, and such a 
complete liner is not proposed for this site. All of this assumes that LFG
groundwater contact has been demonstrated to be of concern. This has not 
conclusively been demonstrated yet in the analysis. 

On page 377, it is stated that flare destruction efficiencies of 99 + percent are 
indicated by a majority of tests. This is strongly compound-dependent. There are 
some compounds, for example, highly chlorinated hydrocarbons, where such high 
destruction efficiencies may not be achieved under SCAQMD flare operating 
requirements. An assessment of likely compounds to be flared should be carried 
out. 

4.4 SCAQMD Guidelines 

In Appendix B, titled "Project Description·, on page 26, SCAOMD guidelines are 
cited to require , ,400 F and 0.3 seconds residence time. The requirements for 
temperature and/or residence time may have been increased. 
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The air quality impact analysis in Sections 111.D and IV.D of the DEIS/DEIR and the 
supporting documentation in Appendix E follow accepted guidelines and analytical 
procedures. In several instances, the input assumptions were perhaps overly 
conservative such that conclusions regarding air quality impact significance do not 
completely reflect the probable air quality benefits of this project. Overall, we 
believe that the analysis meets all standards of analytical professionalism except 
for those specific items noted below. However, the regulatory setting in the 
document no longer satisfactorily reflects the actual regulatory environment in 1991 
in several major areas. The discussion should be updated to highlight current 
rules and programs. 

We would again reiterate that the impact analysis to date reflects a high degree of 
professionalism of the analysis staff. Any 210-page technical report such as 
Appendix E will contain room for possible disagreement between experts. The 
most important changes that we would want to see in the DEIS/DEIR are a 
revising of the conclusion regarding impact significance and a "tightening" of the 
mitigation section to clearly define MRC's responsibilities as a basis for developing 
a comprehensive mitigation monitoring plan. 

Three general defects of the air quality impact analysis are somewhat apparent in 
reviewing the document as follows : 

s.,., Changes in Air Quality Regulations 

There has been some delay between preparation of much of the air quality 
impact analysis and the release of the DEIS/DEIR. The time lag appears 
to be almost two years in some cases. In that two-year span, a wide variety 
of changes in the air quality regulatory and planning framework have taken 
place. A few of those changes are mentioned in the Appendix E text, but 
their importance to the overall impact analysis is not fully developed. It is 
very important to note that a number of major air quality programs and 
polrcies have evolved in just two years. It is, therefore, very difficult to 
analyze air quality impacts for a 100+ year project when the regulatory 
framework is so dynamic. The programs and regulations that have 
noticeably changed and which are not completely reflected in the 
DEIS/DEIR include: 

◊ 

◊ 

90-82-190-01 
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◊ A revised New Source Review (NSR) rule adopted by the South 
Coast AOMD that drastically revises the thresholds cf significance 
concept used in the analysis, 

◊ The decision in King's County Farm Bureau vs . Crty of Hanford. 
which reinforces the concept that any additional emissions in a non
attainment area are a potentially significant impact and which clearly 
requires that on-site stationary source impacts from the flares and 
the rock plant be analyzed concurrently with the mobile-source (cn
and off-road and rail) emissions. 

◊ Revisions to the SCAOMD BACT Manual, which creates new 
requirements on emissions controls from rock plants and other 
stationary sources of emissions. 

◊ New AOMD rules , such as Rule 431.1, regarding potential 
requirements for pre-treatment of landfill gas (LFG). 

5 1.2 On Site Monitoring Data 

The lack of on site air quality ana meteorology monitoring data makes it 
very difficult to accurately assess both nuisance (dust/odor) as well as 
airborne health hazards That problem is acknowledged in several impact 
analysis areas which state that screening procedures suggest a possible 
significant impact that may prove to be insignificant if and when actual on
site data is available. The data collection process should have begun long 
before it did, because a number of areas of possible impact significance 
remain unknown. 

51 .3 Waste Transoonation 

The dichotomy between the AOMD's recommendation to haul bio
degradable waste out of the South Coast Air Basin as an air quality 
improvement measure, versus the finding of this study that transportation 
cf such waste creates a significant adverse air quality impact, is not 
satisfactorily explained. Assumptions on the transportation efficiency ct rail 
hauling, the location cf refuse-related emissions, and the relocation ct 
uncaptured LFG emissions to outside the South Coast Air Basin all tend to 
mitigate the finding cf significance more than is perhaps indicated in the 
document. 
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5.2 Wind Monitoring 

60 The description of the meteorology would be improved through the inclusion of 
any available wind monitoring data to indicate the most probable transport 
direction from on-site emissions. 

5.3 Air Quality 

61 Existing air quality should be updated to include measurements from , 989 and 
1990 as well as any on-site data. 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

68 

A characterization of the Southeast Desert Air Basin air quality based on stations 
directly downwind of the South Coast Air Basin belies that tremendous diversity in 
air quality patterns are found across the desert. Use of data from Banning , 
Victorville, or Lancaster does not reflect the dramatic improvement in baseline air 
quality farther and farther from Los Angeles. Preliminary data recently provided by 
MRC's consultants summarizing one year of on-site air quality monitoring confirms 
that the project site is only moderately impacted by the Los Angeles "urban plume". 
Hourly ozone levels were all below the federal ambient air quality standard, and 
concentrations of nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide as indicators of nearby 
vehicular source emissions were negligible. Federal standards for respirable 
particulate matter (PM-10) associated with windblown dust were exceeded in 
several measurements, as were the more stringent State standards for ozone and 
PM-10. Clearly, baseline air quality at the project site is affected moderately by 
long distance transport of urban pollution and from natural phenomena, but little 
from any negligible local emissions sources. 

While we agree that project implementation will have a significant impact, we 
believe a simple comparison between Table 26 and Table 31 of the DEIS/DEIR 
contrasting the "with-project, mitigated" versus ·no project" alternative does not fully 
reflect the air quality benefit of project implementation. Showing that landfill 
operations impacts from this project are much higher than from operating a 
number of much smaller landfills in the South Coast Air Basin ignores the economy 
of scale achieved by consolidation of activities at Eagle Mountain. We also believe 
that this project will displace a number of trips by refuse collection trucks that 
currently go directly to landfills instead of to a transfer station. These trucks are 
often underpowered under full load climbing canyon roads at 5.,0 mph to get to 
the landfill, and therefore have much higher emissions per mile of travel than full
powered transfer vehicles. 
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69 Most critically, many emissions are displaced from an area of very unhealthful air 
quality to an area that has adequate atmospheric dispersive capacity to 

70 accommodate the additional burden. Emissions released within the South Coast 
Air Basin will undergo photochemical reactions and create smog (ozone) that will 
affect a substantial number of people. By physically moving emissions eastward, 
the baseline ozone level will be very much lower and the affected population much 

7 1 smaller by the time those emissions have had time to react. Project benefits thus 
include the following considerations: 

◊ The economy of scale will reduce landfilling emissions per ton of refuse 
placed from on-site equipment, soil disturbance and use of larger vehicles 
replacing many small vehicles driving to the landfill. 

◊ voe emissions and landfill gas combustion by-products will be released at 
Eagle Mountain into a low pollution baseline environment that can 
accommodate those emissions without exacerbating an existing air quality 
problem. 

◊ The bulk of the hauling emissions will be released into the South Coast Air 
Basin outflow through Banning Pass instead of upwind of major population 
centroids. 

72 Even though the hauling emissions are substantial and they do exceed all 
emissions-based significance criteria by a wide margin, their ambient air quality 
impact is not necessarily significant when considering their location and their other 

73 off-setting considerations noted above. Every effort should certainly be made to 
reduce the hauling emissions where possible. We would not, however, based on 
the evidence presented, conclude that air quality impacts from waste hauling are 
necessarily significant because the ultimate impact criterion is the air that is 
breathed, and not some arbitrary emissions criterion. 

74 

75 

We would agree that particulate impacts will create a possible violation of PM-1 O 
standards and will contribute to a possible local degradation of visibility near the 
project site and perhaps at the National Monument. Those impacts can be 
reduced, but probably not to a level of insignificance. We do not, however, 
necessarily concur that the impact from non-fugitive dust sources is a significant 
impedime1 rt to attai1 m ,g and maintatning ambient atr qua+ity standards. 

5.4 Standard Violations 

The statement on page 35 of Appendix E and near the bottom of page , 68 in 
Section 111.D that the State PM-io standard is exceeded 50 days per year, and the 
Federal standard less than 10 days per year, may not reflect that PM-10 is not 
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monitored every day of the year. Thus, the data in Table 13 of Appendix E should 
be revised as follows where the ratio shown represents days violating standards 
over days on which PM-10 was measured: 

1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 

REPORTED VIOLATIONS 

Days Exceed 
State Std. 

6/16 
57/69 
54/73 
56/73 
56/83 

Days Exceed 
Federal Std. 

0/16 
6/69 
2/73 
3/73 
2/83 

If those same data were annualized to 365 days of monitoring, the probable 
number of violations would have been be as follows : 

State Std. Federal Std. 
~ Exceeded Exceeded 

1984 137 0 1985 302 32 1986 270 10 1987 280 15 1988 246 9 

Average 247 13 

76 Projecting limited frequency measurement data for a whole year shows the PM-10 
problem to be considerably more severe than suggested by the setting section of 
the DEIS/DEIR. However, the bulk of the PM-10 standard violations in the SEDAB 
result from the chemical reaction by-products at the downwind outflow from the 
Los Angeles Basin and from agricultural disturbance in the Coachella and Imperial 

77 Valleys. On-site PM-10 monitoring has shown a much lower frequency of 
standards violation than that suggested by the SEDAB-wide summary above. 
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5.5 Assumptions 

By and large, the technical inputs into the project emissions modeling assessment 
have been well structured and are a reasonably good reflection of probable project 
impacts. A few of the input assumptions are questionable and perhaps should be 
considered for revision as follows: 

5.51 Truck Hauling 

The one-way average truck travel distance for the assumed 4,000 tpd 
fraction arriving by truck in 1995 is 75 miles. A distance of 75 miles barely 
reaches Palm Springs from Eagle Mountain. Some trucked refuse likely will 
originate closer to Riverside or San Bernardino with longer travel distances. 

Truck emission factors for hauling refuse from a transfer station to a rail 
siding are identical to those assumed for long distance on-road hauling . 
Some transfer station travel would likely be on surface streets with different 
emission characteristics than freeway-dominated long haul travel. 

5 5 2 Flare Destruction Efficiency 

Flare destruction efficiencies for toxic air contaminants are somewhat 
species dependent such that the assumed 99% uniform destruction rate 
may not be fully accurate. 

5.5 3 Dust Control Efficiency 

The dust control efficiency for liner material excavation is likely overstated. 
The material in the settling ponds to be used for a liner has a low 
permeability. Adding water with sprinklers will make mud on the surface 
without getting much moisture down to the material just a few inches below 
the surface. The mud will get tracked all over the area and eventually loft 
into the air after it dries and is pulverized by passing vehicles. An emission 
rate of only 3.4 pounds per hour is therefore probably understated. 

5.54 Windblown Fugitive Dust 

The estimate of 0.2 pounds per day of windblown fugitive dust from the 
entire project is probably understated when hundreds of acres will be in a 
semi-disturbed state. On-site wind monitoring has shown an extremely high 
average wind speed in late spring and early summer. July 1990, for 
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example, had 115 hours with hourly wind speeds of 25 mph or greater. We 
have found in many fugitive dust generation studies that dust lofting from 
disturbed surfaces becomes significant when winds exceed 25 mph. The 
South Coast AOMD typically requires that construction work be stopped 
when winds exceed 25 mph for those construction projects that entail landfill 
excavation governed by Rule 1150. Although most fugitive dust emissions 
are included in active disturbance calculations, there will nevertheless be 
many previously disturbed areas of the project site that will continue to be 
dust sources during high wind events until the surface becomes stabilized. 
A dust emission rate of 3 ounces covering the entire project area seems 
unrealistically low. 

5.5.5 voe Escape 

Total project emissions do not appear to include a component for voe 
escape through the daily cover. The granular material proposed for use as 
daily covers will not retard LFG escape as well as fine grained soil covers . 

5.6 PSD Applicability 

PSD applicability 1 in Table 33 does not seem to be based on the definition of a 
·major source" in 40 CFR 51 .24, 52.21 . PSD applicability is based on the "potential 
to emit" which is the maximum design capacity of the system after the application 
of all reauired air pollution control equipment and all federally enforceable 
requirements restricting the type or amount of source operation. Proposed 
mitigation to reduce future flare emissions to sub-PSD trigger levels may not meet 
these required and/or federally enforceable exception criteria. In actuality, the 
flares will be installed and permitted in stages. Given that the PSD triggering 
emissions level will not be reached for many years, the mitigation suggested for 
the future flare system will likely be considered BACT in the future such that the 
mitigated emission levels in Table 33 will actually be the ·potential to emit" and PSD 
review will never be required tor that reason. 

5.7 Emissions Off-Sets 

New Source Review (NSR) consistency will require that emissions off-sets for 
permit units be provided to achieve a net air quality benefit. Clarification of the off
set requirement and any discussion of possible off-set availability should be 
provided. 
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5.8 Rall versus Truck Hauling 

90 The statement on page 105 of Appendix E that "Truck emissions from waste 
transport will be mitigated primarily by transporting most of the incoming waste by 
rail" is not necessarily true for all pollutants. If Eagle Mountain were serviced by 
trucks only with a one-way travel distance of 175 miles (a 350 mile round trip), the 
following emissions (pounds/day) would result from rail displacement: 

91 

NOx co PM10 voe s~ 
Rail 11 l 

(16,000 tpd) 10881 4399 306 162 212 

Haul to Railhead'2l 373 176 54 58 76 

Total Rail Option 11254 4575 370 220 288 

Trucks Only 
16,000 tpd/20 ton/trip 
*350 mi/ trip 13J 9663 4566 1405 1508 ' 1982 

Difference: -1591 -9 +1035 +1288 +1694 

11 lAppendix E - Table 21 
12lAppendix E - Table 20 
'
3
JAppendix E - Table 22 (scaled to 280,000 haul miles from 30,000). 

These numbers suggest that rail haul is actually less pollution efficient than trucks 
for some pollution species if all the rail haul input parameters are reasonably 
accurate. 

5.9 Mitigation 

The mitigation discussion reflects a great deal of analysis. In preparing the 
mitigation measures recommended for inclusion in the project, however, there are 
a large number of ·non-measures· that simply state MRC will obey the law in 
buying fuel or using equipment required by law. There was never a presumption 
that MRC would violate the law in the project description such that compliance with 
the law is hardly mitigation of an anticipated impact. They represent no 
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discretionary actions on the part of the applicant, and therefore should not be 
92 called mitigation measures. A number of other measures are recommended, such 

as future studies, evaluations, etc. whose unknown results cannot be used to 
predict any expected level of impact reduction. These recommended studies 
further seem to make MRC the sole arbiter of feasibility or economic viability which 

93 may influence the interpretation of the results of such studies. Very few measures 
actually represent concrete actions that will be taken by MAC to mitigate air quality 

94 impacts beyond what they are legally obligated to do. There is no documentation 
to show how the mitigated emission levels were derived in Tables 34 and 35. A 
footnote page in the Air Quality Appendix detailing calculational assumptions would 
be useful. · 

s. 1 O Project Alternatives 

95 With respect to project alternatives, how would this project be affected if the 
AT&SF site were similarly developed? Would a reduced level of refuse placement 
similarly reduce the ability of MRC to finance all necessary impact mrtigation 
measures? 

96 

97 

5.11 Waste Stream 

To what extent have anticipated changes in the waste stream due to recycl ing, 
composting and other waste reduction efforts been incorporated in terms of project 
planning? Would, for example, the removal of substantial amounts of green waste 
and paper as the primary refuse components alter gas generation rates? 

5.12 Odor 

We fail to note any substantial discussion of odor. Both freshly dumped refuse, 
especially after several days of transit from collection to transfer station to hauling 
to sitting on a rail siding in desert heat, as well as uncaptured LFG, have strong 
odor characteristics which could affect the RTCF or other Eagle Mountain 
community residents. Odor and its relationship to meteorology would appear to 
be an appropriate item for analysis in the air quality section. 
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The noise analysis is well executed and generally follows accepted analytical 
principles. Except tor some minor comments, we feel that the project noise impact 
is adequately addressed. 

To some extent, the conclusion about no significant impact is driven by the 
selection of the significance criteria. There are no absolute impact standards 
established by regulatory or planning agencies. CEQA states that impact 
significance must be considered within the context in which it occurs. The project 
significance criteria require that project-related noise levels increase by 3 Db CNEL, 
and that the baseline noise level already be substantially degraded by non-project 
sources. 

On an individual project basis, however, if the baseline is already degraded, project 
impacts will be masked and will only cumulatively contribute to a further 
exacerbation of the noise environment. For example, it takes a doubling of sound 
pressure levels (SPL) to generate a 3 Db increase. In an already noisy urban or 
suburban environment, there are few projects that might of themselves double 
traffic volumes, and therefore double SPL, and thus be individually significant. In 
a quiet rural environment, the significance requirement to cause the 
urban/suburban 65 dB CNEL noise/land use compatibility standard to be 
exceeded may require as much as a thousand-fold increase in the SPL. Off-site 
from the project, a thousand-fold increase is highly unlikely. 

Project impacts based on the CNEL metric are also not wholly appropriate for this 
project because much of the off site transportation noise impact will derive from 
single event trains and trucks. The travel volume over 24 hours may not be 
enough to cause the 65 dB CNEL standard to be exceeded, but a train moving 
past the RTCF in the middle of the night or an empty truck bouncing along a rural 
roadway at night with widely scattered residences certainly may wake sleeping 
inmates or residents even if the 65 d"B CNEL noise standard is not threatened. 

Use of a 65 dB CNEL noise standard thus ignores the context in which it occurs 
in violation of the spirit and law of CEQA. A significance criterion based on noise 
maxima from isolated events would be far more realistic in terms of defining 
probable human response than does the CNEL metric, especially the use of 65 dB 
CNEL criterion. 
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6.2 Transfer Stations 

100 If no specific transfer station location is part of this project description, there is no 
need to analyze land use sensitivity around sites that may or may not become 
material recovery facilities (MRFs) and/or transfer stations. As noted in this 
section, any new transfer stations will be subject to individual environmental review. 

6.3 Rall Transport 

1 O 1 The analysis does not indicate assumptions regarding day /night splits of train 
traffic such that it is hard to verify numerical conclusions, but the numbers seem 
reasonable. Train noise analysis input parameters regarding assumptions of travel 
speed, number of engines, the use of horns at crossings, whether track is bolted 
or continuous welded ribbon rail, etc. should be included in Appendix H. 

102 

103 

104 

Train traffic past the RTCF probably will not be moving at 50 mph such that the 61 
dB CNEL estimate from Phase I impact is likely overstated. As noted above, 
however, we do not believe that CNEL is a fully appropriate analysis standard ,n 
any event. As shown in Appendix H, 1-second noise levels at 50 feet from the 
track (LMAX) may be 95 dB. There may therefore be short-term 80+ dB noise 
pulses even at considerable distance from the track in an environment shown in 
Appendix H to have baseline levels of perhaps 30 dB. The apparent loudness of 
a noise event approximately doubles per 10 dB SPL increase. A passing train is 
thus 30 times or louder than the rural baseline. We would not fully agree that such 
an intrusive insult to rural serenity should be designated as completely insignificant 
even if the 65 dB CNEL level is not exceeded. We would be more inclined to 
agree with that conclusion if time limits existed on when such an event may occur. 
Just as airports in noise-sensitive areas prohibit flights from perhaps 10 pm to 6 
am, we would similarly suggest adding such a use permit condition to this project 
to support the no significant impact finding . 

Table 43 shows a project train activity impact of 0.7 dB CNEL, which creates an 
expansion of the 65 dB CNEL contour along SP trackage by about 40 feet. While 
we agree that such an increase is individually not significant, given that 40 pass-by 
events already occur, it represents a further cumulative degradation of noise 
quality. It should be identified as a cumulatively significant impact. 

6.4 Vehicle Traffic 

It is our own experience that a travel speed assumption of 35 mph used for the 
length of Eagle Mountain and Kaiser Roads is too low. Similarly, the mean travel 
speed on 1-10 is also higher than the 50 mph indicated in Appendix H. 
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105 As with the train noise impacts, we do not fully agree that a 65 dB CNEL 
significance criterion is the most appropriate determinant for truck noise in an 
otherwise very quiet environment. Empty trucks on a country road bouncing along 
at night at much above the assumed 35 mph travel speed will be heard well into 
the surrounding sleeping rural community. Unless truck access/egress were 
limited to hours of lesser noise sensitivity, we do not concur that a noise increase 
of almost 12 dB along Eagle Mountain Road is insignificant just because the 65 dB 
CNEL level is not exceeded. As with the train noise impact, we would also be 
inclined to label the expansion of the 65 dB CNEL contour by 19 feet due to 
project trucks on 1-10 as cumulatively significant. 

106 

107 

108 

109 

6.5 Landfill Operations 

Several assumptions regarding project impact are open to question. The impact 
significance criteria are stated in terms of CNEL, while the actual analysis is in 
terms of LMAX. The noise data provided by Caterpillar appear to be averages and 
are not the noise range maxima like those used from Figure 98 for equipment not 
supplied by Caterpillar. The noise for a backhoe at 94 dB in Figure 98 would 
appear to be more than twice as loud as Caterpillar's reported level for a Model 
12G Grader. Our own measurements of graders have shown LMAX levels 
considerably above the reported 83 dB at 50 feet, and backhoes are not twice as 
loud as B-8s or 12Gs or 988 Loaders, as suggested by the data in Table 49. We 
would recommend use of mid-range values from the EPA Table in Figure 98 in 
conjunction with the Caterpillar data. With respect to Figure 98, there are 19 
sound level ranges shown for 16 types of equipment. Some editorial correction 
of this table may be appropriate. 

We also believe that combining the noise levels from 44 pieces of landfill 
equipment, 38 pieces of container handling equipment, and 1 pug mill into a single 
pseudo-source seriously overestimates the apparent impact distance. Much of the 
operational noise will be deflected upward by pit walls, and the extensive distance 
separation between sources does not allow tor a simple combination as used in 
this analysis. 83 pieces of equipment will never operate within a 50-foot radius as 
used in determining a 75 dB LMAX distance. The fact that the input assumptions 
are overly conservative is already noted in the DEIS/DEIR, but perhaps should be 
stressed even more strongly. 

The DEIS/DEIR indicates that ·specific restrictions on operations· will be imposed 
to avoid noise impacts from tailing pile operations. What hours of restrictions are 
proposed, and does the restriction include Sundays and holidays when people 
might sleep late or want to enjoy outdoor recreation without industrial background 
noise? The DEIS/DEIR perhaps should distinguish between landfill operational 
impacts on Sundays and holidays versus weekdays, in addition to prohibitions on 
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nocturnal operations. 

6.6 Construction Noise 

110 We would recommend prescribed limits on construction hours, especially in terms 
of start-up times with respect to inmate sleep disturbance at the RTCF. 
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7.0 SURFACE DRAINAGE/FLOODING 

The information contained in the DEIS/DEIR appears to be general in nature, 
without any mathematical calculations for either hydrology or hydraulics for existing 
or proposed conditions. Following are a few comments regarding these 
conditions: 

◊ 

◊ 

◊ 

◊ 

◊ 

All mitigation measures are general in nature, stating in essence they will do 
what they have to do at the time to meet local, state, and federal 
regulations. This undoubtably is a true statement, but no facilities have 
been shown on the drainage plan to indicate how this is going to be 
accomplished, and no concepts tor internal site drainage control have been 
presented. If project impacts are to be mitigated through later study and 
design, the DEIS/DEIR should outline the steps to be taken, so that readers 
may be assured that proper methods will be used. 

Flows on Figure 27, Drainage Plan, do not agree with the support 
calculations submitted, and no proposed calculations were provided. There 
are also some intermediate rates of run-off shown along the perimeter drain 
with no backup information as to how they were obtained. The methods 
used to develop these estimated flows need to be presented. 

No on site calculations tor interim or ultimate conditions were submitted. 
More detailed data will be required for indicating relative size , shape, and 
type of proposed facil ities, along with proposed flows, velocities, and 
freeboard, etc. Also, no interim drainage plan was provided. No discussion 
of erosion potential, either on site or at the proposed drainage outfalls, was 
presented. 

The backup information made available for the review was for the existing 
condition only; it does not entirely agree with the text of the DEIS/DEIR. 
One example is that the text says that the major flow was diverted into the 
east pit, and the drainage study shows all the flows routed through the town 
of Eagle Mountain. 

More discussion of the requirements to mitigate run-off flowing down the 
steep slopes into the existing pits needs to be submitted to indicate how the 
interim design wil l keep the storm run-off from flowing onto the top of the 
fill . 
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8.0 PUBLIC AND WORKER SAFETY 

8.1 Affected Environment 

8.1.1 Hazardous Wastes in the Solid waste Stream 
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117 The DEIS/DEIR discusses hazardous wastes which may be in the solid 
waste stream. The section should discuss the substations (collection areas) 
where the wastes will be screened, the methods to be used for screening 
and methods for storing and removing any hazardous substances. 

0.1.2 Landfill Gas and Gas Condensate 

118 The DEIS/DEIR states that methane, carbon dioxide, and nitrogen are 
nontoxic. This is a simplification, that should be rewritten to state that the 
major constituents of the LFG will be methane, carbon dioxide, and 
nitrogen. These compounds are toxic at very high levels and are classified 
as simple asphyxiants. Methane is also an explosive hazard. 

119 

120 

81 .3 Worker Safety 

The DEIS/DEIR describes several possible hazards that employees may be 
exposed to. The assessment does not include the 20% of the LFG which 
will not be collected by the LFG system. Air monitoring analysis will need 
to be performed to ensure employees are not overexposed and that proper 
protective equipment is utilized. The DEIS/DEIR should state the 
qualifications of the personnel responsible for ensuring worker safety and 
heatth. 

❖-~ 

1 121 The tailings are discussed as daily refuse cover. The DEIS/DEIR needs to 
===== address in this section the possible chemical containments of the tailings I due to the mining activities. 

ij] 122 The DEIS/DEIR states that the employers need only to provide a work site 

\::l::_!::l::_\:: which is free from recognized hazards that are likely to cause death and 
serious injury. The preamble to FED OSHA states that an employer shall 

... provide a heatthy and safe environment for all employees. This has been 
l codified by California regulations. CAL OSHA has the regulatory authority 
f for all workers with the exception of federal employees. Also, CAL OSHA l has its own Mining and Tunneling Division. The DEIS/DEIR should be I SD-82· ::~~ to reflect the regulatory •~ in the state of Calttomia. 

I ----•w~ 
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The DEIS/DEIR states First Aid training is personnel protection. This 
should be amended, to reflect First Aid training as a component of 
emergency medical response. First Aid does not mitigate the occurrence 
of an overexposure or accident but reduces the possible severity of a life 
threatening incidence. 

The DEIS/DEIR needs to discuss the proper regulatory authority present in 
the state of California and the personnel responsible for monitoring landfill 
activities for health and safety issues. The document also needs to include 
published information from active landfills to support conclusions drawn in 
the document. 

8 , A Public Safety 

In this section, transportation issues are discussed. These could have been 
included in the Traffic and Transportation section. A discussion of gas 
monitoring at the perimeter of the landfill and in the community, an 
emergency plan, and emergency personnel would be relevant in this 
section. 

8.2 Environmental Consequences 

8.2., Landfill Gas and Gas Condensate 

The DEIS/DEIR should discuss the type of monitoring wells to be placed in 
the community. Information on the type of sensors, monitoring procedures, 
and availability of data collection needs to be added to this section. 

.. 
8.2.2 Fires 

The DEIS/DEIR states that the adjacent community has planned for the 
construction of a new fire station. Several questions need to be answered: 

◊ Was the intention of this new station to provide services to the 
landfill. 

◊ Will fire personnel receive additional training in the hazards 
associated with landfills. 

◊ Will the landfill have personnel training in these areas also. 
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◊ Will the landfill have a Hazmat team or rely on the local fire 
department. 

8.2.3 Worker Safety 

The DEIS/DEIR does not quote the relevant regulations or regulatory 
agencies in California. CAL OSHA is charged with worker health and safety 
issues. A discussion should be presented of how the landfill will meet the 
following requirements: 

◊ Medical surveillance program 

◊ Monitoring the environment for hazards 

◊ Responsible personnel for health and safety issues 

◊ SB 198 

The following sentence presented on page 348 of the DEIS/DEIR should be 
rewritten: "The safety component of such operating plans is based on 
routine principles of industrial hygiene; recognition of the hazards and 
stresses present with a specific job, evaluation of the effects of the hazards, 
and control of the effects.· 

A suggested alternative is as follows: the procedures of health and safety 
measures will be based on the guiding principles of safety and industrial 
hygiene, which are the recognition, evaluation, and control of hazards and 
stresses present in the working environment. 
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SEP 1 3 1991 

Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs - South Coast R. A. 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
P.O . Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Att:n : Mr . Russell L . Kaldenberg, Area Manager 

.-:: :::u 
~ 

~ 1-i 

··- ,.-. - . . 

RE: Proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill Project - Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Report (EIS/EIR) 

Ve received and reviewed the draft EIS/EIR prepared by RECON Consultants for the 
proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill. This office is very concerned with the siting, 
design, construction and monitoring of the subject project as it relates to the 
protection of the ground and surface water quality in the vicinity of the 
landfill . Due to the size of the proposed landfill and the existing good quality 
ground water aquifer, we believe that adequate hydrologic characterization must 
be performed prior to determining the adequacy of the draft EIS/EIR. Enclosed 
please find a copy of a letter dated September 10, 1991 which we received from 
the State Vater Resources Control Board containing specific comments regarding 
issues which should be resolved prior to approving the subject site for disposal 
of non-hazardous solid waste . These issues must be also resolved prior to 
determining the adequacy of the EIS/EIR documents from a water quality point of 
view. The following are our specific comments regarding the draft EIS/EIR 
documents : 

1. A letter dated September 11, 1989 (copy enclosed) from this office 
was mailed to the County of Riverside Planning Department containing 
our comments regarding the preparation of the EIR . This letter 
should be included, for the record , in Volume I of the appendixes. 

2 . Page 34, it is proposed that coarse tailing will be used for daily 
cover. A discussion of the suitability of coarse tailing for the 
stated objective should be included in the EIS/EIR. 

3 

3. Page 40; The Energy Recovery Plant; based on our knowledge of 
landfill gas, it appears that in addition to methane gas generation 
other volatile organic gases are produced from Class III landfills. 
A discussion of the quantity, sources and method of handling of such 
gases, and condensates should be included on the EIS/EIR. 

4 

4 . Page 59; The Liner System: It is the position of this office that, 
if the site is to be permitted for disposal of solid waste, a 
composite liner should be installed over all portions of the 
landfill. 
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5 5 . 

6. 

6 

7 . 

7 

8 8 . 

9 9 . 

10 10 . 

11 11. 

12 12. 

Adequate discussion of the composite liner characteristics, design 
and installation procedures should be included in the EIS/EIR . 

Page 59 ; Ground water Monitoring Wells : The water qu.alit:y monitoring 
and response program should be in accordance with the recently 
revised Article 5, Chapter 15, Division 3, Title 23 of the 
California Code of Regulations . 

Page 60; Leachate Collection : Although the referenced preliminary 
studies using the HELP model indicate that only little or no 
leachate will be generated, based on our knowledge of landfills in 
this arid region, it appears that the primary mechanism of landfill 
leachate transportation is through the vapor phase in contrast to 
the liquid phase . Adequate discussion to address this issue should 
be included in the EIS/EIR. 

Page 119 ; fourth paragraph : data submitted to date from the 
proponents of the project indicate that the water source for the 
ponding water in the East Pit is probably ground water. Therefore, 
the statement that the source of pond water is the tailing 
stockpiles appears to be inaccurate . 

Page 142; Hazardous Wastes in Solid Waste Stream : a discussion of 
the proposed hazardous waste load checking program should be 
included. 

Page 150 ; Traffic and Transportation: a contingency plan in case of 
spills as a result of accidents or train derailment, near drainage 
structures or surface water courses in the vicinit:y of the facilit:y, 
should be included . 

Page 192 ; surface Drainage/Flooding: a discussion regarding the 
applicabilit:y of the regulation of the storm water discharges 
associated with the subject project should be included. It appears 
that a permit in accordance with Section 402(p) of the Federal clean 
Water Act should be obtained. 

Page 249 ; Faults : figure 64 is very generalized and not clear. 
better qualit:y figure should be provided. 

A 

Page 250; an evaluation of faults in the vicinit:y of the proposed 
projects should be documented and included in the EIS/EIR. 
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Should you have any questions regarding the subject matter, please call Adnan 
Abdalla or Robert Perdue at (619) 346-7491. 

~09L. 0 .. 
PHIL GRUENBERG ) 
Executive Of(i..e,!'r 

AA/ci 

Attachments 

cc: (With attachments) 

Joseph Richards, Planning Director, County of Riverside 
Charlene Herbst, Chief, Land Disposal Section, S'WRCB 
Vince Paul, Integrated Waste Management Board 
Robert Coale, Technical Director, Mine Reclamation Corporation 
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To: 

From: 

Philip Gruenberg 
Executive Officer 
Colorado River Basin 

Regional Board 
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Charlene Herbst, Chief 
Land Disposal Section 

Date: 

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 
DIVISION OF CLEAN WATER PROGRAMS 

SEP 1 0 1991 
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I !_ ______ ... 

Subject: PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL: RESULTS OF AUGUST 13, 1991 
MEETING 

13a 

As you know, Gil Torres, Rich Boylan, and I accompanied 
Robert Perdue, Chuck Nesmith, and Adnan Abdalla of your 
staff to a meeting on August 13, 1991 with proponents of the 
proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill Project. Following are 
some of the work products and· deadlines discussed at the 
meeting, and some observations and concerns that we have. 

General 

1) We are very concerned that Phase I of the proposed 
landfill is in an area that completely lacks hydro
geologic characterization. No information is available 
on ground water flow direction(s) within the saturated 
zone or within the fracture systems above the saturated 
zone. No information is available on ground water 
elevation in the Phase I area. While three mcnitoring 
wells were verbally proposed by project proponents at 
the meeting(details to be provided to the Regional 
Board in about a week) we doubt that, because of the 
proposed location and depth, the wells will provide 
much useful data. In fact, proposed downgradient wells 
will not be downgradient if groundwater flow is west to 
east as currently anticipated by project proponents. 
The proposed lithologic logging plan of grabbing "chip 
samples" every 10 feet will not allow for collection of 
adequate information on natural and artificial fracture 
occurrence and condition. Therefore, given the absence 
of subsurface data in the Phase I area, we have the 
following comments and recommendations which we feel 
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13b 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

would help maximize the collection of appropriate and 
applicable data: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Flow direction(s} in the saturated zone and pro
bable flow direction(s) in the unsaturated zone 
both need to be established. At present, it is 
unclear whether ground water can be comprehen
sively monitored in the immediate vicinity of the 
Phase I area. 

The reason for the proposed monitoring well loca
tions is unclear. We prefer a more systematic 
approach. Piezometers should be installed on the 
perimeter of the proposed Phase I disposal area in 
order to describe flow directions and vertical and 
lateral gradients for each hydraulically inter
connected water bearing unit. Subsequent investi
gations should focus on refining understanding of 
ground water conditions, such as possible fault 
controls. 

Instead of logging cuttings, the analysis and 
interpretation of the subsurface fracture systems 
and related lithologic correlations should be 
based largely on retrieval of continuous "oriented 
core" and corresponding logging of fractures 
supplemented by borehole video camera. Where poor 
resolution on these video camera logs occurs, 
other commercially available borehole geophysical 
logging techniques should be used to obtain the 
desired quality of information on all dominant 
features of concern. 

Parameters to be logged should include fracture 
location, dimension or spatial extent, density or 
frequency, orientation or attitude, aperture, 
degree of weathering, degree of mineralization, 
and mineralogy of !racture fillings. All these 
features contribute to the hydraulic intercon
nectedness of the fracture system. 

If vertical or near-vertical fractures predominate 
in the Phase I area, angle or horizontal core 
holes will be necessary to study the spatial 
relationships of the fractures . 

Depending on initial results, acceptance of par
tial or intermittent oriented coring at certain 
locations should be based on the understanding 
that such wells must be continuously logged with a 
video camera, supplemented by a selected suite of 
borehole geophysical logs as appropriate . 
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19 

20 

21 

22 

2) 

3) 

0 

0 

Borehole packer tests(as discussed at the meeting) 
should be performed to determine the hydraulic 
characteristics of the fracture network. After 
consideration, we feel such testing would be much 
more definitive than a slug or pump test because 
a) that method would allow evaluation of perme
ability of discrete depth intervals within the 
saturated zone, and b) would allow evaluation of 
fracture permeability of the unsaturated zone. 

At present there is a fundamental lack of infor
mation on potential subsurface flow occurrence, 
pathways, and rates in the Phase I area. Thus, to 
complement the characterization method discussed 
above, fluid movement patterns within fractures 
and other rock openi ngs can be evaluated in more 
detail by use of properly planned and implemented 
tracer studies. For instance, saline tracers can 
be used to enhance interpretation of selected 
borehole geophysical information. Dye tracers can 
be used, in conjunction with the coring and down
hole camera techniques, to define flow pathways as 
per the staining of vadose zone fracture surfaces. 
Furthermore, natural isotope tracers can be used 
to assess fluid infiltration, admixing of subsur
face waters from various sources, and relative 
ground water movement. 

We are concerned that project proponents wish to obtain 
a permit for the entire 2,300-acre landfill site 
without providing detailed hydrogeologic and other 
information on all proposed phases of the landfilling 
operations in advance. We would strongly recommend 
that waste discharge requirements only be granted for 
areas that have been completely characterized, and 
state that any lateral expansion will require 
additional, complete hydrogeologic characterization. 

Given that the earliest possible detection of any leaks 
is desired and the anticipated local flow direction in 
the saturated zone is either west to east or northwest 
to southeast, Phase I downgradient wells will be 
destroyed in filling of subsequent phases to the east
southeast, thus leaving no monitoring wells available 
to provide earliest detection of leakage from Phase I. 

4) We are willing to work with your staff on review of 
site characterization workplans to ensure that work 
be done is planned and implemented in a manner that 
will efficiently satisfy the Regional Board's infor
mational needs. 

to 
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24 

25 

26 

Siting 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

We feel that there is no overwhelming evidence nor 
sufficient proof that there is an absence of Holocene 
faulting throughout the proposed project area. It is 
our understanding that Richard Proctor has had only a 
limited amount of time to investigate the occurrence of 
faulting on the 2,300-acre site and, therefore, con
clude that complete and thorough coverage is lacking at 
this time. 

The lack of detailed, large scale geologic mapping 
sitewide, particularly of Quaternary units, makes it 
difficult to date evidence of faulting, by correlating 
with regard to relative age, where such deposits 
overlie faults. 

Methods for establishing age dates of alluvial materi
als presented by project proponents are not conclusive 
based on current information. However, age dating of 
these materials is a moot issue if none are found to be 
displaced by faulting. In efforts to establish irre
futable proof when correlating faulting in bedrock with 
overlying younger unconsolidated or partially consol
idated alluvium, it is generally accepted that a close 
inspection of freshly exposed surfaces at the bedrock
alluvium contact is warranted. Viewing the above 
statement as a prudent one, constructing shallow 
trenches across the more questionable faults in the 
proposed project area is warranted. 

(Note: Mr. Proctor's report will be an appendix to the 
ROWD and might be completed by the time the ROWD is 
submitted; the date of submittal is expected to be 
September 3, 1991.) 

To facilitate our siting evaluation, we need base maps 
or geologic maps at a scale of 1"=400' or larger so we 
can do some very localized geologic mapping and/or 
field reconnaissance. We want to field check faults 
where displacement of alluvial materials is possible 
(not only at the ground surface but at the bedrock
alluvium contact) and where cross-cutting of dikes is 
indicated. 

In the meeting, Orlo Anderson said that no limestone 
occurs in the footprint of the proposed landfill since 
all carbonate material there has been replaced by iron 
ore. The map showing the location of the carbonate 
units prepared by the PRA Group, Inc. and designated as 
Figure 63, "Geology of the Eagle Mountain Mine Area", 
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27 

28 

29 

30 

in the draft EIS/EIR for the project may indicate a 
possible conflict with Mr. Anderson's statement . The 
blue color used on Figure 63 for "schistose meta
arkose" is similar to that used for Rundifferentiated 
limestone and dolomite" and therefore creates 
ambiguity. In addition, there is a lack of corres
ponding map symbols to distinguish the two units. If 
the unit within the footprint is actually meta-arkose, 
this needs to be clarified by project proponents. 

Design and Construction 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

We are currently evaluating the Sunshine Canyon 
Landfill liner design approved(?) by the Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Board to determine if it truly 
is~~ analogous situation as claimed by project 
proponents. We will forvard our analysis to you as 
soon as it is comp l ete. 

It is important that materi als used in liner construc
tion have properties of clay other than just clay 
size. Attached is a copy of ASTM Designation 02487-90 
"Standard Test Methods for Classification of Soils for 
Engineering Purposes" which defines, in Section 3.1, 
what the physical properties of a soil must be to 
warrant classification as a clay. A project proponent 
stated in the meeting that information on the physical 
properties of the proposed liner material, other than 
size, will be provided in the ROWD. 

It is also important to establish that the liner will 
be compatible with leachate given that the fine tail
ings material may contain carbonate . At the meeting, 
it was indicated that compatibility testing of fine 
tailings material with leachate from the BBK Landfill 
is being done now and results should be provided by the 
end of October. Similar testing is being performed on 
the coarse tailings material. 

We are still concerned about the proposed methods for 
construction of the earthen liner especially since no 
information was provided at the meeting to address such 
issues as prevention of desiccation or loss of optimum 
moisture content conditions either during or after 
compaction. Long-term desiccation prevention is 
critical because project proponents indicated that 
enough liner to accommodate six months worth of land
filling operations would be constructed at a time. We 
still feel that the effectiveness of construction 
techniques, liner stability once completed, prevention 
of desiccation, and performance under ultimate loading 
conditions have not been addressed. We understand some 

~'.\[~-----------------·.··············-·:·.·····:_ : .. ·.·.--·.:.:_:,:.:.:::::::::::::::::::::::::: .. -........ ,,;;::,,,;w<··:·:::·5•:❖>❖• =·:·W:'".'f.'-:i:W:'@~ x•·~· • 
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32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

5) 

of this information will be provided in the ROWD. The 
mechanism for successfully installing the liner and the 
artificial vadose zone in the bench areas also appears 
questionable. 

We will be unable to comment on the proposed artificial 
vadose zone for gas detection until we are provided 
with design and monitoring details. As of now, it is 
our understanding that the artificial vadose zone is 
not designed to detect liquid, at least not on the side 
walls. 

Site Characterization and Monitoring 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

We understand that a surface fracture analysis has been 
done by Scctt Shomer of Geothermal Surveys, Inc. and 
will be provided in the ROWD. 

A cursory inspection of the underground workings was 
made to obtain a general sense for the nature of 
fracturing at depth. Some open fractures were visible 
at a vertical depth of approximately 800-1000 feet 
below the ground surface. Therefore, based on infor
mation available to date, we are not confident that 
fractures are not open at depth as a general case. 
Besides, given that water does exist at depth and away 
from faults it must be contained in rock openings. 

It is important to collect point source or very 
localized information in wells to determine actual 
condition of fractures across the entire area below 
Phase I(small bits of data combine to provide an 
understanding of the overall picture). The general 
objective is to acquire the most complete and 
representative body of data possible. 

The Regional Board should be provided with sufficient 
raw data to allow for necessary understanding cf 
subsurface site characteristics. Project proponents 
have stated that exploration borehole logs with 
location maps are available and will be included in the 
ROWD. 

Open boreholes beneath landfill areas could become 
conduits for leachate in the event of a liner failure. 
An assessment of all possible open boreholes sitewide 
should be made. 

In the meeting there was much discussion of the effects 
of faults acting as conduits/barriers. We continue to 
believe that pump tests of paired wells on opposite 
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sides of these faults is needed to quantify the effect 
of the faults on ground water occurrence and flow. 

During discussion of the reasons behind the proposed 
60-foot screen length on the monitoring wells, project 
proponents stated that, since 1984, local water levels 
have been dropping 10 feet per year. This is a very 
significant long-term water level decline and support
ing documentation should be provided to the Regional 
Board. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the ongoing 
review of this proposed project. If you have questions, 
please call me (916) 739-4196, Gil Torres (916) 739-4279, or 
Rich Boylan (916) 739-4280. 

Attachment 

cc: Vince Paul 
California Integrated 

Waste Management Board 
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County of Riverside 
Planning Department 
4080 Lemon Street , Ninth Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Attn: David Mares, Project Planner 
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RE: Agency Notice of Preparatio~ of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), 
Mine Reclamation Corporation Class III Landfill, Eagle Mountain 

The subject notice of preparation (NOP) of the EIR for the proposed Class III 
waste management facility at Eagle Mountain was received in this office . The 
following environmental informat ion should be included in the EIR: 

1. The analysis of the impact of the project on the geology of the 
site should include a discussion of the site geologic setting, 
stratigraphy, seismicity, surficial soils, erosion and slope 
stability. 

2. The analysis of the impact of the project on the hydrologic 
setting of the site should include a detailed discussion of the 
surface and ground water quality in the vicinity of the site. 

3. An analysis of the impact of the project on the unsaturated zone 
underneath the site should be conducted. 

4. A discussion of the ■itigation measures to be implemented to 
■itigate the potential impacts of the project on the site 
characteristics stated in ite11s 1, 2, and 3 should follow these 
items in the EIR . 

If you have any questions concerning the subject matter, please contact Adnan Abdalla at 619-346-7491. 

cwO JL . Q 
PHIL ijRUENBERl:i / 
Executive Officer 

AA/sa 

cc: Mark 8. Seizer, SCS Engineers 
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South Coast 
AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 
9150 FLAIR DRIVE. EL MONTE. CA 91731 

Mr. Russel L. Kaldenberg 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast R.A. 
P 0. Box2000 
North Palm Spring, CA 92258-2000 

Dear Mr. Kaldenberg: 

(818) 572-6200 

September 17, 1991 

Subject: Draft EIR: Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 
SCAQMD #RVC910621-02 

DOCUMENT 0003 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (District) has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill 
Project. The District's review of the project indicates that the proposed 115-year landfill 
operation could generate significant adverse air quality impacts which have not been fully 
addressed in the Draft EIR. 

The District is responsible for adopting, implementing, and enforcing air quality 
regulations in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) and the South East Desert Air Basin 
(SEDAB) portion of Los Angeles and Riverside counties. The project is within Riverside 
County and its impacts would affect both air basins. As a responsible agency, the District 
reviews and analyzes environmental documents for projects that may generate significant 
adverse air quality impacts. In this capacity the Distnct advises the lead agency. 

The proposed project presents significant air quality issues due to its size, scope, duration 
of operations. and location. The attached staff assessment presents a detailed discussion of 
the District's analvsis of the Draft EIR. District comments are intended to advice the lead 
agency in addressing and mitigating the potential adverse air quality impacts of the project. 
The District appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Eagle Mountain Landfill 
Project. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Connie Day, 
Program Supervisor, at (818) 307-4507. 

Sincerely, 
,---, - , - - __.::, -- ''---- -- --- - '..P 

-~ 
Planning Manager 
Office of Planrung and Rules 

CSG:CAD:TS::PF 
Attachment 



Mr. Russel L Kaldenberg 

CC: 

Mr. Gary Kovall 
Mine Reclamation Corporation 
3179 Temple Avenue #29 
Pomona, CA 91768 

Mr. Steven A Kupferman 
County of Riverside 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 
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Project Description 

ATIACHMENT 

SCAQMD ASSESSMENT 
OF 

THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

DOCUMENT 0003 

The Eagle Mountain Landfill Project proposes to operate a Class III solid waste 
(nonhazardous and nonrecyclable) landfill on a 4,695-acre site with a landfill footprint of 
2,272 acres. Processing and storage of waste, and container-handling will occupy 1,378 
acres, roads and open space will account for 1,045 acres. The landfill is expected to remain 
in operation for up to 115 years. 

The landfill would accommodate up to 20,000 tons per day (tpd) of nonrecyclable waste 
tr~ported by railway and truck. The railway component would account for 16,000 tpd 
with the balance of 4,000 tpd transported by truck. 

The final 52-miles of rail from Ferrum Junction to Eagle Mountain, previously used for 
mining operations would be owned by the project proponent. The route is currently 
inactive and requires repairs prior to utilization for the transport of waste. 

A maximum of six trains per day would be used to carry waste from Los Angeles, Orange, 
Riverside and San Bernardino counties to the Eagle Mountain site. Initially, six material 
recovery facilities (MRFs) are expected to be established within the four-county area for 
use as transfer stations. The MRFs would perform waste separation and recycling work 
prior to waste disposal at the Eagle Mountain site. Waste separation and recycling will 
occur at the site for the estimated 20 tons collected at Desert Center. 

MRF locations have not yet been determined. Each of the MRFs would be subject to 
separate reviews under the California Environmental Quality Act as they are proposed and 
developed. Additionally, waste may also be transported from San Diego and Imperial 
counties when the project is in full operation. 

Typically, waste would include paper, plastic, food waste, metal, glass, fabric, yard waste, 
concrete, and rock, construction and demolition materials (considered non-water soluble, 
non-decomposable, and inert) . Liquid waste. hazardous waste, sewage sludge, incineration 
ash, radioactive waste, biological waste, medical waste, and other special solid waste 
categories will not be accepted at the site. 
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Air Quality Setting 

SCAQMD maintains several air quality monitoring stations in the South Coast Air Basin 
(SCAB). Indio is the closest station within the SCAB. The project site is in the South East 
Desert Basin (SEDAB), northeast of Indio. The Draft EIR describes the air quality setting 
using 1990 air monitoring data. According to air quality monitoring conducted in 1990, at 
the District's Indio air monitoring station, federal and state nitrogen dioxide, carbon 
monoxide, and sulfur dioxide levels were not exceeded. Federal and state ozone standards 
were exceeded in Indio on 10 and 47 days respectively. Federal and state PMlO standards 
were exceeded in 6.8 and 69.5 percent respectively of the samples monitored. Air 
monitoring has also been conducted at the site by the applicant to verify the air quality 
setting specific to the site area. 

Modeling of air emissions should be conducted every five years, starting with 1994, or one 
year from the commencement of the operations, whichever is earlier. Such periodic 
assessment of ambient air quality levels is recommended in the Draft EIR. The Final EIR 
should provide a general guide as to how and when such modeling would be performed. 
The protection of the Joshua Tree National Monument requires additional mitigation 
measures if modeling substantiates any worsening of air quality in the area. 

Air Quality Impacts 

The following project-related air quality impacts are germane to the proposal: 

o fugitive dust from the disposal of waste, excavation and related activities, 
including vehicular trips within the site area; 

o emissions from the use of landfill equipment at the site (front-end loaders, 
bulldozers, crushers, compactors, tractors, etc.); 

o landfill gas (LFG) from waste disposal at the site; 

o emissions from the waste separation and recycling operation at the site for 
the waste generated at Desert Center. 

o creation of objectionable odors from landfill operations; 

o vehicular emissions from a maximum of 12 round-trips of rail locomotives 
carrying 16,000 tons of waste per day at full operations; 

o vehicular emissions from a maximum of 200 trucks per day carrying 4,000 
tons of waste to the site at full operations; and 

o vehicular emissions from traffic con~estion caused by locomotive and truck 
operations relative to the transportation of waste within a four county region. 

The estimated daily emisssions from the landfill, including vehicle trips, at peak 
operational capacity would be as follows: CO, 7,189 pounds; NOx, 17,699 pounds; SOx, 
2,554 pounds; PMlO, 2,301 pounds; and volatile organic compounds (VOC) 2,326 pounds. 



3 

4 
5 
6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

DOCUMENT 0003 

3 

Comparative Emission Levels 

The Draft EIR has not analyzed the potential increase in emissions from the operation of 
the project compared to the "No Project" alternative. The Draft EIR merely states that the 
increases in errussions in the SCAB resulting from the long-distance transpon of solid waste 
and the incremental increase of emissions in the SEDAB cannot be entirely avoided (page 
XXIII). The project could impact adversely on SEDAB while causing a reduction of 
emissions (from the transponauon of waste by trucks) within the SCAB. The Final EIR 
should fully analyze the train versus truck transponation issue. The existing VMT for 
waste haulers (without the project) should be compared with the VMT generated by the 
propqsed landfill operation m the Final EIR. The comparison would provide a method of 
assessing the air quality impacts of the proposed (centralized) MRFs compared to the 
impacts of waste disposal activity without them. 

The estim~ted waste to fuel consumption ratio is 0.55 gallons per ton of waste based on an 
estimated 82,220 vehicle miles per day for all existing landfill sites (for transponing 20,000 
tpd of waste). However, there is no comparison of the emissions from all waste disposal 
activities ( existing and projected) with the potential savings in emissions due to the project. 
A comparison of existing VMT related emissions with the potential savings from 
transponation by rail for existing landfills should also be included. Staff recommends that 
the Final EIR should provide a complete analysis of the emissions gained due to the Eagle 
Mountain site. 

Similarly, the potential for increased truck transponation at MRFs has not been analyzed. 
The MRFs are expected to grow from six initially, to ten or more, as waste transportation 
increases. The Final EIR should include a complete analysis of increases or decreases in 
emissions from rail and truck operations, impacts of waste transportation on SCAB and 
SEDAB, and the potential increases of emissions at the projected MRF locations 
throughout SCAB and SEDAB. 

Alternatives 

There are three alternatives proposed in the Draft EIR. rail only, reduced waste disposal 
(16,000 tpd), and the no proJect alternative.. Six existing landfill sites are also analyzed. 
The Draft EIR considers the Eagle Mountain proposal to be the preferred alternative due 
to the comparative similarity in air quality emissions from all alternatives (which cannot be 
mitigated to a level of insignificance), increased and unavoidable impacts from other 
sources such as water. geological faults, proximity to sensitive receptors, unsuitability of 
locations. Even though the comparative analysis seems plausible, the lack of specific data 
relative to emission levels for each of the alternatives prevents a substantiation of a clear 
advantage of one alternative over another. Each alternative concludes that the project will 
have adverse impacts within the SEDAB. The Final EIR should include a compariative 
table which clearly illustrated the potential emissions from each of the proposed 
alternatives. 

The Final EIR should analyze the potential increase or decrease in VMT and the 
corresponding emissions for each proposed alternative. A travel distance of 12. 2 miles is 
provided as a likely increase in VMT for vehicles carrying waste from existing transfer 
stations to alternative landfill sites. 
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Alternative fuels are required to be used in increased quantities over the next two decades 
under the Oean Air Act. The AQMP has assessed the potential for substituting alternative 
fuels for conventional fuels to be hi$h for both waste disposal equipment, medium and 
heavy-duty equipment and locomouves.The Draft EIR does not analyze the use of 
alternative fuels other than electrification. Alternative fuels such as natural gas, liquid 
petroleum ~as. and methane could be used from the inception of the project as substitutes 
for convenuonal fuels. A comparative analysis of potential increases in alternative fuel use 
should be included in the Final EIR. Such an analysis should provide projections of fuels 
used, and the resultant savings in emissions. 

Operations 

The maximum quantity of waste to be transported to the site is 20,000 tons of waste per 
day. Waste reduction, recycling, and reuse, prior to landfilling are also proposed at the 
landfill site. The total recyclable waste at the site is limited to the estimated 20 tons a week 
collected at Desert Center. Recyclable materials would be transported by truck to 
collection centers. The potential for scheduling waste cargo for off peak-hours should be 
analyzed. At full capacity the site expects to receive approximately 200 truck trips per day, 
or eight shipments arriving each hour from Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside and San 
Bernardino counties. Truck trips from each MRF site have not been analyzed. Vehicular 
operations at the MRFs should also be assessed. Additional information regarding the 
potential for traffic delays at railway crossings, and the congestion caused by increased 
truck traffic to and from MRFs as well as the landfill site should be provided in the Final 
EIR. 

In order to estimate the emissions from all trucks associated with waste transportation, the 
Final EIR should provide an analysis of the quantity of waste transported by truck within at 
least a 100-mile radius of the landfill. The locations of MRFs and the vehicular trips, which 
would be generated by the MRFs should also be analyzed. The scheduling of truck traffic 
for off-peak hours should be studied as a mitigation measure. The MRFs. the impacts of 
their operations, the vehicle miles generated by them, and all other related impacts should 
be subJect to review under the Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

Landfill Gas 

A landfill gas (LFG) control system has been proposed in the Draft EIR. A grid of 
horizontal collection pipes will be laid in trenches from the commencement of operations. 
Vertical LFG extraction wells will be constructed as filling operations proceed. The LFG 
collection svstem will be connected to headers, which in tum will be connected w the LFG 
emission control and utilization system. Extraction wells are expected to tap all sources of 
LFG emissions. Permits are required for the LFG collection system, the LFG disposal 
system, leachate collection and disposal system. Permits to construct must be obtained 
prior to the commencement of any landfill operations. 

Initially, the control technology (flares) approved by the District will be the primary 
method of combustion for burning LFG. A supplemental fuel-fired burner may be used 
when LFG concentrations are too low for a flare system. An energy recovery system will 
be installed when LFG levels increase. The 0.6 second retention time for flares is required 
by the District's BACT Guidelines. The Final EIR should change the 0.3 second retention 
time provided incorrectly in the Draft EIR. 
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Monitoring 

The periodical monitoring of the landfill surface, of the ambient air, gas migration, and 
efficiency tests of the disposal system (flares, gas recovery system,, etc.) are required by 
District's Rule 1150.1. The results of the monitoring should be submitted to the District on 
a regular basis. The allowable surface concentration is 500 parts per million (ppm) for 
instantaneous and 50 ppm for integrated levels. The Final EIR should analyze the 
compliance plan reqmred by Rule 1150.1, which should include the concentration 
requirements. The compliance plan should be submitted for approval by the District prior 
to the operation of the landfill. 

The Final EIR should use the maximum allowable emission factors in determining 
emissions from flares . Average values are not acceptable. Stationary internal combustion 
engines (I.C.) that are rated 50 HP or greater, must meet the District requirements. These 
includes clean fuels, BACT, and requirements of District's Rules 1110.1 and 1110.2. 

The Draft EIR also proposes a series of gas migration probes, which would be placed 
around the perimeter of the site to detect any off-site LFG migration. Probe spacing and 
depth should conform to the District's Rule 1150.1 requirements. Measurement of 
horizontal gas migration should also be conducted at the landfill. 

Condensate 

LFG condensate will be collected in traps placed at low points along the gas collection 
system. Pump-mounted trucks will periodically remove the condensate and place it in 
stora~e pending disposal off-site at a licensed hazardous waste disposal facility. Prior 
District approval is required for the use of leachate for dust control work or for placement 
in evaporation containers, as described in the Draft EIR. Presence of toxic substances in 
the leachate / condensate would render such activities unacceptable. Leachate use will 
result in odors. (See Sensitive Receptors below). 

Dust Emission Control 

District staff recommends that landfill operations should be carried out in such a manner 
as to restrict dust emissions to a minimum (see SCAOMD's 1987 Air Quality Handbook 
For the Preparation of Environmental Impact Reports). The operations plan should 
ensure that fugitive dust emissions from all landfill activities are monitored. Staff concurs 
with the recommended mitigation measures for reducing particulates and the 
corresponding mitigation monitoring plan. Other measures provided in Table 1 of this 
document should be included as mitigation measures. The use of portable crushers and 
front-end loaders for crushing of materials that is deposited as cover requires District 
permits. 

\\\\\ ... =.·.•.·.·.•.·.········'···'·'·'··==·=·····=·=·=·=······''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' ·,: · · ·· · · · · - ✓~; : s:;:-,,rf•:::-z·w::n,:::«,,..,__,~W"'.z 
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Coachella Valley 

The transportation of waste through the Coachella Valley should be analyzed in the Final 
EIR. Even though the project itself is outside the Coachella Valley, the transportation 
activity relative to the proJect would impact on the PMIO levels in the Valley. The 
Coachella Valley has been designated as a "Moderate" nonattainment area for PMIO by the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). A State Implementation Plan (SIP) for PMIO in 
the Coachella Valley was adopted by the SCAQMD Board on November 10, 1990. The 
SIP demonstrates attainment of the Federal PMIO standards by 1995. Measures relative to 
the control of wind erosion, dust from landfill operations, entrained dust from unpaved and 
paved roads, and construction activity are provided in Table 1. The Final EIR should 
incorporate these measures to ensure the reduction of PMIO emissions. 

Emission Offsets 

The project must procure emission offsets sufficient to demonstrate net air quality benefits 
associated with the project as required by New Source Review (NSR) threshold limits 
(Regulation XII as amended on May 3, 1991). Any exceedance of one pound per day of 
any criteria pollutant requires NSR compliance. The offset liability will be based on the 
project's emissions from all stationary landfill activities. Staff recommends that all 
equipment which will be used be described in the Final EIR. The projected worst case 
daily emissions from the equipment should be calculated. BACT and modeling are also 
required. 

The District has adopted Regulation XVII-Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD), 
which contains more stringent requirements than the federal PSD regulations. Regulation 
XVII is expected to be amended to meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act and 
receive the approval of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and will supersede all 
existing requirements. The Final EIR should analyze the need to comply with Regulation 
XVII, which is likely to be applicable to the landfill operation in the near future. 

Risk Assessment 

District Rule 1401, New Source Review of Carcinogenic Air Contaminants, was adopted on 
June 1, 1990 and amended on December 7, 1990. The release of any carcinogenic 
substances must comply with this Rule and other applicable Rules. The Draft EIR 
estimates a risk of 19 in a million at maximum gas production, and maximum 
concentration. The risk is estimated at 6 in a million at maximum gas production and 
average gas concentration. The higher risk level of 19 in a million is considered applicable 
and also unacceptable due to public health reasons. The Draft EIR should correct some of 
the unit risk factors in Appendix E, Tables 31 and 32. The compounds and correct unit risk 
factors are as follows : vinyl chloride, 7.8E-5; benzene, 2.9E-5; dibromomethene, 7.lE-5; 
and trichloromethane, 5.3E6. The Final EIR should include data to substantiate the 
elimination of health risks, or the reduction to an acceptable level of risk from the landfill 
operation. Procedures for Preparin~ Risk Assessment to Comply with Air Toxic Rules of 
the SCAOMD should be used in assessing health risks. The Final EIR should provide a 
schedule for completing the risk assessment. Such an assessment must be completed prior 
to the operation of the landfill. 
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Sensitive Receptors 

43 Waste disposal operations may increase fugitive dust and odor levels in the surrounding 
area. Residents in the Eagle Mountain City area to the south may be exposed to odors and 
dust. The Final EIR should include an analysis of design requirements to reduce dust and 
odor levels. Mitigation measures proposed for dust and odor removal should be in the 
mitigation monitoring plan. 
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Electrification 

The Draft EIR anticipates the eventual electrification of the locomotives transporting 
waste to the landfill. The emission savings based on electrification are not quantified, as 
the electrification schedule is not known yet. In general, electrification when compared to 
diesel fuel use, is expected to result in 90 percent savings in emissions. The Final EIR 
should analyze the potential for reduced emissions from electrification compared to the use 
of conventional fuels . Mitigation should include a commitment to rail electrification of the 
52 miles of rail track between Ferrum Junction and Eagle Mountain sut>ject to specific 
criteria or at a date certain within 10 years of project startup. 

A commitment to "~o electric" at the earliest feasible stage should be made in the Final 
EIR. The landfill 1s expected to co-generate power using the landfill gases. However, 
there is no commitment that co-generated power would be used for electrification of the 
trains. Such an analysis should be included in the Final EIR. 

Management Efficiency 

Management of the site should ensure maximum safety. Hazardous materials or waste, 
when detected at the site, should be deposited directly into trucks and transported to a 
Class I landfill or other legitimate facility . The Final EIR should analyze the procedure for 
detection and handling of hazardous materials and waste at the site, and recommend a 
program to establish a protocol and monitoring mechanism to keep unacceptable 
hazardous materials and waste out of the waste stream. 

The type of activities relative to the operation of the landfill should be described. There 
should be accurate descriptions of activities such as grading, filling, soil hauling, trash and 
soil dumping, trash and soil compacting, fuel storage, and fuel usage. 

All equipment used should be described. Emissions should be calculated for tippers, 
tractor-dozers. refuse compactors, scrapers, graders, water wagons, service trucks and any 
construction equipment. Equipment purchased should meet the 1991 Air Resources Board 
(ARB) requirements for emissions. Clean vehicles should be used wherever possible to 
meet the regulations of the ARB. 

The Draft EIR identifies internal combustion (I.C.) engines as potential landfill gas reusing 
or recycling equipment. The use of landfill-fired I.C. engines may not be permitted under 
the ex.istin~ District Rules. Other BACT such as alternative cleaner equipment (turbines 
and electnc generators) may be available . For further information, please contact the 
Engineering Division of SCAQMD at (818)307-6220. 
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Additional Comments 

All miti~ation measures proposed in the Draft EIR should be listed in the IT11t1gation 
monitonng plan to ensure enforcement. All trucks leaving the site should be washed and 
should have a minimum of 2-feet of freeboard height, except for containerized waste. 
These and other mitigation measures recommended in Table 1 should be incorporated into 
the Final EIR for implementation during the 115-year disposal period. In addition, truck 
traffic should be reduced or eliminated during the peak-hour traffic periods. The existing 
VMT should not increase during the authorized penod of the waste disposal permit. 

Conclusion 

The impacts of the project are varied and significant. Its multi-basin impacts should be 
assessed in full in the following areas: the cross-basin migration of emissions-both 
beneficial and detrimental; the truck versus railway transportation issues; the impact on 
Coachella Valley PMlO issues; the impact on sensitive receptors; the assessment of health
based risks for LFGs and a schedule for its implementation; a comparisc;n of VMT with 
and without the project; the use of BACT for all equipment; and the potential for 
electrification, and the use of clean fuels. A complete assessment in the Final EIR of the 
issues raised in this document is recommended by staff. Potential mitigation measures are 
provided in Table l. 
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TABLE I 
POTENTIAL MITIGATION MEASURES 

FOR THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Minimize Landfill Activity Emissions 
Cover trucks during on-road hauling and maintain a 2-feet freeboard height. 
Provide soil binders on site, unpaved roads, parking areas. 
Wash off trucks and their wheels when leaving site. 
Properly tune and maintain all equipment. 
Use low-sulfur fuel for all equipment wherever possible. 
Avoid temporary electric power generation; use (less-polluting) power from 
existing sources. 
The electrification of the final 52-mile rail line from the beginning of the 
operation, and electrification within a 10-year period for the rest of the line 
should be considered. · 

Minimize Traffic Impacts 
Implement a Transportation Demand Management Plan. 
Provide worker rideshare incentives. 
Provide worker transit incentives. 

Control Du.st Emissions 
Provide paved parking areas. Traffic speeds on unpaved road surfaces 
should be reduced to less than 15 miles per hour to reduce dust emissions. 
Cease site restoration activity during Stage 1 and 2 episodes, and on days 
when winds exceed 25 miles per hour. 
Operate street-sweepers on paved roads within the site area. 
Ensure early paving of construction roads. Provide chemical stabilization of 
blowsand areas adjacent to paved roadways. 
All excavation, grading, and soil removal operations should comply with 
District Rules 403. 

Improve Waste Management Efficiency 
Hazardous materials or waste, when detected, should not be stockpiled on 
site but transported to a Class I landfill or other appropriate facility. 
Records of waste received should be available on site. The permitted upper 
limit of 20,000 tpd of waste should be strictly enforced. 
A gas detection plan should be used to monitor any releases of landfill gas. 
A gas management plan should be in operation. 
Best Available Control Technology (BACT) should be utilized for flaring. 
Permanent perimeter probing should be used to evaluate pressure 
measurements and concentrations of methane, carbon dioxide, and other 
decomposition by-products. 
Monitoring, probing and other equipment used should meet the EPA and 
District standards. 
The use of methane as a fuel source, or its combustion in a boiler steam
generator to produce electricity, should meet all District requirements. 
Waste stored prior to landfilling should not be exposed to rain and the 
potential for odor should be avoided. 
Effective enclosure or sealing of waste is recommended. (Placing of cover 
materials over new waste deposits could also reduce odors). 
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Control of Dust Emissions (SIP Requirements) 
Spread soil binders on site, unpaved roads, and parking areas: reestablish 
ground cover through seeding and watering. 
Work relative to grading, soil dumping and dust-generation should be 
suspended during first and second stage smog alerts and when winds are over 
25 miles per hour. 
Sweep streets if dirt is carried over to adjacent public thoroughfares. Streets 
should be inspected for dirt everyday. 
Provide chemical stabilization of blowsand areas adjacent to paved roadways. 
Ensure early paving of construction roads. 
Provide snow fence windbreaks and tree windbreaks. Tree planting should 
be used as wind-barriers in areas designated as open space to prevent wind 
erosion and dust. 
Provide paved parking areas. Traffic speeds on unpaved road surfaces 
should be reduced to less than 15 miles per hour to reduce dust emissions. 
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BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Palm Springs - South Coast R.A. 
63-500 Garnett Avenue 
P.O. Box 2000 
North Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

RE: DRAFT E . I.R./E.I.S.: EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 

Gentlemen: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above 
referenced matter. Based upon our review, the following comments 
are provided for your consideration: 

1. Air Quality . Banning is physically located in the Southeast 
Desert Air Basin (SEDAB) and the San Gorgonio Pass area. The 
City was included within the SCAQMD because of the effects of 
wind-borne transport of SCAB-generated emissions into the pass 
area. As a result of these wind-transported emissions, 
Banning exceeds the state and federal air quality standards 
for ozone and PMl O ( suspended particulates) . The City is 
therefore subject to the requirements of the SCAQMD Air 
Quality Management Plan. 

The City desires a balanced "jobs/housing" growth scenario in 
achieving clean air, especially regarding mobile sources. 
Train locomotives and haul trucks serving the Eagle Mountain 
project will utilize the Southern Pacific Railroad _____ _ 
line and the I-!O freeway, both of which traverse the City of 
Banning. 

The City is concerned that any increase in mobile source 
emissions from projects that do not benefit the community's 
"jobs/housing" balance will adversely affect our ability to 
grow and develop economically. In other words, a 
disproportionate burden will be imposed on local projects to 
"mitigate" the increased vehicle-related emissions generated 
in the City by additional train and haul truck trips 
associated with the Eagle Mountain Project. 

This burden will, in effect, impede local development 
opportunities because of added air pollution emissions which 
are not attributable to these local projects. 
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2 Under these circumstances, we believe the Ea_gle Moun~ain 
Project, with its unmitigated cumulative air emissions 
impacts, will result in a significant indirect, secondary or 
socio-economic impact on the City of Banning (see Citizens' 
Association for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v . County 
of Inyo; 172 Cal.App. 3d 151 [Cal. Rptr . 893)). It is our 
position that the draft E.I.R. / E.I.S. is deficient, because 
the document does not consider or evaluate the socio-economic 
consequences of cumulative air quality impacts from the 
project on the City. 

3 

4 

2. Noise. Additional train locomotive movements and "big-rig" 
haul truck trips will contribute to an incremental increase in 
noise levels along the SPRR/I-10 corridor through the 
community. These transportation facilities already i n,pact 
community noise levels, and increases in the frequency, 
duration and / or levels of additional noise sources wi ll 
exacerbate existing conditions. 

Local projects occurring along the SPRR/ I-10 transportation 
corridor through the City will have to "mitigate" these 
increased noise levels from the Eagle Mountain Project unless 
appropriate mitigation is provided by the project under 
review. We feel this mitigation is the responsibility of the 
project generating the increase noise levels (i.e., Eagle 
Mountain Landfill proponents), and should not be indirectly 
imposed on future uses adjacent to the noise source. 

3. Overriding Considerations: In the even that a statement of 
overriding social and economic considerations is prepared for 
adoption, we believe that it must address why railcars used to 
transport the trash to Eagle Mountain will be returning empty; 
and what rationale overriding economic considerations there 
are to justify this 'one-way' transport, especially given the 
significant, unmitigated air quality impacts of the project. 

From this perspective, it makes sense to establish a 'truck
to-train' transfer and distribution facility in the desert 
beside the I-10/SPRR where cargo coming into Los Angeles by 
truck would be transferred to the returning empty train cars 
for transport. This would reduce the mobile air emissions 
from hundreds of individual diesel trucks coming into the 
South Coast Air Basin, and thereby benefiting local non
attainment air quality. 

~~-
St n U~~ 
Senior Planner 

:1132 
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August 8, 1991 

BLM 
PALM SPRINGS-SOUTH COAST R-A , 
63-500 Garnett Ave . 
P.O. Box 2000 
Pa l m Springs , CA 92258-2000 

RE: Draft EIR/EIS - Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 

Gent l emen ; 

By previ ous cor=espondence dated August 1, 1991, we transmitted our 
comments regarding the above referenced matter. Due to an 
overs i ght on our part , Item No. 4 (below) concerning traffic and 
railroad crossi:1gs was inadvertently omi tted from our previous 
comments. Under these circumstances, please consider amending our 
init i a l response to i ncl ude the following: 

4. TRAFFIC/RAILROAD CROSSING 

The SPRR line is an at-grade facility as it traverses the City 
of Banning, and bisects the community in an east-west 
a l ignment. The on l y means of accessing from and to the 
northern and southern are as of the City are by way of four 
(4) at-grade crossings; except for underpasses at Highland 
Springs Ave. and Eighth St. 

These at-grade crossing result in traffic congestion during 
train =ovemect through the City, and also impede the timely 
response of emergency service vehicles to those portions of 
the City "cut off" by the at-grade Railroad crossing. 

We are concerned that additional train movements through the 
City generated by the landfill project will increase the 
frequency and duration of traffic congestion using existing 
at-grade crossings. This, in turn, will negatively impact the 
City's ability to respond in a timely manner to emergency's 
located on the other end of the railroad tracts. This 
represents an impact on local public safety that is an 
unacceptable risk to the City. 

In order to mitigate this safety impact, we believe it is the 
responsibility of the project proponent to provide adequate 
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2 funding for the reconstruction of two (2) railroad underpasses 
at existing at-grade crossings ( Sunset and 22nd St). In 
addition to mitigating public safety impacts, these 
underpasses would also serve to relieve increased traffic 
congestion and air quality degradation impacts associated with 
the additional train movements through Banning. 

Thank you for accepting our amended comments. 

s~~t~ • 
STt;Vt;N\ RUDDICK ~ 
Senior Planner 
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Bureau of Land Management 
P. O. Box 2000 
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P. O. :aox 2628 
Palm Springs CA 92263 
July 29, 1991 

North Palm Springs CA 92258-2000 

Dear BIB: Re: proposed Eagee Mountain landfill project 

We are told that planning for the above project was begun in 
1982. It is now almost 10 years later. Times have changed. 

AB 293 requires a 25c reduction in waste by 1995, 3¼ years 
from now, and 50% reuuction by 2000. Non-compliance will 
cause fines of ~1t\POO per day. 

From a cursory review of the EIR, the most important infor
mation seems to have been omitted. What are Los Angeles County, 
Riverside County, Orange County doing to Ll..TI~IN~TE waste? 
We have been hearing, for years, that 3ACH of us must R.EDUC3 
US~, Rl::USZ, R3CYC::.E. Up until a year ago we visited the 
Los .mgeles area occasionally and we saw no indication that 
Los .flllgeles was reducing its use, reusing, or recycling. 
Each of the 3 counties has some hard work to do in a short 
time. agle Mountain will not be needed. 

Last year the information we were given was that 36,480,000 
pounds of waste daily could be expensively and toxically 
transpor~eQ 200 miles daily from the coast to Eagle Mountain. 
capacity was said to be 1,14ofooo,ooo,ooo pounds daily. 
Is there anyone who believes hat humans in ~os J\Ilgeles 
County, Riverside County, Orange County cannot ELIMINATE 
waste? 

The attached newsclip shows that at one auto race 164 1160 
pounds of waste were generated. Sou~nern ca~ifornia is awash 
in vehicu~ar racing. Racing is a major producer of TOXICS 
and waste. 

The EIR process should have ENDED at the time AB 2S3 was 
passed, and the 3 counties should be well on their way to 
E~IMINATING waste. 

According to the Garbage Project,~ makes up 50% of 
landfill trash. 

We are asking the wrong question. The question is NOT 
"where do we put our waste?" The question is 11)BJ[X1f how 
do we ELIMINATE waste"? Environmental taxes will ELIMINATE 
aaste, making each product and service PAY ITS OWN COSTS. 
Governments would be generating income. Each of us would 
be healthier and wealthier also. The mine pit could far 
more profitably serve as a site for solar energy, necessary 
and clean. 

cc: Los Angeles Planning Dept 
Riverside Planning Dept 
Orange Planning Dept 

Very tr~=~ ~ 
(Mrs. John Harte11 
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COMMITTEES 

AGRICULTURE 
TRANSPORTATION 

GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION 
WAYS ANO MEANS 

CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE 
SACRAMENTO OFFICE 
0 ST A TE CAPfTOL 
PO BOX !M2M9 

SACRAMENTO. CA 942,g..0001 

(916) 445-541 6 
CHAIRMAN· 

WAYS ANO MEANS SUBCOMMm'EE 
OISTFUCT OFFlCES 

C 1650 SPRUCE STREET SUITE J 10 

RIVERSIDE. CA 92501 
ON TRANSPORT A TlON 

SELECT-COMMITTEES 

VOL/TH ANO DRUG ABUSE ?REVENTION 
AVIATION 

STEVE CLUTE 
ASSEMBLYMAN. SIXTY-EIGHTH DISTRICT 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

July 30, 1991 

Russell L. Kaldenberg, Area Manager 
United States Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast Resource Area 
63-500 Garnet Ave., P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Dear Mr. Kaldenberg: 

(71'1782-JZ22 

C 790 V1NE STREET 
COACHELLA CA 92236 
18191 39&-9230 

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
Report (EIS/EIR) on the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project and, 
for the record, I would like to inform the Bureau of my 
concerns. 

As a state legislator, I am well aware of the crisis we face 
with regards to solid waste disposal, particularly but not 
exclusively in large metropolitan regions such as the Los 
Angeles Basin. I do not want my concerns over the impact of 
the Eagle Mountain Project on the Coachella Valley to be 
misconstrued as a lack of sensitivity about this crisis. 

However, I believe we must exercise great care to ensure that 
we don't solve a major problem in one part of Southern 
California only to create yet another serious environmental 
problem elsewhere. In this case, I'm referring to the 
Coachella Valley and the Southeast Desert Air Basin of 
Riverside County. 

The Eagle Mountain Project would entail the transport of a 
projected 20,000 tons of solid waste per day from points west 
to the landfill site. It is my understanding that, of this 
amount, 16,000 tons will be moved by train and 4,000 tons by 
truck through the Coachella Valley on a daily basis. 

~ -onRoc)'ded,._ 
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My first concern is with trucks. It is quite clear that 200 
large trucks, each making one round trip through the 
Coachella Valley per day (or 100 trucks, each making two 
round trips), will have a negative impact on the air quality 
in the Southeast Desert Basin. 

In addition, the addition of these trucks to existing traffic 
in the Coachella Valley poses potential increases in 
congestion and highway safety problems. 

I am troubled by the following sentence, which appears on 
page 155 of the Draft EIR/EIS: 

Due to the widespread wasteshed to be served by truck 
and the fact that exact transfer station locations are 
not yet identified, it is not possible to quantify all 
trucking-related impacts from point of origin to the 
Eagle Mountain landfill site. 

Tens of thousands of people make their homes in the Coachella 
Valley. I believe they are entitled to know exactly what 
impact the trucking component of the Eagle Mountain Project 
will have on their lives. 

I suggest three options should be given more careful review 
with regard to the trucking component of the project. These 
are in my order of preference. 

1) Eliminating the trucking component entirely and relying 
exclusively on rail for transporting the waste to the 
Eagle Mountain site. 

2) Requiring trucks directly associated with the project, 
regardless of their number, to use cleaner fuels, such as 
natural gas or reformulated gasoline, until more advanced 
technologies become available. 

3) Reducing the daily truck volume associated with project 
from the projected 200 to 50, or fewer. 

I am also concerned about the increased emission levels the 
Southeast Desert Air Basin will experience as the result of 
the rail component of the Eagle Mountain project. Six trains 
per day hauling waste from west to east and returning empty 
from east to west constitute a significant increase in the 
number of trains traversing the Coachella Valley. 

:::::.:.:. :.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.: ... : .. : ........ : ...... ... .. : ... :;:;:;:;::::::::::: :\h~?❖:"';;:-u-:~; .. ;,.)X•t~t·❖"t§";:"~>:~~;,:"..:-m.r<f 
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I understand emission control standards will be rigorously 
applied to the diesel locomotives employed in the project, 
which is well and good. However, I believe every effort 
should be made by the operator(s) of the locomotives employed 

5 to integrate new emission reduction technologies into the 
operation as they become available. These technologies should 
include but not be limited to selective catalytic trap 
oxidizers and the use of alternative fuels such as LPG or 
compressed natural gas. 

In short, I believe the residents of the Coachella Valley 
understand the need for regional solutions to such problems 
as solid waste disposal. I also believe we owe them more than 
mere compliance with SCAQMD and EPA emission standards. 

The Eagle Mountain Landfill project offers both the private 
sector, in this case the Mine Reclamation Corporation and 
Southern Pacific, and the public sector -- the local, state 
and federal agencies involved in the project -- a chance to 
demonstrate their willingness to go a step beyond the letter 
of the law when comes to controlling emissions. 

We have the opportunity to set the highest environmental 
standards ever associated with such a project and, by doing 
so, to set a pace for similar projects on the drawing boards 
nationwide. It would be sad were we to allow this opportunity 
to pass us by. 

Thank you for your consideration of my views. 

SWC:ch 
(CS188) 

cc: Members, Riverside County Board of Supervisors 
Mr. Gary Kovall 
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July 27, 1991 

Bureau of Land Management 
PO Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

DOCUMENT 0008 

7..,,,.LJ-(;✓l · 

I wish to express my oppositionvproposed Eagle Mountain land
fill. I hope to think that our deserts are more respected 
for their ecological importance than merely a dump site. 

The desert is unsuitable for a landfill. As pointed out in 
the May 1991 issue of National Geographic, even in a damp climate, 
trash is extremely slow to decompose. Our dry climate would 
preserve the waist making it a permanent source of pollution. 

The town of Desert Center and adjacent agriculture is totally 
dependent on ground water. The eminent ground water pollution 
resulting from a landfill in this area would be devastating. 

Lets not allow our magnificent deserts to become literal waist
lands. Disallow the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project. 

'.'.'.'.'. ... ·.·.·.· .·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.· ..................•.•.•• : • •:·:·:· ·:·:·:···: • • • • • · • ., .. ; •.:❖•··n:{::~::::::·:•:r ,0.-.::;:::}.-;-::~❖;·=t::rw:::-a,~1 , , 
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July 25, 1991 

Mr. Russell L. Kaldenberg 
Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast R.A 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

DOCUMENT 0009 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill 
Project/Specific Plan 

Dear Mr. Kaldenberg: 

The City of El Segundo has received the Draft Environmental Report for the proposed Eagle 
Mountain Landfill Project The Planning Department staff does not perceive a direct impact 
on the City of El Segundo from the proposed project However, staff feels that increased 
emissions to both the South Coast Air Basin and the Southeast Desert Air Basin cau.sed by 
the transportation of solid waste materials to the site should be carefully analyzed in the 
final EIR. 

S . I 
mY3'.:->'• 
/ /2. ~ -; ~· ~/~ <._ ,, I 

Casey Ure 
Planning Intern 

CONCURRENCE: 

' s,.,.~ 
Sara Rostamian 
Associate Planner 

CUyo(ElSqlUldo 
P"'1vun,Drpart,,,o,t 

360 Main Stral 
El SqlUldo, California 90246-0949 

<2l3) 32a-4o!0 EA 38Z · FAX: (213) 3=-7131 



ROLFE E. TANDBERG 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

5205 V ANDERHILL RD 
TORRANCE, CALIFORNIA 90505 

PHONE (213) 371-4127 
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EDITH CHRISTOPHER~ P. 0. Box 1463 - ROSAMOND, CA 93560-1643 (805) 256-2253 
+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
+ 
+ 
+ August 5, 1991 

+ 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Palm Springs - South Coast Resou~ce Area 

Att: Marianne We~zel 
400 South Farrell drive Suite B-205 
Palm springs, California 92262 

COMMENT ON EIS / EIR PROPOSED : EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL 

Please enter my commendation to the person / persons who conceived the 
id ea. 

For several vears I have seT ved on a Env i ronmental Committee and sa~ 
the need t o protect and save the en vi ronment and the world. 

Circa three years ago a letter of proposal was sent to the California 
State Office; and to Kern Count~ Supervisor for this area, to adopt 
a rulii, -- to lease the County Landfill Sites to people who were in 

1 the recovery business. 

Advantage: ( a ) sal vage rec ycli ng materials, cut bac k amount put 
into the fill; an d aid emp loyment ,AND AID ~E ENVIRONMENT. PL US CASH' 

Answers: Reply from State Official said the suggest i on would be con
sidered. The K.C. Supervisor said the Mofia would take it over. 

Note: While visiting the Mo!1ave Landfill site, we sa-.., a truck load 
of old furniture being dumped. The Antique three-mirror dressing 
table could have been restored and sold for over Sl00.00 to be used 
for a worthy cause. The other furniture, refrigerator, stove, etc., 
might have helped someone-who was starting housekeeping. The box 
of children's toys could have been easily refurbished and made a 
child happy. 

[I asked the dump attendant if I might buy the items. 
"Against the rules," was his answer] 

Perhaps I am call~d a "String-saver" but when it comes to lives and 
nature, it is time for all to think in 'saving' terms. 

Thank you for the opportunity to expreSS....JllY opinion. 

Sincerely, . ..L. /' 
fad 2:/21,,e,~ Y,'6-a~r--h~L_,; 

P. S. Mr. Christopher and I were members of the 
until we were too aged to drive the distances to 

Bureau for awhile or 
meetings. 
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Federal Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 2000 
North Palm Springs , CA 92258-2000 

July 25, 1991 

Department of Land Management: 

We strongly urge you not to allow the propose dump site at 
Eagel Mountain . We are very concern about the pollution 

1 that most certainly the wind will blow into the Coachella 
Valley . I f they do not want the air pollution in the Los 
Angeles area, why do they think that we want it here in 
the Coachella Valley ? 

Manuel Romero 
82-100 Valencia Street 
Indio, CA 92201 

qu,.,b~ 
Lilly Romero 
82-100 Valencia Street 
Indio, CA 92201 

::::\ ::: ....... :.:.:.:.:_:_:_:::::.:.:.:.:.:.:.:_:_:_:_:_:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ... .. .. . :.;",/;zr✓:: :-c ::::::-:: ·:: :.v::::::•·•:r·•· :···.-..x~.:-::w..-~::~~:'~?: 
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CITIUNS 

EAGLE ~OUNT AIN LANDFILL 

EVALUATION COMMITTEE 
P.O . BOX 460 DESERT CENTER. CA 92239 

RI!PORT NUMDI!R 1 

In the Spring of 1990. the Evaluation Committee 
sponsored public meetings to help identify areas of 
concern about the proposed landfill. Because of ihe 
complexity of the issues. we broke up the issues 
into the following categories: 

1. Transportation. traffic. housing. and storage 
2 Non-water pollution. vectors. birds and 

animals 
3. Community needs and available benefits 
4. Controls, monitoring. correction. and re

cycling 
5. Water pollution. 

There are many other issues but this provided the 
framework for an examination of how such a 
dump might effect our direct environment Some 
of the topics have overlapping considerations. For 
example traffic has a non-water pollution concern. 
Storage and recycling have some common points. 
However, the following is a brief synopsis of the 
results of these meetings. As we prepare to ex
amine and report on the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR). we will pay particular attention to 
these community concerns. 

1. 'Irlutswmti..Q11....ID1.~~o..IJ1~ 

The potential impact of trains was of unusual im
portance. The frequency. length. speed, and hour• 
of operation all have a substantial impact on those 
near to the right of way. Where there is a cr06Sing 
of rail lines and roadways. safety and traffic dis
ruption are important considerations especially on 
Kaiser Road Not only will that become a •com
mute" road, but the school bus operations should 
have some effect on ti.mes of train crossings. 
Another expressed concern was the potential 
pollution of the area from improperly maintained 
rail line equipment The inspection and repair 
standards need examination. While the containers 
on the rail cars are closed. they are not expected to 

JULY 8. 1991 

be water tight. Therefore the potential leaking of 
material along the railroad right of way becomes n 
direct pollution factor requiring strict mitigation 
"practices. The opcrationnl plan calls for 4 to 6 
trains per day at maximum usage. The switch 
engine activity to uncouple. shuffle and re 
assemble those trains may present more irupect on 

~he immediate Eagle Mountain area than the main 
transportation engines. The storage of rail cars nnd 
their containers waiting unloading and re looding 
and assembling could be substantial Concern was 
voiced about the cleaning of the emptied contniners 
and where that refuse and liquid would be released 
and how it would be contained 

The term "traffic" was adopted to refer specific.ally 
to vehicular operations including cars. supply 
trucks and waste hauling vehicles. The growth of 
commercial or governmental activity in the Eagle 
Mountain area is certain to bring more "commute" 
type traffic along Kaiser Road. Its width. condition 
and safety controls are considerations. The poten
tial increase of traffic accidents will impact on the 
operations of the volunteer rescue unit. While not 
specific to a dump operation, these issues will need 
to be evaluated with any increase in population or 
activity in the valley. Any major operation at Engle 
Mountain will require more "supply" type trucks to 
bring in fuel equipment, materials, and supplies. 
The potential use of the Eagle Mountain Road for 
this traffic should be examined to relieve the im
pact on Kaiser Road However, should the maxi
mum 200 waste trucks per day also be routed over 
Eagle Mountain Road, its width, condition and 
safety controls become more important issues. If 
other access roads are contemplated, their route, 
juncture with highways, size and condition need 
evaluation. The use of truclcs for hauling waste 
seems to run counter to the concept of rail haul 
The impact on Interstate 10 traffic was a major 
concern. The expected arguments in favor of this 
component may be much less valid that the negn-
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tivc impact caused by these trucks. 

The impact of additional workers in the area in
cludes the need for additional housing. Tradition
ally, those active in the work force have families 
including children. While not imputing a "pollu
tion" factor to families 11nd children. the chnngc of 
the nature of the community from being 
significantly a retirement type to a more dynamic 
type causes concern to some persons. Agnin. this 
factor is not specific to lnndfills. just to growth. 
However, the location of additional housing wi)l. 
have impoct on support business location. traffic.. 
school and church centers and generally shape the 
development of the valley. With through traffic in 
the Desert Center nrea nnd operntionnl activities in 
the Eagle Mountain area, conflicts of interests can 
be expected. It can be conceded thnt these issues 
arc not those which an EIR should be concerned, 
the details of the operational pl11n and the mitiga
tion fnctors rclntcd to those opcrntionnl plnns will 
result in other issues arising which do hnve an 
impact on evaluation. 

Storage can include both long term and short term. 
To the extent that trucks. trains, and containers 
remain for a period of time within the valley, a 
storage issue is raised. The ch11nce for pollution 
increases with storage length. Containers may leak. 
trucks my leave motors running and trains my 
depo6it their own special contaminates. Clearly the 
mitigation factor in this case is to reduce the 
"storage" time as well as clean up the drips and 
turn off the motors. But another storage issue need 
more specialized attention. This operational plan 
calls for the storage, in containers, of recyclable 
material for re haul to buyers based on market 
conditions. Besides the question about the length of 
time, the quantity of these conta.incrs located in the 
desert. and the possibility of leaks, degradation. 
odors, vector attraction and similar concerns, there 
are market risks to consider. Should markets not 
exists. what is the ultimate disposal of these 
"recyclable" and if dumped into the pit. docs that 
affect the tonnage within the permit limits7 There 
was strong support for a prohibition 11gRinst 
dumping any of the stored recycalbcs into the 

landfill 

2 Ho~a!,c.LJ>Qllu tion~_ctoruixdt..and.._11nim11 ls. 

Non water pollution involves adverse 
environmental impacts from sound, light. dust, and 
smell. All traffic operations effect each of these. 

· but they will be addressed in the transportation. 
and traffic reports. At the landfill site itself, 
vehicles will be taking containers from the rail site 
to the dump face and then tr11ctors will be covering 
the waste. The covering material will need to be 
moved also. While these operations seem no more 
noisy than the operation of the Kaiser mine, we 
will be examining what mitigation measures arc 
proposed. Hours of opcrntion. transport routes and 
type of equipment used will make a difference. 
Dust pollution problems e11n be compared with 
those experienced during the mine operation. 
Mitigation measure arc lilcely to include watering 
down ronds and perhnps 11pplying other dust con
trol materials. The paving or rocking of roadways 
will be a likely mitigation method. The effective
ness of these methods can be evaluated in the light 
of prior operations and technological improve
ments. The factor of light pollution was not con
sidered a major problem when compared to major 
light polluters such as the Chuckwalla Prison and 
Conchclla Valley urban growth. The problem of 
unpleas11nt odors causes concern. The continuous 
covernge of waste is pert of the design plan and is 
said to nearly eliminate odors, even in the im
mediate area of the landfill However, this 
partieulu pollution problem ii potenti1tlly more 
damaging to our environment than any other ex
cept water pollution. We will carefulJy examine the 
mitigation proposals. 

The ]caking of odors and gasses from the incoming 
and the on site containers is another source of 
pollution. Landfill gnsscs themselves arc to be 
monitored and either burned off or recovered for 
energy conversion. At the present it is unclcnr 
whether these gnsscs would aCAtc an odor problem 
or would have any significant effect on the nir 
quality in the area. 
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Vectors is a term applied to insects, rodents, snakes, 
and sometimes to birds and other creatures. The 
obvious question is what effect the operation of a 
landfill will have on those present populations that 
exist in a more natural state. Many of these vectors 
will move out, be destroyed or remain in a much 
smaller population. Without judging the . 
desirability of these creatures, the question to be 
considered is the nature and extent of the effect 
and what mitigation measures. if any. are to be 
followed A concurrent vector problem dents with 
what creatures the landfill will attract and then 
what other vectors will follow that migrntion. Of 
particular concern is a potential increase in the 
population of seagulls and ravens and how far they 
may spreed from the dumpsitc. If present in larger 
numbers, what effect would that have on other 
native birds. Of special interest to local farmers is 
the possibility of more agricultural pests becoming 
established in the valley as the result of their being 
imported on the waste material 

It would seem that shy animals such as bighorn 
sheep, bobcats and deer would move away from the 
activity of the landfill site. On the other hand, 
coyotes may be attracted to the waste material and 
are seldom frightened of human population. The 
plans to mitigate the loss of some animals and 
control other is a complex but vital part of the 
review process. 

Because it did not fit neatly into another category, 
the aesthetics of the land fill operation was dis
cussed. The operations themselves seem lo be 
visually shielded from the population areas of the 
valley. However, should material be allowed to 
blow.out or wash out from the landfill area onto 
the valley floor, a serious and adverse impact 
would occur. Mitigation measures should include 
methods of collecting escaped debris. 

While not directly an clement of the EIR, the 
committee believes that a complete evaluation of 
the Eagle Mountain Landfill should include any 

beneficial effects which might flow to the area 
from this type and scope of operation. Clearly 
more lOCAl jobs will be created and the community 
population base will be expanded. With more 
people and more spending. there is a greater 
opportunity for expansion of local dealers in 
goods and services. However, these effects would 
flow from any large operation and is not directly 
related to the landfill itself. However. what is 
unique in this proposal is that the County of 
Riverside will be receiving a substantial amount 
of yearly income from the landfill operations. 
While these funds go into the general fund. 
Supervisor "Corley" Larson sponsored and 
obtained an agreement from the County Boe.rd of 
Supervisors that 1/2 of the proceeds would be 
spend in the desert areas of Riverside County. 
Generally that area includes all communities from 
Whitewater to Blythe. In order for the local resi
dents to directly benefit from these funds, the 
committee has sought to identify the perceived 
needs. Those receiving the highest interest a.re as 
follows: 

• Lota} law enforcement 
• Moving and improving the public school and 

with an increased population, returning the 
high school to the valley 

• Improving the water system for Lake 
Tamarisk: 

• Eliminating the Lake Tamarisk special 
assessment 

• Local garbage and trash pickup 
• Financial support for the Rescue Unit 
• Fostering some type of local Medical clinic 

Members of the committee have met with 
Supervisor Larson and she expressed a willingness 
to direct appropriate County agencies to meet 
with committee members lo develop a finite and 
specific list of foreseca ble projects foq:onsidera
tion in budget preparations. This activity will be
come one of the most important tastes of the 
committee in the event the landfill is approved. 

::::::.:•:•:·:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:·. ·,·. ·,•,•,•,•.·.················ •.. •. : :·::::: :·:::::::::: .• •• . '❖7t?,~~~:-y..-..-~;;1,•·::::::--::••:-■:~~~::;..;w... ' 
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4. Contr.ol~oniwtin~rr~is>~~lin& 

This propOl'led l1mdfill has 11pplil".d for a permit to 
conduct operations within some specific limits. 
Tr11in loods are projected to be 4 to 6 per day, but 
the mllXimum amount to be hnulcd by roil is 
specified o.s 16.000 tons per d11y_ Highway haulinr, 
is specified at a m11ximum of 4.000 tons per day 
estim11ted to be not more thnn 200 truclcs per da-, _ 
11,~ amonnt to be plnccd with•n the landfill is 
scheduled 11t no more thnn 20,,100 tons per day_ lt 
is uncleu whether the hauling of conU\incrs of . 
recyclable is within the 11bove 11mounts or in excess 
thercof_ It is unclcnr if the mnximum per dny is an 
average or a dnily limit. not to be excccded_ All of 
these issues should be more ~pecificnlly dctniled in 
the EIR_ The community concerns which we have 
he11rd deal with the monitoring of thae limits and 
the need for locnl citizen involvement in ovc-.rsighL 

There h11ve been scvcr11l 11ltcT11tions of the initial 
specific landfill site. Should operations begin, it is 
ncccssuy to have some specific controls in place 
which establish the extent. size 11nd l0e11tion of the 
face of the landfill and to insure thnt appropriate 
independent inspections 11re made to insure com
pliance with the mitigntion mC11Sura;_ 

The safety of the wnter supply is very dependent 
on the methods of preventing leachnte from 
renching the aquifer_ Both liquid and gits developed 
within the landfill cnn pollute the underground 
water. therefore the monitoring systems need to be 
effective, redundant. their results publicly available 
and the conditions for reducing or stopping the 
lnndfilt opcrntinn■ clenrly ■ctforth. A ■orica of 
contingency plans for correcting pollution nccd1 to 
be in pince and local public porticipotion in the 
oversight seems important 

This project is designed around the concept of 
accepting only household and commerci11l waste 
without any hazardous materials. Recyclable ele
ments are to be removed and the rat compressed 
to remove moisture before loading on containers. 
These operations take place at a "transfer station" 

located near the w11ste source. Because most of 
these sources are outside Riverside County, and 
therefore not under "our" control, it is important 
th11t all contracts for receipt of waste comply with 
the permits of TfilS County and the performance 
of those contracts be monitored by Riverside 
County personnel Because of the jurisdictional 
problems. it will probably be necessary for th11t 
inspection to occur at Engle Mountain Cle11r cut 
procedures for returning unacceptable waste 
needs to be put of the mitigi1tion factors of the 
EIR-

This scheduled meeting wns placed Inst bce11use of 
its importance_ We h11d expected the EIR to be out 
prior to the meeting so th11t some definite plans 
Md daigns could be examined. The Committee's 
rcru;oning was based on the technical nature of 
this issue and its import1mcc. Without a specific 
design plan. we could only speculate on the 
matter_ When the EIR was delayed. there 
appeared to be no reason to hold this meeting and 
it wns cancellcd_ The committee hns he11rd no 
dissenting voice on this matter_ Hour water is in 
danger of pollution no possible other benefits cnn 
offset it. This issue. by itself. is more important 
th11t 1111 others combined and multiplied by a 
factor of own's ch006ing. Without acceptable 
water quality, this valley can not support human 
life. With it. the future loolcs ever brighter to 
m11ny who have moved here pcrmanently_ 

There are those who equate this landfill with the 
Stringfellow problem. But dcalgn diffcroneca need 

to be comidcrcd before 1uch a comIXtriBon can be 
fairly made_ 

There are others (included some County offices) 
who have dcclued our present water unsafe to 
drink_ Those who have lived here for many years 
consider such declarations misleading and unfair. 

In the former case, Stringfellow wns a chemical 
WIISte dump in an improperly designed and poorly 

;:=::_._._._. _._._._._.,.,-,.,,,,,,,:,:-:-:-:-:-:-,--------'-'- ________ .:-,---------- _:_: __ ,_. __________ x:::'. ,-r~~-.,,:.,:;-h:?·.,.. ----•,•:•·-:•~-:::rx···'.',::::::::::w.,:-~,;,:..:-o:: 
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conducted facility. Much may have been learned 
from the design of these problem landfilJs and that 
knowledge chould be used to evaluate this projecL 
In the latter cn.se. our wnter is high in fluoride. 
which SO!JE so called e:tpcrts declare is harmful 
to human hen.Ith. But e:tperts differ. and their 
opinions often change over time. 

The committee will do its best to annlyzc what 
protection exist in the proposed plan. We will try 
to bring some rensoncd ev11luation of the evidence 
submitted and if appropriate. find other •experts" 
to aid us in the search for greater truth. This is 
probably not an issue about which anyone will be 
satisfied. except to the e:ttent that the "evidence" 
match one's preconceived notions. 

One local citizen ask:ed for a 100% guarantee that 
the landfill would not leak in 100 years. Another 
suggested that a lOO?'o guarantee could not be 
given that the planet Earth would survive for 100 
years. In reality, the only evaluation that can be 
made is on the b11sis of probabilities. 

So, water IS the issue. We will try to bring you 
some additional information to help your comfort 
level with your ultimate decision on the proposed 
landfill 

ADDITIONAL MATTERS 

We propose to enlarge the participation in the 
committee and assign each of these issues to one or 
more persons for their analysis 11nd reporL Th01e 
reports will be discussed and proposed for dis
tribution. If there is dissent. the dissenter or dis
senters can prep!!re a minority report which will 
also be forwarded. Our purpose is not to do your 
thinlcing for you, it is to present you with reasoned 
OJt~lnii not the espousal of a position. But you are 
part of this community and we want you to be part 
of this evaluation process. If YOU have an analysis 
that addresses issues which we cover (or fail to 
cover), please write them up for submission to the 
committee. We will disseminate your reasoned 
analysis, but not your position statements. 

You may expect to receive about 8 reports, hope
fully within the next 2 months. The Bureau of 
Land Management will begin public meetings near 
the end of August The County of Riverside will 
start later in the fall to insure that we have our 
largest population present and able to participate. 
We hope to be able to help you prepare for those 
public hearings. 

One final note. As part of their community in
volvement. Mine Reclamation Corpoution will be 
paying for the duplication and m11iling of these 
reports. They have no editorial authority regarding 
the contents. As pert of their community in
volvement. Aljoba Research. Inc. and Desert 
Harvest Pad:ing are permitting the use of their 
computers, softwear programs and printers to 
prepare these reports. As part of their community 
involvement. the members of the Evaluation 
Committee are devoting their time and attention to 
the task:s of reading. analyzing. reasoning and 
writing reports for your assistance. 

PLEASE, AS PART OF YOUR COMMUNITY 
INVOLVEMENT, 

READ THE REPORTS 

ALLOW REASONING, RATIONAL 
JUDGMENT AND THOUGITTFUL 
DECISION TO PREVAIL OVER FEAR, 
EMOTIONS AND RIGIDITY 

COME TO THE PUBLIC MEETINGS AND 
fARTICIPATE! 



1 Tons of garbage 
Editor. Tbe Pre$-Enterprise: 

Qazens of Palm Springs. Palm 
Desen and other desen cities may 
soon have tons ot garbage 
crammed down their throats eadl 
day and may not even be aware of 
it. until it is too late. 

Wben the plans ot Kaiser and 
MRC proceed, 20.000 tons ot Los 
Angeles garbage Will be traveling 
through those towns, beginning in 
1992. on its journey to Eagle Moun
tain to become the world's largest 
landau. 

U. perhaps, one ot the Southern 
Pacitic trains that Is carrying tbs 
garbage happens to have an acci
dent - as they have twice in the 
past two weeks - you Will not only 
be smelling the result. but you 
migllt also have to be evacuated 
from your home a,; many other 
poor people have . . . . 

MARIAN R llVENGOOD 
Deen Center 

Clean up their own mess 
Editor, The Press-Enterprise: 

... It is time tor Los Angeles and 
ottier urban areas to take res;>omi• 
bility tor their Ute styles. They 
malte the garbage, they deal wtt!l 
It. instead ot displaying this COD· 
stant NIMBY - not in my bad. 
yard - attitude. We all agree there 
is a waste disposal crisis in Soutb
em C&lltornia. It would be too~ 
however, to attempt to allevtale 
one- problem and end up ~ 
additional waste problems in tile
form ot air pollution and ground• 
wmer contamination. 

It Is time to implement tile. 
incredible tedlnology available., 
and deal With garbage safely, not 
bury it In · some bole acting. Iii. 
though the problem is gone! 

LARRY '& DONNA CHARPIED 
Desen Center · 
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STA TE OF CALIFORNIA PETE W1LSON. Governor 

STATE LANDS COMMISSION EXECUTIVE OFFICE 
1807 · 13th Street 
Sacramento. CA 95814 LEO T. McCARTHY. LJeurenanr Governor 

GRAY DAVIS. Control/er 
CHARLES WARREN 
Executive Officer 

THOMAS W. HAYES. Orrecror of Finance 
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August 5, 1991 

Ms. Carol Whiteside 
State Projects Coordinator 
The Resources Agency 
1416 Ninth street Room 449 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Ms. Mary Anne Wetzel 
United States Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast Resource Area 
400 s. Farrell Drive, Suite B-205 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

Dear Mesdames: 

File Ref.: PRC 5618 
SD 89-08-23 

--
- I - : 
I 1_; 

Staff of the State Lands Commission (SLC) has reviewed the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIR/S) for the proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 
(SCH 89081413). Based on this review, we offer the following 
comments. 

As stated in our September 27, 1989 letter of response (copy 
attached) to the Notice of Preparation, the proposed project 
~ppears to involve lands under the jurisdiction of the SLC and the 
SLC is a Responsible Agency under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). The draft document should therefore make 
reference to such interests within the discussion on page 187, 
Section 4 - Existing Land Use Plans and Policies in Surrounding 
Areas. 

Page XX in the Executive Summary states that materials 
recovery facilities (MRFs) are " ... necessary to serve the landfill" 
but that they are " ... not discussed in detail in the draft 
EIS/EIR". This comment is inappropriate. If the project requires 
the MRFs, then the documentation must account for impacts of all 
reasonably foreseeable components of the project. Laurel Heights 
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California 47 Cal.3d 
376 1988, states "· .. an EIR must include an analysis of the 
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environmental effects of future expansion or other action if: (1) 
it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial project; 
and (2) the future expansion or action will be significant in that 
it will likely change the scope or nature of the initial project or 
its environmental effects." 

The Section on land exchanges, Figures 6, 9 and 12 show Kaiser 
Steel Resources transferring lands to the Bureau of Land 
Management. Once again, as these lands contain a reserved minerals 
interest which is under SLC jurisdiction, reference to such State 

3 interests should be contained in the environmental document. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any 

questions regarding content of the EIR/EIS, please contact Kirk 
Walker at (916) 322-0530. For questions regarding SLC 
jurisdiction, contact Alex Gonzales at (213) 590-5220. 

Attachment 

cc: Kirk Walker 
Alex Gonzales 
David Mares 

Sincerely, .., 

/J7~ -fli~~ l-/ 
DWIGHT/, . SAND,E s, ehief, 
Envir ental Plt~ning and Management 
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DE~ARTIIENT Of ~LANNING AND ■ UILDINQ ■ ERYICE ■ 

AL BOUGHEY , AICP 
0 I R E C T O R 

August 14,1991 

Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs - South Coast R.A. 
63-500 Garnet Ave. 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

DOCUMENT 0016 

Subject: Review of the Draft EIS/EIR for the Eagle Mountain 
Landfill Project 

Dear Sir: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject document and 
submit comments. 

The City of San Bernardino has a concern with the potential truck 
traffic traversing the City via I-10. The truck stop at the 
intersection of Hunt's Lane and Redlands Boulevard can be used by 
"super trucks". The facility is in the City of Colton but trucks 
using it would have to travel our local streets. The Waterman 
Avenue intersection would be used for access and later the Carnegie 
Drive ramp when it is completed. We are concerned with the 
increased congestion and accident potential as a result and would 
like to see this addressed further. 

Sincerely, 

~f ~ £. Valerie C. Ross 
/ Senior Planner 

cc: Gene Klatt, Assistant City Engineer 

VCR:das 
eaglemtn.ltr 

300 NORTH 

CALIFORN I A 

0 . STREET . SAN BERNARDINO , 
92411 - 0001 (71•1 •••·••11,1017 

4~~j,4' w FSS 
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DUANE E . JOHNSON and CAROL J. JOHNSON 
P .O.BOX 99 

Desert Center, California 92239 

Bureau of Land Management 
P .O. BOX 2000 
North Palm Springs, Ca. 92258-2000 

SUBJECT: Landfil l site proposed by MRC at Eagle Mountain 

GENTLEMAN: 

1 . Cor.ta~inatior. of water : 

DOCUMENT 0017 

7-31-89 

7his propo sa l is ill conceived. MWD say"s there is NINE MILLION, 
ONE THOUSAND, Acre Feet of water in the aquifer under this valley . 
Wi th water in such short supply it seems that someone would be trying 
to find a way to conserve the water, instead of a almost sure way of 
ridding us of it, by cont=iination. MRC says a better liner, but in 
rea l ity, no ! iner wi 11 stop the water from being, contaminated. There 
i3 some kind of fissure at the bottom of the pit . MWD had at one time 
thought of using the pit as some kind on reservoir. Their study show
ed a leak some where in the pit . They also seemed to know of no way 
tc seal t:-.i s leak. O:d miner3 teli the story and have pictc1re3 of 
tr. e water seeping into the pit, and covering the equipment that wa3 
left :n t!-1e pit. This seepage was not due to rain fal l, from above or 
around the pit area . The aquifer can sustain over a million people 
for years if conserved properly . This would be a savings of millions 
of dollars to California tax payers . 

2 . Endangerment to wildlife: 

Indigenous to the area is the, Desert Tortoise. They could not 
survive, because of predators such as sea gulls which would almost 
assuredly come to this area in far greater numbers than we now have . 
The air pollution from the dump could seriously effect the balance in 
which p l ants grow and water is stored for them to consume . The mount
ain sheep here are also indigenous to the area. Granted they are a 
hardier animal than a reptile, but the same pollution could effect 
them. You are looking at a totally different kind of pollution than 
was ever emitted by Kaiser Steel . The air would be polluted with far 
mo re corrosive pollutants than now exist . There are many animals out 
here that would be effected in some way . You can not ruin a food 
chain, even if it is just for a small animal. 

3 . Trains: 
The old rail line to the mine were used to run short trains, of 

empty, open gondola cars, up to the mine . These tracks would have to 
be completely rebuilt to accommodate new heavier longer trains. There 
is also the possibility that trains of that size could not pull the 
grade up to the mine. The emissions from these trains would be incal
culable, at this time. Building the rail line will take several 
years, cost it seems would be very heavy . No government loans, or 
guarantees should be given, that put the taxpayers in jeopardy of hav
ing to pickup the bills for the building of the line. If it takes 

page 1 of 4 pages 



DUANE E. JOHNSON and CAROL J. JOHNSON 
P . O. BOX 99 

Desert Center, California 92239 

3 . Trains : con'd from page 1 
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8 two (2) years to build, what happens to the plans to move only 200 
Hundred trucks per day . Wouldn't that figure multiple by a 100 times 
or more? The building of the railroad would endanger the Desert Tor
toise and many other species indigenous to the area. 

Trains have a very bad record of over weights, and to long for the 
curves. Case i:, point. Shasta lake, California, contaminated when a 
train to long a:,d slow derailed into the river. Another case in same 
week is, SeaCl:.ff, California. Wheel bearing caused derailment, and 

9 hwy 101 is shut down for almost a week . What if this happened near 
Palm Springs, California, and the prevailing winds took the clouds of 
gases over that area? How many people would : e effected and how much 
property damage would result from such a dera1 : ment. Dollars a:,d 
ce:,ts, this railroad could be the most costly mistake . A major with 
loss of life and property damage was in San Bernardino, Califor:,ia. 
The train left the tracks and destroyed homes and closed the !-215 
freeway, for scmetime. Sure the rai l roads say were sorry and pay out 
some mcneys to :hose who are left . But does that really make up the 
difference to someone who lost a loved one? 

4 . Trucks: 

10 Two hundred trucks per day, works out to 8.33 trucks per hour, if 
they run a 24 hour day, that is doubtful though. That is 1.38 trucks 
every seven C7)minutes, on Indio hill . Truck traffic on the Indio hill 
now is almost to heavy . There are near misses all the time, from some 
one driving to fast and the trucks to slow, for the 2 lanes of traffic 
that use the hill every day. 200 trucks with each diesel engine 

11 running for minimum of 7hrs . Thats 1400 hours a day every day of the 
~, week, that would be polluting the air. 
f Take a look at the average trash truck on the city streets. They 
~ 12 are leaking liquid from there container, or the engine. Tires are used 
1 or recaps. Recaps will not withstand the heat of these desert roads. 
·:::: the drivers are not as qualified as they would like you to think. 
L::_;=:_l._:_i::!::_ Sure they all have licences to drive. But their experience is limited. 
~ Of course they will be driving semi's MRC says. But they have tested 
.,.. the regular city trucks out here over a year ago . I talked to one of 
•:::: the drivers, and he said they were testing the trucks to see how long 
r.l.i.i_l. and how much trouble they were going to have, with tire ware and main-
:,,: tance. These trucks were from BFI, Waste Management, and I think from 
f Modern Services . At least one of the trucks was from L.A. and had 

been refurbished. Another was a brand new unit. The last, was a used 
truck from some where else closer . 

Capitol out lay to put 100re patrol cars on the road, and in the 
13 inspections station will have to be increased . An allready stretched 

state budget, I'm sure does not allow for . Cal-Trans will have more 
repairs to make to the roads that they don't have the money for . Of 
course this is for the tax payers to pick up the tab for. Word to the 
wise, YOU CAN TAX US TO MUCH! I poge 2 of 4 pages 
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Con·t from page #2 

5. Where and Why : 

DUANE E. JOHNSON and CAROL J . JOHNSON 
P.O . BOX 99 

Desert Center, California 92239 

DOCUMENT 0017 

This trash is coming for the time being from eastern L.A. County. 
Trash that if recycled could be considerably less. Yet they keep 

14 putting full num::iers en the tonnage col!'.ing to Eagle Mountain . Not the 
re•::yc'.ec numbers. -:-:-,et means on'.y one t::ing to me, tr,ey are not go:ng 
to ma~:e a effor: :o recycle anything in L. A. County. WHY? Its been 
seid in c"':.her s:ates tha: their neighbors would just have to bite the 
bullet and make ether arrangements. That goes for counties, to. 

15 
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6 . MRC ·s & Kaiser's I don't care attitude : 

Mr Gary Kova!l and others have, said to all of us at a meeting, 
helc at Lake Ta..-narisk a year and a half ago; "What do you care you 
won't be here then anyway" . They told Riverside County Board of Sup
ervisors that Was:e Management, "Waste Management has not even been 
cor.s:.dered as a partner", by Jean Carr. That was in July 89. Yet a 
less than a year later they announced that Waste Management was indeed 
their partner. This Browning-Ferr::.s co. is a company that deals in 
toxic waste. Now they are one of MRC partners. How many unknown par
tners co they have, and what are their reasons and attitudes. 

Kaiser, a widely spread out and complex group of companies having 
everything from rail, utilities, and last but not least CHEMICALS, 
spread form Louisiana to California. They are or were for sure in the 
1960's the worst polluters in the state of Louisiana . They have made 
chemical fertilizer that has been ban from use, and had to be taken 
off of the market. I don't know what happened under the reorganiza
tion how they were diversified, but all you have to look at is their 
track records in Louisiana, Iowa, Missouri, and other midwest states 
where they have chemical fertilizer plants. 

Mr . Koval 1 say 's "worst case" situations of prevailing winds blow
ing across the mine . This proves to me he just don't care, these 
winds blow over this area most of the time. With no real set pattern 
of consistency, or strength. · 

Mrs Rourke ask Mr . Kovall in front of the T . V. cameras "what 
about our Children and Grand Children, in 10 or 15 years" . Mr. 
Koval I's reply was, "We won't be here then, so what do we CARE! 

7 . Land use : 

There are approximately 8700 acres available for such a landfill. 
Yet MRC will not say what they are going to do with the other 7200 
acres . 1500 acres is all I hear them talk about. If they start stor
ing containers on this 7200 acres then we stand a good chance of chem
ical spills or leakage from them. 

Containers will have to be washed out before leaving the landfill. 
What will happen to the waste water, and the contaminates from these, 

page 3 of 4 pages 
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DUANE E . JOHNSON and CAROL J . JOHNSON 
P.O . BOX 99 

Desert Center, California 92239 

7 . Land use : Can't from page #3 

rail containers and semi's w/ containers . 
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In 1989 at the Riverside County Board of Supervisors Meeting Mr . 
Robert Ne l son manager of 7oxic Waste for Rivers i de County did away 
wi th the f o l lowing restr ::. c:ior.s of Tox i c Waste . 
: . Wi thir. 1 m::. l e of a school 

W::. thin 1 mi ~~ of a prison 
3 . Within 2000 ft of a agricultural water we l l 
Over my ob~ection to these amendments they were passed . Of course 
MRC was also there . My argument was that they applied to no p l ace but 
Eag1e Mountain, in the County of Riverside . I was told that the board 
had to pass these amendments to comp l y with the l aw . These peop l e 
are j ust not being truthful about what they have p l anned . Why else 
was Jean Carr there to cack Mr Nelson, on his proposals to the amend
ments . No other landfill or region has a schoo l , prison, or water 
wel 1 that comes close to this set of amendments, EXCE:?T Eagle Mount
ain, Ca i ifornia ! WHY, if all MRC is going to use th::.s site for is 
non-toxic waste, are they so hard put to defend these proposals , made 
by a county employee? 

These meeting are recorded and I have copies of them. In t hese 
tapes they have said: MRC"We have no dealings with Waste Management". 
"We have no knowledge of trash trucks at Eag l e Mountain" . "MRC has no 
interest in putting any toxic waste site at Eagle Mountain" . These 
statements were made by, Jean Carr . To the Riverside County Board of 
Supervisors, on the above date, also in the local meetings , and the 
ELM meeting . Yet they are all things that either happened, or have 
happened since. With all the pushing by MRC, Riverside county board 
member, Corky Larson, and Kaiser, how can you believe them? 

A new idea has been tried in Florida, and is working wel 1 . Some
one has taken out mining rites out on one of the larger landfills 
there, and they are making money . The process is relatively inexpen
sive, with great rewards. Something like 60% of the material is 
being recycled. Leaving them with an old landfill that they can re
use. Hardly a'ny more pollution, no burden to the taxpayers, and no 
problems with trying to get a neighbor to take their trash . 

EIR : 

This report has been being overhauled for over 1 year . It stills 
has so many holes in it, that you could use it as a sive, for draining 
spaghetti . Thats roughly the same as the liner of the pit and the rest 
of the plans you all seem to have for Eagle Mountain . It bases every
thing on the word, "MITIGATE". Which means to soften, make less of a 
argument. Its a word that has no meaning to me, as I see no reason to 
soften any part of this, because of the dollar amount that all taxpay
ers of this state are going to have to clean up . The monumental cost 
of getting this project off the ground, should be enough to stop it . 

THANK YOU DUANE E. JOHNSON 

CAROL J . JOHNSON 
page 4 of 4 pages 
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City of Fontana 

Russell L. Kaldenberg, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Cost R.A. 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
P.O. Box 2000 
North Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

CALIFORNIA 

August 15, 1991 

RE: Eagle Mountain Landfill Project Draft EIR 

Dear Hr. Kaldenberg: 

We have reviewed the subject project report and have the following 
co11111ent at this time: 

The impact of the Colton yard transfer station should be 
thoroughly evaluated in terms of traffic, environment and safety 
on the adjacent communities. 

We thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIR. If you have 
any questions, please call me at (714) 350-7628. 

~ 
R.R. Tadi, PhD 
Senior Transportation Planner 

RRT:ja 

ou, .,,.,,,.,. •vi:.,11c:1c,n Rnx~111n • FONTAN-'. CALIFORNIA923~-0!1111 • 171413!10-71100 
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Bureau of Land Management 
340 S. Farrell Dr. 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

Dear Sirs; 

August 23, 1991 ... 
c::: = ,..., 

;:;,.. 

c:: :::e 
;:; 177 
.;: (~ 

25 r:, 
~<: 
::::/"Tl 
-~ D ('""),:;;;,. 

Our family stands opposed to the waste dump now beiri~;.; 
proposed for Eagle Mountain near Desert Center, CA. :-

.-... 

We feel that the potential is very real that this operation 
will eventually contaminate the large underground body of 
water located in the Chuckwalla Valley just east of and 
slightly below the proposed dump. 

., 

The Coachella Valley communities will suffer as well from 
the increased heavy truck traffic and garbage-hauling trains 
that will be commuting through the heart of the valley. 

We are concerned with the tactics being used by the proponents 
of the dump such as writing letters to elderly retirees of 
Kaiser Steel, threatening the loss of their retirement benefits 
if they dare oppose the Eagle Mountain dump. 

An alternative suggestion would be a location near Rice, CA, 
where the water is brackish and non-potable to begin with. 
Where accidental contamination would not threaten people 
depending on underground water supplies AND the railroad 
is right there, as well. 

Please help protect our natural resources. 

Thank you, 

Vince and Christine Samons 
43-650 Carmel Circle 
Palm Desert, CA 92260 

David and Vicky DaVall 
82-375 Ave. 52 
Coachella, CA 92236 

Arthur and Irene DaVall 
36-671 Palomino Lane 
Rancho Mirage, CA 92270 

( 619) 568-0781 

( 619 ) 398-5336 

( 619) 328-9890 

:!:i: ... ·.······················'·'·'·'·'·'·'·': ... ·····'· ·'·'···'·····'·'·'·': .. =.= .... : . .......... ?:'??.<?~?uJ.::,.,,, •w·, ·,p .. 'f»-/.f«•"' . . 
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Pg . 331 The small percentage of hazardous waste was mentioned. What 
5 percentage are you assuming? What is the percentage if the transfer 

stations which are to be covered by another EIR are not permitted? It you 
use 0.13% as the County of Los Angeles did in their Mission Canyon Final 
EIR, then 0.13% of 730,000,000 tons is 949,000 tons of hazardous waste! 
Some may consider this a small percentage but others will see a large 
amount of hazardous material. Also, if hazardous materials are found at 
the tipping face of the landfill; how will you know who to punish? That 
hauler's trash will have been mixed in with other trash in the big inter 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

modal container. How will you handle this? 
Pg. 341 I do not know what a 'ballast regulator' is. Please define the 

term for people like me. 
Pg. 351 If the rail service in interrupted then 650 trucks/day will be 

used as the replacement. Where will these trucks come from? How will 
you guarantee their availability? 

Pg. 362 Trucks may come 24 hours/day. Please address the effect of 
headlights on the wildlife. Will it affect their hunting? Other effects? 

Pg. 362 It is stated trucks will be 2% of the Interstate traffic. What is 
the percentage of the accidents? On LA freeways trucks are in a larger 
percentage of accidents than their percentage of traffic. 

Pg. 450 Have the proposed tortoise culverts been used elsewhere? Have 
they worked? 

Pg. 459 "If restocking of pupfish is required in the aftermath of an 
accident, the nearest suitable genetic strain of pupfish will be the source 
of the transplantation ." This is not mitigation. Pupfish are an important 
relict species and genetic diversity is of prime importance. May I suggest 
the rail right of way be re-routed to preclude any accident from wiping out 
this pupfish enclave. 

Pg . 462 A concrete sewer pipe chimney is proposed for the bat agit. 
What will be the final depth of pipe? If the height of the chimney becomes 
more than the bats will use; will you lower the fill and limit the fill to 
that height? 

Pg . 548 Rail service interuption is only considered to be of short 
duration. What if the railway declares bankruptcy? Will you recapitalize 
a substitute company? What will be done? 

APPENDIX Volume l 

Federal Register Vol. 54 No.219 page 47581 states "At the transfer 
stations, which will not be owned or operated by MRC ... " Yet on page 2 of 
the project description it says "applicant may also develop and operate 
transfer stations in urban areas: Which is right? Is the Federal Register 
announcement superceded? 

2 
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SIERRA CLUB - ANGET,FS CHAPTER 
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Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs - South Coast R.A. 
63-500 Garnet Ave. 
P.O. Box 2000 

20 August 1991 

North Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Dear Mr. Kaldenberg: 

This letter provides comments by the Solid Waste Subcommittee of the 
Angeles Chapter of the Sierra Club on the Draft E.I.R. for the Eagle 
Mountain Landfill proposed by Mine Reclamation Inc. This letter does not 
take a stand either approving or disapproving the project; it merely asks 
questions that should be answered in the final E.I.R. 

The comments are listed by volume and page number. At the end of this 
letter are comments that are not related to any particular page. 

EIR 

Table S-2 notes "extremely windy conditions·. How often do they 
occur? The water quality section has a survey of the water levels in and 
near the East Pit. A wind survey of the same area should be in the EIR so 
potential ltter paths can be evaluated. 

Pg. 59 "evaporation of significant quantities of water" What is the 
effect of the increased humidity on the flora? Will niche plants die? 

Pg. 165 No mention of odor in the Air Quality section. Odor should be 
addressed. 

Pg. 250 The earthquake notes show magnitude s6.5. This duplicates the 
other symbols. I believe you mean magnitude ~.5. 

Recycled~ Paper 

,., 
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Pg. 8 of the project description says no radioactive waste will be 
15 accepted. What equipment will be used to check for radioactivity? What is 

your definition of radioactive waste? The Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
is proposing to classify about 30% of low level radioactive waste as 
'below regulatory concern'. Will you allow this to be landfilled? 

Pg. 22 A synthetic liner will be installed 'where required to meet 
16 regulatory requirements'. A geotextile liner should also be installed. Also 

full synthetic liner should installed for reasons listed below. 
Pg. 26 • ... average rail car tum around time of 28-29 hours can be 

17 maiatained . ■ Is this six days of travel averaged over a seven day week? 
Otherwise how can a daily trip schedule occur if it averages over a day? 

Appendix C in the Leachate Production section says the fill will be 50 
feet higher than the highest historically known ground water level in order 
to mitigate to levels of insignificance. Your clay liner will only be 10-6 
cm/yr ( ~ 1 ft/yr) and the fill underneath the line will be even more porous. 
Therefore your mitigation depends on the leachate monitoring and 
collection. The leachate devices will be concentrated at the lower, 

18 eastern portion of the fill. If the leachate percolates straight down it may 
miss the partial synthetic liner and the monitors and descend through 
cracks in the blasted bedrock. Therefore I believe a full synthetic liner is 
the minimum needed rather than your partial liner. 

19 

20 

21a 

21b 

APPENDIX Volume 2 

Pg. 72 says recyclables may be shipped for storage on-site awaiting 
favorable marketing conditions for later sale. AB939 mandates at least 
50% of solid waste be recycled by the year 2000 and kept out of landfills. 
It is stated in the Site Specific volume IV-53 that the recyclables will 
• .. . remain in IMC as originally shipped.■ How many containers do you plan 
to have? We could be talking about up to 10,000 tons/day that must be 
stored on-site. 

Pg. 84 shows 80% of the 46,000 scfm LFG will be flared and the 
remaining 20% will percolate through the cover. Some of the 20% LFG can 
form pockets under particularly dense trash. What will be done to 
alleviate this? 

SITE SPECIFIC 

11-5 says the site will be sized to accept •hundred-year· frequency rain. 
What is the actual number of •hundred-year• rains that have fallen in the 
area? Phoenix, AZ. had two •hundred-year· floods within three years of 
each other just about a decade ago. 

II-16 Water will be used for dust control. What is the maximum 
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22 amount of water that may be needed? 

11-21 Closure. Who will do the closure and who will pay? MRC has a 99 
year lease but the site has a 115 year capacity and post closure activities 
will last for years after that. What corporate entity will assume 
liability? This must be spelled out in the EIR so we may properly evaluate 
the closure activity. 

IV-15 • ... drainage will follow existing natural water course at 
non-eroding velocities and will cross portion of the Colorado river 
aqueduct.• The flow can be non-eroding and yet still percolate down into 

23 the aqueduct. What mitigation is proposed? 
IV-53 says accumulated waste material will be removed weekly from 

24 the recylable storage area. What waste? Do you mean the stored 
recyclables? If so , then how can weekly removal support waiting for 
favorable markets for the stored material? Markets will not fluctuate 

25 

26 

27 

that fast. Do you mean only a maximum of one week's recyclables will be 
stored at any one time and the rest dumped into the landfill? 

OTHER CONCERNS 

What are the storage capabilites of the lntermodal containers? When 
do they leak? Odors? Fire suppression? If a container catches on fire 
during rail shipment will the train stop? How will the fire be fought? 
The recent derailment in Seacliff showed that a major problem was not 
dealt with tor miles and miles. What steps will be implemented to 
eliminate this type of accident? 

Transfer stations will be covered in separate El R's. What will happen 
it the rail transfer stations are not approved? Will the 4000 tons/day of 
truck hauled trashed still be dumped? Will any sorting of recyclables be 
done without the transfer stations? 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Draft EIR and I look 
forward to further reviews. 

Sincerely yours, 

Allen Arata, Chair 

Sierra Club Angeles Chapter Solid Waste Subcommittee 
14722 Fonthill Ave. 
Hawthorne, CA 90250 
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August 19, 1991 

Bureau of Land Management 
Attn: Russell L Kaldenberg 
Palm Springs-South Coast RA 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
P.O. Box2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

City of Brea 

SUBJECT: DEIR AND THE COUNIY OF RIVERSIDE SPECIFIC Pl.AN #252 
FOR TIIE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 

Dear Mr. Kaldenberg: 

We have reviewed the subject document and have no comments to offer at this 
time. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the environmental review 
process for this project. 

~ == City Planner 

KB:zab \ emlp.eir 
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WH.Qawlinss.Inc. 

August 21, 1991 

BLH 
Palm Springs - South Coast R. A. 
63-500 Garnett Avenue 
P . O. Box 2000 
Palm Springs. Ca 92258-2000 

Re : Draft EIR - Eagle Mountain Land Fill Project 

Gentlemen: 
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I support the general concept of the proposed project, but I am 
concerned about the impact on properties in the Banning area lying 
southerly of the railroad tracks . 

Host of these properties are dependent upon at-grade crossings of 
the railroad . The trains in this area are very long and already 
create frequent delays . Double tracking in the area apparently 
provides passing lanes for ·the trains, they stop in this area and 
wait for other trains to pass. The add:tion of several new trains 
each day will further exacerbate a difficult situation. It will 
create additional hazards to those who must cross the tracks. It 
~ill make emergency services virtually unattainable south of the 
tracks. it will bifurcate the community and create a "wrong side 
of the tracks" situation. Huch of Bannings' vitally needed 
industrial and commercial property lies south of the tracks . This 
area needs to be closely meshed with the north side of town . 

A railroad grade separation plan at Sunset Avenue is presently in 
process with Cal-Trans for inclusion in the State Transportation 
Implementation Plan - (Cal Trans Project No. 08103-33470K). 

I reque:::t that )''OI.: -ccnsider the! i.z:;:,act en ':he City c! 8anning ~n:! 
particularly the properties south of the railroad and recommend 
that the impacts be mitigat~d by the construction of a grade 
separation at Sunset Avenue and the railroad . 

Very truly your~ / 

/&~/.~ 
William H. Rawlings 

WHR/jkl 

blm 

'27349 Jdfer&eo Avenue. ~uile '214. Temecula. CA '12390 
Telephone (TI4) 699-313'2 fax (714) 699-1913 
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CITY 0~ RANCHO MIRAG~ p--'{;: 
1)11 ,.; 

August 26, 1991 

Russell L. Kaldenberg, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-south Coast Resource Area 
P.O. Box 2000 
Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Dear Mr. Kaldenberg: 

The City Council of the City of Rancho Mirage considered the matter o! the 
proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill Project on August 22, 1991. At this time, the 
City Council unanimously adopted a Resolution OPPOSING the Eagle Mountain 
Landfill Project and recommending that the Bureau of Land Management deny the 
request for approval of a Federal land exchange and right-of-way. 

Chief among the comments of the City Council is the fact that the communities of 
the Coachella Valley are noted for offering a quality of life that is at a level 
considerably above that found in the urbanized areas of Orange, Los Angeles and 
San Bernardino counties. Many of the residents and businesses have relocated to 
the Coachella Valley in order to enjoy this outstanding quality of life. The 
importation of the urban ills of areas like Loa Angeles, Orange and San 
Bernardino counties, such as increased truck traffic, nighttime noise and air 
pollution, is completely unacceptable, inasmuch as the future capacity of the two 
local landfills is in excess of twenty-five (25) years each and the health of our 
citizens is at risk due to increased levels of air pollutants and the near 
certainty of ground water contamination. 

The City Council's resolution is attached for your convenience. Besides the 
unmitigated adverse impacts to air and water quality posed by the project, the 
City Council expressed several other areas of concern: 

,. • binding assurances of revenue allocation to the desert area, 
I including the Coachella Valley; l • binding assurance of the collection of a one dollar tipping fee 
i~, and pass-through to the Coachella Valley Mountains conservancy for 
?i acquisition and preservation of open space; 
f:::l * retention of adequate capacity at the landfill for the County and 
i.i.=.:: the cities of the County to meet future needs and periodic review 
-~ and adjustment of capacity set aside at the landfill; 
:~:: * truck traffic; and, 
\.f.~. * indemnification of the City from future claims and actions that 

could arise should municipal solid waste or recyclables generated 
i} by the citizens and businesses of the city be landfilled or stored 

I Should ::uE:::: ::::::n;:::::::: please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

~A 
Patrick M. Pratt 
City Manager 

PMP:CM:msb 

Attachment 

c: Lester Cleveland, Director, CVAG 

\[\\\ 69-825 HIGHWAY 111 / RANCHO MIRAGE. CA 92270-2898 t 16191 324-4511 / FAX (619) 324-8830 
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RESOLUTION NO. 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO MIRAGE 
OPPOSING THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT AND RECOMMENDING TO 
THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS THAT A REQUEST FOR 
APPROVAL OF A GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT, SPECIFIC PLAN AND DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT BE 
DENIED AND FURTHER RECOMMENDING TO THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
THAT A REQUEST FOR RIGHT-OF-WAY APPROVAL AND A FEDERAL LAND 
EXCHANGE BE DENIED. 

WHEREAS, an application to the County of Riverside for 
consideration and approval of a General Plan Amendment, a Specific 
Plan and a Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIR/ EIS) has been submitted by the Hine Reclamation 
corporation (MRC) and Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc.; and, 

WHEREAS, an application to the U.S. Department of the 
Interior, Bureau of Land Management, for consideration and approval 
of a Federal land exchange and right-of-way has been submitted by 
MRC and Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc.; and, 

WHEREAS, these applications have been considered by the City 
Council of the City of Rancho Mirage and have been determined to 
directly impact the citizens of the City of Rancho Mirage, in that 
the proposed project will result in the significant degradation of 
the air quality of the Southeast Desert Air Basin; and, 

WHEREAS, this significant degradation of air quality cannot be 
mitigated and will affect the quality of life of the citizens of 
Rancho Mirage and the Coachella Valley, increasing risk to health 
and lessening visibility; and, 

WHEREAS, there is no reliable guarantee that contamination of 
the water table roAll n2.t. Ansl ~~.now and in the future: 
and, 

WHEREAS, the terms of allocation of the revenue to be derived 
by the county of Riverside from the proposed project have not been 
included in the Memorandum of Understanding (HOU) , executed by 
Riverside County and MRC and approved on June 20, 1989, there is no 
binding assurance that the revenue shall be allocated as follows: 

1. Fifty (50\) percent of the revenue derived by Riverside 
county, pursuant to section 12, Donation and Repurchase 
of Capacity of the HOU, shall be allocated to the County's 
General Fund, with annual funding components for the 
operation of the following programs: 

(a) recycling, composting and waste stream reduction, 
including education; 

(b) household hazardous waste collection and disposal: 
(c) hazardous materials response team headquartered in the 

Coachella Valley. 

2. Fifty (50\) percent of the revenue derived by Riverside 
county, pursuant to section 12, Donation and Repurchase 
of Capacity of the HOU, shall be allocated to the 4th 
Supervisorial District, which shall be directed towards 
the following: 

(a) assisting Desert Center and the local area impacted by 
the project: 

(b) protecting the desert environment; 
(c) providing County (capital) facilities, such as a 

branch of Riverside Hospital, in the desert area: 
(d) safety improvements to railroad crossings; and, 
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WHEREAS, there is no requirement that the above terms of 
allocation of the revenues to be derived by Riverside County shall 
be memorialized in the subsequent Development Agreement, which is 
required purs~ant to section 2, Cooperation and Good faith 
Participation of the MOU; and, 

WHEREAS, there is no provision made for the collection of a 
charge or "tipping fee" of one dollar ($1.00) per ton, adjusted 
annually to reflect Consumer Price Index increases, commencing on 
January l, 1992, at the proposed project, to be allocated to the 
Coachella Valley Mountains Conservancy for the purposes of 
acquisition and preservation of open space, including operational 
and maintenance expenses related thereto; and, 

WJIEREAS, the County of Riverside has made no clear provision 
to periodically reconsider the upward adjustment of the two 
thousand (2,000) tons per day capacity that has been reserved, 
beginning January 1, 2000, for the County and the cities of the 
County; and, 

WJIEREAS, continued growth of the communities of the county and 
closure of existing landfills are a certainty, such that capacity 
above the two thousand (2,000) tons per day may be required by the 
communities of Riverside county and it is imperative that any 
additional needed capacity be provided to the citizens and 
businesses of Riverside County, li.r.il .am! foremost. as it is these 
same citizens and businesses that are impacted by the proposed 
project and should therefore be bene!itted before those communities 
not located in Riverside County; and, 

WJIEREAS, there is no assurance that there shall be no truck 
traffic related to the proposed project, other than local truck 
traffic originating in the Coachella Valley and transporting solid 
waste that is generated solely by the cities and unincorporated 
areas of the Coachella Valley; and, 

WHEREAS, there is no assurance that the City of Rancho Mirage 
and its agent■, officers and employees ■hall be defended, indemni
fied and held harmless from any claim, action or proceeding against 
the City or its agents, officers or employees related to the 
landfilling and/or storage of municipal solid waste, including 
recyclables, at the proposed project; and, 

WJIDEAS, there has been no provision made for reimbursement to 
the City of Rancho Mirage, by the project proponent or subsequent 
permittee, !or any court and attorney's fees which the City may be 
required to pay as a result of any claim or action brought against 
the City related to the landfilling and/or storage of municipal 
solid waste, including recyclables, at the proposed project. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the 
City of Rancho Mirage, tor each of the foregoing reasons set out 
above, does oppose the proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill Project, 
and does reco1U111end to the Riverside County Board of Supervisors 
that the application tor approval of the General Plan Amendment, 
the Specific Plan and the DEIR/EIS be denied, and does recommend to 
the Bureau of Land Management that the application for approval of 
a Federal land exchange and right-of-way be denied. 

BE IT FtJRTBD RESOLVED that the City Clerk of the City of 
Rancho Mirage shall certify to the paaaage hereof and cause this 
resolution to be entered into the minutes of the City Clerk. 



PASSED AND ADOPTED this 22nd day of August , 1991 . 

ATTEST: 

Barbara Dohn, City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Jtlan 't<~onard f!arr1s 
C1ty A torney 

\_., v 

CITY OF RANCHO MIRAGE 

( .i.J I 
'I 

r ··t' 'L:.- -
:..- \-

Jeffrey 

I 
'--

S. Ble91an, Mayor 
I 
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September 19, 1991 

Russell L Kaldenberg, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast Resource Area 
400 S. Farrell Drive, Suite B-205 
Palm Springs CA 92262 

Dear Mr. Kaldenberg: 

Enclosed please find comments related to the following project: 

DOCUMENT 0025 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Report for the Eagle Mountain Landfill 
Project, Specific Plan #252, State CluringhOUH No. 8908413. 

These comments are in addition to our previously submitted letter, dated August 26, 1991 and including 
Resolution No. 91-89, adopted by the City Council on August 22, 1991 . 

Section J.B. In establishing a need for the Eagle Mountain landfill project, the EIS/EIR uses the Riverside 
County Solid Waste Management Plan (CoSWMP) as a data source for tonnages generated by the cities 
and unincorporated areas of Riverside County. More up-to-<iate information should be utilized, as available 
in the 1991 Riverside County Waste Generation Study, prepared by CH2MHill. 

A capacity of 2,000 tpd is indicated as being reserved for landfilling of solid waste generated In Riverside 
County. The mechanism for reserving this capacity should be indicated and the 2,000 tpd should be 
compared on an annual basis to expected tonnages to be generated in the Mure by the cities and 
unincorporated areas of the County. #. 

:I t i During the course of public meetings on the project, Bob Coale of MRC has noted that solid waste may also 
j]f:j 3 be coming from the north San Diego County area; this is not included in the needs assessment Wdl the 
'-❖ transportation of solid waste from this area produce any impacts? Add to impacts already created by the ~l project? 

~::: Section II.A. In describing the proposed project, page 13 notes: 

1111 ·several off-site solid waste processing and transfer stations will be necessary to serve the 
:-:•: landfill ; however, they are not part of the proposed action and are not discussed in detail 
-:❖ 
:;::: in this draft EIS/EIR." 

At several of the public meetings, Bob Coale, representing MRC, has indicated that all solid waste 
transported to the landfill will have been processed through a Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) or a similar 
facility, to remove recyclables, household and other hazardous wastes, etc. This sorting would begin as 
quickly as the facilities are built and ready for operation. Mr. Coale also noted that the Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between MRC and the County required that all transported waste to the landfill be 
"MRFed" or otherwise sorted and demingled. 

::::: 69-825 HIGHWAY 11 1 / RANCHO MIRAGE. CA 92270-2898 / (619) 324-4511 FAX (619) 324-8830 
::::: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT (619) 328-2266 
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Russell L Kaldenberg 
September 19, 1991 
Page two 
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First. the limitation of transporting only sorted and demingled solid waste should be induded In the project 
description. 

Second, the EIS/EIR should outline how this limitation is to be implemented and ensured over the 
operational life of tile landfill. Alternative methods of enforcement should be evaluated and !l phasing plan 
prepared, assuming that the landfdl is operationally precedent to the MRFs. 

Lastly, the MOU should be induded as an attachment to the EIS/EIR, inasmuch as reference to the MOU 
is made throughout the EIS/EIR. 

Section IV.B. Several topic areas are not covered in this section of the EIS/EIR: 

Routing of truck traffic in the event of the dosure, partially or wholly, of 1-10 is not 
covered. What alternate routes will be used? What will be the impact upon these 
alternate routes? 

- Riverside County has proposed the elimination of the Hazardous Materials Response 
(HazMat) team as a County-funded service. There does exist the possibility that a 
spill of unknown and possibly hazardous materials could occur, either off-site during 
transport to the landfill or at the landfill itself. What provisions are being made for this 
possibility? Mr. Coale has noted that MRC will provide manpower In the form of 
picking up solid waste that has become "litter" as the result of a vehicular accident; 
this does not address the issue of hazardous materials incidents. 

Liability. indemnification and hold harmless issues have not been addressed. Will the 
landfdling of MSW at the landfill bind the originating municipality legally to assume 
costs of cleaning up problems in the future? What actions are planned to limit 
liability for municipalities and the County? How wUI the haulers be regulated? Who 
wUI bear the costs of responding to accidents or lncid11nts? Mr. Coale noted at a 
public meeting that there are several State laws or CIWMB regulations that pertain 
to set aside funds for clean up of landfills. Any pertinent limitations, whether by law 
or regulation, that could be construed as a mitigation measure should be briefly 
explained in the EIS/EIR. 

The importation of pests or diseases which could impact the Coachella Valley is not 
adequately addressed. In the event such an infestation occurs, what measures would 
be proposed? How will importation of pests and diseases be prevented and 
periodically monitored? 

Section IV.H. Page 476 specifically cites the MOU as a source of information; the MOU should be attached 
in its entirety to the EIS/EIR, perhaps in the Technical Appendices. 

During the public meetings regarding the proposed landfill. the project proponent has frequently referenced 
the MOU in the sense of the terms of the MOU serving as mitigation measures. Any term or condition found 
in the MOU that can be construed as a limitation on or qualifier of the project description or a mitigation of 
an Impact should be included in the appropriate EIS/EIR discussions of impacts and mitigation measures. 
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Thank you tor the opportunity to comment. Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Catherine A. Mitton 
Administrative Analyst 

WMI\CMRK2.MSB 

c: Mike Cohen, CVAG 
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PUBLIC HEARING 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL DRAFT EIS/EIR 

TUESDAY, AUGUST 27, 1991 

City Hall 

73510 Fred Waring Drive 

Palm Desert, CA 92260 

The Public Hearing came to order at 7:00 p.m. before 

Hearing Officer John H. Skibinski, Bureau of Land 

Management, Bakersfield District Office, Bakersfield, 

California, assisted by Maryanne Wetzel, Bureau of Land 

Management, California Desert District, Palm Springs-South 

Coast Resource Area, Palm Springs California 92262. 

3 

MR. KALDENBERG: For those of you who may be 

in the wrong place, this is a Public Hearing for the Bureau 

of Land Management after the Bureau of Land Management's EIS 

on the Eagle Mountain Landfill. If you are expecting a City 

Planning Commission or City Council, it is not tonight. 

I am Russ Kaldenberg, I am the Area Manager 

with BLM; the meeting is going to be run by John Skibinski, 

he is an Associate District Manager of the BLM in 

Bakersfield. This is recorded by an official court reporter 

up here, so please direct your comments this way, and an 

unofficial court reporter down here. So we will have two 
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different transcripts; only one official transcript. 

This is not a debate, what we are soliciting 

is public comments, and I will turn the rest of the meeting 

over to John. Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER SKIBINSKI: Good evening, 

ladies and gentlemen. 

This public meeting will now come to order. 

My name is John Skibinski, Assistant District 

Manager for Lands and Renewable Resources in the Bureau of 

Land management, Bakersfield District Office, California. 

I have been appointed by the California State 

Director through the District Manager in the California 

Desert District, as an uninterested mutual party, under the 

authority of the Secretary of the Interior, to conduct this 

Public Hearing. 

This public hearing is for the Bureau of Land 

Management, Department of the Interior. This hearing is 

being held to receive information, views, comments, and 

suggestions on the adequacy of the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement or Environmental Impact Report, prepared by 

the Bureau of Land Management and the County of Riverside 

under contract with Regi onal Environmental Consultants 

called "RECON", on the proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill 

project at Eagle Mountain, California. 

The Draft EIS/EIR was officially released for 

LI & D REPOilTING SERVICE 
(714) 989-7096 
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public review on July 26, 1991, when the Notice of 

Availability was published in the Federal Register. A 60 

day comment period is now under way. Comments will be 

accepted in writing only (excluding those made at this 

meeting) through September 24, 1991. 

Comments should be submitted to either the BLM 

office in Palm Springs, or the Riverside County Planning 

Office in Riverside. 

The purpose of this hearing is to allow the 

public the opportunity to verbally address the adequacy of, 

or concerns, not addressed in the EIS/EIR . We will not be 

answering any questions at this hearing. If you have 

questions regarding thi:i project, please feel free to 

address them in writing to either the Bureau of Land 

Management or County offices, and they will be answered in 

writing formally in the Final EIS/EIR. 

If you plan to make an oral statement this 

evening, be sure to fill out one of these green registration 

speaker cards, and check the box accordingly if you have not 

done so already. Also, anyone who is not planning on giving 

an oral statement, we ask you also to fill one of these out 

for our record-keeping. 

The official reporter is Warren Doget of D & D 

Reporting Service he is on my righthand side here -- out 

of Rancho Cucamonga, California. He will prepare a verbatim 

0 I 0 REPOCITING SERVICE 
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transcript of everything that is said in this hearing. If 

you wish to obtain a copy of the transcript, you should make 

arrangements with him after the hearing. 

To ensure a complete and accurate record of 

the hearing, only one pP.rson should speak at a time, and 

everyone should remain as quiet as possible while the 

hearing is in progress. During the hearing, no one will be 

recognized other than the designated speaker who will be 

down in front here. The speakers will be called in the 

order in which the requests to speak have been received. To 

assist the recorder, each speaker should state their name, 

address, and who they represent -- and please spell your 

last name. It will be helpful. 

All parties are expected to confine their 

remarks to 10 minutes or less, as this time limitation will 

be enforced so that everyone is treated equally. We will 

inform the speakers when they have two minutes remaining so 

we can come to a sensible conclusion. If time is available 

at the end of the hearing, individuals who are unable to 

complete their testimony , will be given time to do so. they 

will called in the same order as before. 

Written comments will be accepted in lieu of 

oral presentations or as supplements to oral presentations. 

They may be submitted at the end of the hearing or mailed to 

either the BLM office in Palm Springs, or the Riverside 

D & D REPOUING SERVICE 
( 714 l 989-7096 

::::::-:-:-:-:-=-:·=· : •:- :•:-:-:·:·=·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·=·:·:·:::•:•:::::::::•:•:::::::::•:::::::::::::::❖,;;m~>::::::::>:'..-.-x,..>~:•;·•:.•>.-:•·::.<:::u~:::;;::w 



,•.·· 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

DOCUMENT 0026 

7 

County Planning Office. The addresses are available on the 

rear table. 

All written statements that are received on or 

before September 24, 1991, will be included as part of the 

official record. Written statements will be given the same 

consideration as oral statements made at this hearing. 

For those who wish to make an oral 

presentation, it would be helpful if you would give the 

reporter a copy of any prepared statement if you have one. 

If you have an extra copy, please give it to Warren prior to 

your presentation. 

The record of this hearing will be available 

for public inspection at the Palm Springs BLM Office in 

approximately 15 days following the hearing. 

Are there any questions regarding the 

procedures of this hearing? 

Yes, sir. 

DR. ZIMMERMAN: Must the statements be 

restricted to discussion of the EIR, or the general subject 

of the Eagle Mountain Project? 

HEARING OFFICER: The EIR is what we are 

looking at this evening -- tha adequacy. 

Any other questions? 

(No response.) 

HEARING OFFICER: If there are no other 

D & D REPORTING SERVICE 
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questions, lets have th,? first speaker. 

MS. WETZEL: These may not be in the order as 

received because of a lot of the confusion they may have 

gotten a little shuffled up. 

The first speaker is Marlene House? 

Please come to the front podium. 

MS. HOUSE: I believe I checked no. If I did 

not, I am sorry. 

MS. WETZEL: All right. 

Ron Kubler? 

MR. TANDBERG: Rolfe Tandberg -- My name is 

Rolfe Tandberg -- T-a-n-d-b-e-r-g. 

MS. WETZEL: I haven't call you yet. 

HEARING OFFICER: Excuse me, sir. One second. 

There is a gentleman behind you. Ron is behind you. 

MR. TANDBERG: ~o you want me to start 

speaking now? 

HEARING OFFICER: No. I want this gentleman 

in the purple first, pl,?ase. 

MR. TANDBERG: Oh. 

HEARING OFFICER: That is Ron right there. 

STATEMENT OF RON KUBLER 
MR. KUBLER: Indeed, my name is Ron Kubler, 

and I reside at 351 N. Hermosa Drive in Palm Springs. 

I should just like to say that I endorse the 

D & D REPORTING SERVICE 
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proposed landfill project by Mine Reclamation Corporation, 

first of all, because it will address and solve the 

accumulated waste problem in both Riverside and Los Angeles 

Counties. 

And secondly, that with the solution, we will 

find economic and environmental benefits. 

Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER: Thank you, Ron. 

MS. WETZEL: The next speaker is Erik Joki. 

STATEMENT OF ERIK JOKI 
MR. JOKI: Erik Joki spelled J-o-k-i, 72687 

sun Valley Lane, Palm Desert. 

For the purpose of making a wild assumption, 

lets say that the money involved for all parties concerned, 

makes this project a "s.Lam-du::ik". 

9 

Given that wild assumption, what are the 

concerns that this valley has? Two of them. Truck traffic, 

rail traffic. 

Truck traffic. If we go with the numbers of 

200 trucks a day heading east to Eagle Mountain, obviously 

that means 200 trucks a day coming west back to L.A. Sounds 

like 400 trips per day on the 10 that aren't there now. 

If we were to have a Greyhound bus or Roadway 

Express add additional lOO trips a day through the valley, 

we probably wouldn't even know about it, let alone have any 
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chance to comment on it, when in this case we do have a 

chance to comment ahead of time, and needless to say, we 

have no use for 400 truck trips going through this valley if 

we don't have to have them. 

Corky Larson is adamantly against this truck 

traffic, so I trust she will prevail on this issue. 

Rail traffic. They are assuming five train 

trips a day going to Eagle Mountain. If you eliminate the 

200 truck trips, the five trains are going to go up to six 

trains. 

Following the numbers there, we've got 400 

rail cars plus locomotives going each day to the dump. And 

obviously 400 rail cars plus locomotives coming back each 

day from the dump. 

Now that we have established some volume 

figures, lets discuss a little rail safety. 

Sitting here in this room, we are about an 

hour from San Bernardino, scene of one of the most 

devastating rail accidents imaginable, a fully loaded train 

loses control coming down the El Cajon Pass, and crashes 

into a San Bernardino neighborhood devastating every house 

in sight. 

As if that isn't bad enough, several days 

later here goes a pipeline exploding re-devastating the same 

folks. Hard to believe that such a chain of events could 
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take place in one neighborhood -- it certainly did. 

This swnrner it has gone even further downhill. 

We have Southern Pacific's toxic spill into the Sacramento 

River. We have Southern Pacific's derailment in Ventura 

County closing the 101 for five days. And then we have the 

revelation that the Federal Railroad Administration admitted 

they skipped a Southern Pacific safety inspection because 

the railroad had financial problems from an OBO. 

Who can you trust in this scenario? Who is 

watching out for us? And all of this is supposed to make us 

feel secure with all of this trash now going through the 

valley? 

Lets read some recent quotes from the various 

and sundry newspapers in the area. 

Desert Sun, August 16th. State figures show 

an 83 percent increase in accidents and a 52 percent jump in 

deaths from '87 to '89 on the rails. 

Safety officials attributed decline to 

manpower cuts, reduced maintenance and persistent problems 

with fatigued crews and regulatory failure. Regulatory 

stress that the State's rail network is by and large safe, 

they suspect the increases indicate an eroding safety 

regimen by railroad operators. 

Representative Barbara Boxer, a California 

Congress person, is the head of a Congressional Subcommittee 
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on governmental affairs and transportation. 

L.A. Times, August 23rd. Representative Boxer 

alleges that Southern Pacific employees attempted to move a 

pesticide laden tank car immediately after it plunged into 

the Sacramento River. 

The rail carrier tried to move the tank car 

rather than wait for appropriate state emergency teams to 

arrive. 

Further quoting -- It is not uncommon for 

Southern Pacific to attempt to clean up accident sites 

without notifying appropriate agencies. The reason is to 

just move forward, downplay t~e problem, clear the track and 

move on. 

Today's L.A. Times. Residents still feeling 

effects of toxic spill. Quoting one resident: "I wish we 

would have evacuated." Quoting a second resident: "There 

is an awful lot of anger." Quoting the California EPA: "We 

are taking it very seriously." 

Not a strong track to be coming before us with 

this proposal for this much additional rail traffic going 

through our valley. 

Let me digress for two seconds on a subject of 

hazardous waste. Following t~e numbers, the projected 

20,000 tons a day equals 40 million pounds per day. 

I have no clue what MRC's proposed system for 
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sorting 40 million pounds is. But if you assume one man 

handling 10,000 pounds, 200 bags of 50 pounds apiece, that 

means MRC will have 4,000 people sorting trash. 

Can you picture 4,000 motivated folks picking 

out every bottle of ammonia, every can of motor oil, every 

can of paint, every container of full chemicals? It sort of 

boggles the mind as to what will be coming through our 

valley. Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: David Lanham? 

STATEMENT OF DAVID LANHAM 

MR. LANHAM: David Lanham. I live at 3719 

Washington Street, City of Riverside. My last name is L-a

n-h-a-m. 

I would like to speak also in opposition to 

the Eagle Mountain Landfill. 

A study of the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 

brings numerous questions -- political, technical, 

operational, environment questions to name a few. 

My comments will address environmental 

concerns, specifically the potential effect on areas of air 

quality if the project is allowed to become operational. 

A more detailed written comment will be 

submitted containing many mor.a items such as water 

pollution, traffic, regional impacts, et cetera. 

Potential air pollution. The EIR/EIS states 
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that at a maximum, six trains will be operating per day. 

Each train loaded with tons of refuse will spew black diesel 

exhaust into our pristi!1e des.art air as it take its cargo to 

the landfill site. 

The EIR/EIS is not clear, at least in my 

reading of it, regarding proposed total number of trains and 

trips. 

As stated previously, six trains maximum will 

be utilized to haul waste from throughout southern 

California to Ferrum Junction. 

On page 16 of Volume I of the EIR/EIS 

document, it states in quotes, "Initially there will be five 

diesel electric locomotives available to power the trains 

between Ferrum Junction and the proposed landfill site." 

The document does not specify how many trips 

these five locomotives will make between the Junction and 

the site. 

The EIR/EIS does state again on page 16, 

"Although placement of waste in the landfill will be 

restricted to daylight hours, the container handling yard 

will be used to receive and store containers from the trucks 

and unit trains on a 24 hours basis." 

This would sugg~st to me that the five diesel 

trains will operate around th·:! clock between Ferrum Junction 

and the Site, again fouling the air with diesel pollutants. 
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If I understand the document, a total of 11 

trains will be utilized to fill the needs of the project; 

six trains hauling waste daily to Ferrum Junction, and five 

trains making an unspecified number of trips between Ferrum 

and the Landfill. 

The EIR and EIS states that 200 daily two-way 

truck trips will be required. This activity will of course, 

add to the air pollution. Emissions from these 200 trucks 

in addition to the train activity, will without a doubt, 

taint the desert air. 

The 24 hour activity at the container handling 

yard will again add to the air pollution problem. Rubber 

tired loaders and mobile overhead cranes working around the 

clock will once again emit diesel smoke into the desert air. 

The on-site 24 hour maintenance of the landfill equipment 

will add still more pollutants to the air. 

Additional pollutants will enter the desert 

air via the every day operations at the site, such as the 

dumping of refuse, bulldozing of refuse at the working 

place, spreading and compacting refuse and application of 

daily cover at the end of eac~ working day. 

A critical point integral to -the overall 

project just mentioned, is the idea or plan to cover the 

refuse at the end of each working day. Anyone in the 

audience who has ever emptied trash from a pickup truck, 
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knows that once empty, trash items are usually scattered by 

any existing winds. 

The wind activity associated with Eagle 

Mountain ensures still more air pollution plus the 

blanketing of trash over prim,uily untouched desert land and 

air. 

Page 219 paints an accurate picture of 

everyday activity at the site, activity that will produce 

air contamination or smog in the area that is today clean, 

and in fact pristine. 

The summary states, again in quotations, 

"After the crawler tractors have spread the refuse, the 

refuse will be compacted by diesel-powered landfill 

compactors. As final evaluations are reached, the tractors 

will track roll and level the refuse to minimize the 

requirements for daily ,:over." 

Still in quotations, "Each landfill compactor 

for this operation will compact a minimum of 2,000 tons of 

refuse per 10 hour day. Up to 10 compactors will be in 

operation when the landfill is operating a maximum flow." 

This every day activity will again ensure more 

damage to the air quality that we now enjoy. 

While the EIR/EIS points out that the various 

agencies ranging from the BLM/AQMB, state and local agencies 

will monitor and regula~e the air quality and other areas of 
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concern. The underlying fact remains that the proposed 

project if approved, will have a negative effect on air 

quality. 

The proposed landfill will destroy without 

question an area viewed by some close-minded Angelenos as 

desolate barren an~ lifeless. Real life common sense tells 

us that our desert is living, breath-taking and a vital link 

to living, breathing animals. Reptiles, birds and people 

who enjoy the environment. 

The project if approved, will again impact the 

current natural setting. 

In closin9, I w.:>uld like to comment on 

statements made in rece:1t public forums by MRC 

representatives regarding air quality. One idea offered is 

that should the project be allowed to operate, the air 

pollution may in fact decrease in Los Angeles and the 

Southern California basin. The reasoning as stated by MRC 

officials is that the train and truck activity associated 

with Eagle Mountain will cause current truck trash activity 

to decrease in the L.A. basin. 

Another point raised recently is the attitude 

that the desert community almost owes the Southern 

California region this project. 

In a recent newspaper article, and at a 

Coachella Valley Association of Governments meeting in Palm 
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Desert, it was stated that if all things being equal, the 

desert community should share the burden. In fact, maybe 

oil rigs should be moved from the Los Angeles basin to the 

desert since we all share the region and add to air 

pollution by driving automobiles. These comments are, in a 

word, "ridiculous." 

As you can probably guess by now, I am no 

expert on the project or impa~ts to be felt by it. I can 

offer, however, that if the Eagle Mountain landfill becomes 

operational, the Los Angeles-southern California air basin, 

will still be filled with unh~althful air 10 years from now. 

At the same time the pristine desert air will have been 

destroyed by the effects of this project. The Los Angeles 

station of our desert air will be complete. 

Thank you , 

MS. WETZEL: Joseph Fiss? 

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH FISS 

MR. FISS: My name is Joseph Fiss -

F-i-s-s. I represent tie City of Indio. 

The Indio City Council supports the proposal 

for the landfill project at Eagle Mountain, however, we 

request that the following conditions be incorporated into 

the EIR/EIS as mitigation measures. 

1. That the best available technology be 

utilized in an effort to protect the groundwater from 
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contamination caused by the landfill. 

2. That all of the trash hauled to the site 

from west of the Coachella Valley, be transported only by 

train, and 

3. That the operators and haulers have 

adequate liability insurance to cover spills and other 

events that may impact ·.:he community. 

That is all. 

MS. WETZEL: Lois Mall? 

STATEMENT OF LOIS MALL 

19 

MS. MALL: I am the Regional Director for the 

American Lung Association of Coachella Valley. 

Our office address is 75161 Sego Lane, Suite 

F-14, Palm Desert. 

The American Lung Association speaks for 

several thousand Coachella Valley people who suffer with 

chronic pulmonary problems or heart diseases. Also the 

elderly, small children and b.!!bies, all of whom are at risk 

from concentrations of air pollution. 

This desert area is well-known for the 

healthful, clean air here. Thousands of retired people and 

those suffering with chronic respiratory diseases live here 

because of the clean air. 

Establishing a waste disposal facility at 

Eagle Mountain would cr~ate m-~ny serious problems in the 
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Coachella Valley. Increased air pollution caused by 

increased trucking on I-10, and by trains used to transport 

waste material to the disposal site would seriously threaten 

the quality of our air. Therefore, this letter addresses 

only the problem of air pollution. 

Studies show that the largest percentage of 

all air pollution is attributable to exhaust from various 

vehicles. This includes ozone and particulate pollution, 56 

percent of total carbon monoxide, 32 percent of airborne 

lead, 25 percent of hydrocarbons, and 31 percent of nitrogen 

oxide emitted into the air. -rhis poisonous combination of 

gases aggravates asthma, emphysema and other lung diseases. 

High levels of air pollution have become very 

very unhealthy and are ·,ery expensive. The direct and 

indirect health costs of outdoor air pollution alone are 

estimated to be between $40-50 billion a year. It is each 

person's responsibility to help reduce the level of air 

pollution. All residents need to take personal 

responsibility for our air quality. 

Thousands of elderly and people afflicted with 

lung diseases who came to live in the clean, smog-free air 

of the desert with the hope of improving the quality of 

their lives, and possibly living a little longer, are the 

unfortunates who would suffer the most if the proposed Eagle 

Mountain Waste Disposal Progr.~ is put into effect. 
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The American Lung Association is asking all of 

you to take a personal role in the fight against outdoor air 

pollution. 

You are urged to keep our Valley a safe place 

to breathe, and vote against the Eagle Mountain Waste 

Disposal Program. 

I also have a statement here written by the 

local "Better Breathers' Club," which is a support 

organization that people who are affected by COPD -- chronic 

pulmonary problems -- and this says the Better Breathers' 

Club is a non-profit organization of persons with chronic 

obstructive pulmonary disease, family members and friends. 

COPD is a term given victims of allergies, 

asthma, bronchiectasis, bronchitis, black lung, chronic 

bronchitis, cystic fibrosis, chronic pneumonia, emphysema, 

lung cancer, miner's lung, post-polio, tuberculosis, white 

lung and many other diseases resulting in respiratory and 

pulmonary difficulty. 

There are approximately 5,000 people with this 

serious pulmonary and respiratory problem living in the 

upper and lower deserts, and the Coachella Valley. 

We must live here to avail ourselves of the 

clean, dry air. 

We therefore require the highest quality of 

air pollution control possible. We request that the 
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standards of air pollution not be lowered beyond their 

present status. This is for our survival. 

It is signed by Jack Side who is president of 

that group, and by the recording secretary as well as the 

corresponding secretary. 

Thank you very much. 

MS. WETZEL: Mr. and Mrs. R. C. Forbes? 

STATEMENT OF RICHARD FORBES 

MR. FORBES: My name is Richard Forbes. I 

live in Anza, California -- up the hill from here. 

I have been a resident of Riverside County on 

and off since '56, and still am a resident. 

I would like to express my opinion that if 

that landfill can be done without contamination of ground 

water, I don't think you are going to have to worry about 

air pollution. It is a going concern. We are always going 

to have waste. Waste that can be prevented should be 

prevented, and it would be a waste not to use those pits at 

Eagle Mountain. 

As far as the dozing goes, I imagine there 

will be quite a few months before -- maybe years -- before a 

dozer would have to work in those holes. 

The question of locomotive contamination and 

the fumes locus, Kaiser shipped two trains a day, 10,000 

tons a train. The SP used many locomotives to haul that 
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load. They will not use as many to haul the lower tonnage. 

We talk about smog here in the Valley? Air 

pollution? 

When I first came to this area in 1956 there 

was no smog in this Valley you would see a little corning 

through White Water Pass once in a while but there was no 

smog here in the Valley until they built the freeway. 

So, I would suggest instead of worrying about 

a few locomotives -- park your car. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Allen Reames? 

STATEMENT OF ALLEN REAMES 

MR. REAMES: My name is Allen Reames. I am a 

resident of the Desert Center area. I farm in Desert 

Center. I have the largest active farming operation at the 

moment in that area, and I am very concerned about the 

water. 

My wife has an aqua culture operation and that 

is a matter of growing fish -- she is concerned about the 

water. 

If the water is polluted in the Valley, we are 

both out of business. When this project was first proposed, 

my immediate concern was the endangerment of the water. 

Until the EIR came out, I did everything I could to reserve 

any other concept that I had about the project until the 
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water issue was laid before me to read. 

When I was a young man, I lived in a J. c. 

Nichols development in Kansas City, Missouri. And I grew up 

as a child and if I wanted to go to my friend's house, I 

could walk up the street or I could walk through the back 

yards, because in that area of the mid-west there weren't 

any fences, and the yards would just flow one into another. 

When I moved to California, what I noticed is 

that everybody had a fence in their back yard. That fence 

in the back yard has now expanded from a wire fence to a 

board fence and we are seeing an increasing amount of brick 

walls, or concrete block wall fences in our back yards. 

The sad thing is that we have become a people 

that are pre-occupied with our back yards, and we have 

forgotten that we are in a neighborhood. 

Now, while I stand to lose if this project 

pollutes, I also have a responsibility to the neighborhood 

in which I live which is Southern California, and I feel 

that if the experts who know, who have written their 

documents in relation to this EIR, dealing with the specific 

issues, then I have to pay some attention to what they have 

to say -- and this document covers everybody's back yard. 

It covers the back yard of the turtles -- not a word 

mentioned about how many turtles were killed when the tanks 

were running over them out here in the World War II time. 
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The sheep in the Eagle Mountain area, they wouldn't have any 

water but for leaking water tanks being fed by human 

resources. 

The project goes to extraordinary lengths to 

protect the turtle, to protect the sheep. I think it does 

an adequate job as far as I can see in protecting the 

resource that I am most concerned about in my back yard 

which is water. But the most important thing that I think 

this Environmental Impact Report failed to do is it failed 

to discuss the neighborhood. And the impact on the entire 

Southern California area of increasing garbage without 

proper disposal is a process and a problem of neighborhood 

proportions, not back yards. 

Now, the alternatives that have been suggested 

of the not in my back yard, is that we each clean up our 

own; let Los Angeles take care of their own waste and we 

take care of our own waste. If you put that scheme in the 

back yard thinking process, and the back yard syndrome, then 

your back yard may be very clean and your garbage may be 

properly handled and recycled or buried or burned or 

whatever your system is for handling your garbage. But if 

your next door neighbor in the next yard doesn't take care 

of his, then all of the comments that we have heard so far 

tonight, exist. The wind still blows his smell, his dust, 

his dirt, from his back yard into yours. 
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Environmental Impact Report and the people that write it 

begin to look at this as an area problem which will cause 

some disruption of individual back yards for the benefit of 

the neighborhood, I think we have missed one of the primary 

issues. Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Patricia Weisteader. 

STATEMENT OF PATRICIA WEISTEADER 

MS. WEISTEADER: My name is Patricia 

Weisteader. I live at 71455 18th Avenue, Desert Hot 

Springs. 

I feel that there is no chance that the 

aquifers can remain pure with this project. It is not a 

matter of will they become polluted, it is a matter of when 

and how badly and with what. 

I don't believe that Riverside County should 

take on the burden of the trash of the other counties, and I 

don't believe that they will consider it on their honor to 

sort out the pollutants and to keep our aquifers pure. 

The desert is felt to be useless by the people 

who live in big cities who have everything delivered to them 

and don't really know where it comes from, and when they 

throw out their trash, they don't really know or care where 

it goes. 

When the ground water becomes polluted, how do 

we handle the claims of the farmers and the home owners who 
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have to deal with this? Has the expense for these legal 

suits been written into the project cost? They may figure 

that they can use this place to deliver their trash for 100 

years, but it is not going to take 100 years to spoil the 

aquifer of that desert area. 

I don't believe that we should defer Los 

Angeles' problem of dealing with trash. If they have this 

project for 100 years, they won't look for any other 

solutions, but they will just consider that they can 

continue with the process that they had before. 

The users of the Coachella Valley Water 

District have recently been informed the District plans to 

routinely add chemicals to pure water to avoid having to 

report incidents of pollution. There are those of us who 

feel a value in having pure water. And the residents of 

Desert Center have chosen a remote area that should be free 

of Los Angeles pollution. 

People who do not want the filth of the city 

have the option to move to remote desert areas. several 

certified organic farmers and other farmers produce crops in 

the Desert Center area. They did not move to downtown Los 

Angeles or to L.A. County and suddenly demand that they 

pollution stop so they could produce crops with pure water 

and pure air. 

Los Angeles County should not be allowed to 
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destroy the purity of the place that they have gone to. 

The plan that has been put forward reminds me 

of one in the '60's where they were thinking of drilling 

holes in the mountains to allow the smog to go through to 

the useless desert areas where people like everyone in hhis 

room has chosen to live, so that we can breathe pure air and 

drink pure water, and enjoy the beauty that the desert 

offers, and will continue to offer if these values are not 

put above the interest of L.A. County's handling a problem 

that they don't want to handle on their own turf. 

No laws were broken when Otis Chandler and 

Mulholland destroyed Owens Valley in the name of water for 

Los Angeles City. And we have all seen what happens there; 

it has gone on for decades now, and the dispute hasn't 

stopped. 

We don't need to voluntarily allow this to 

happen to our area. I think we can let them deal with their 

own problem and I think that we can keep our desert pure. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZE~: Larry Charpied? 

STATEMENT OF LARRY CHARPIED 

MR. CHARPIED: ~y name is Larry Charpied -

C-h-a-r-p-i-e-d. 

I am also a Desert Center resident. I am a 

farmer in Desert Center. 
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I have a lot of concerns about this project. 

My major concern seems how I do drink the water and bathe in 

the water and water my crops with it, is the possibility of 

the water, the 9.1 million storage capacity aquifer in the 

Desert Center area becoming polluted. 

Before I get into this though, I would like to 

address one thing I read in the EIR which I think is really 

important, and it deals with the Kaiser employees, and the 

benefits owed to them by the Kaiser Company. 

I think that since it is in the EIR, I think 

there should be some definite numbers put there as to what 

percentage of benefits the Kaiser employees are going to 

receive, and I also believe there should be a time frame on 

when MRC plans to pay these people this money. The reason I 

say this, MRC's track record with CSA 54 where they promised 

$200,000 in two payments, and for whatever reason now they 

decide they don't want to pay the other half of that. 

I think that we should all take that as an 

example and make sure what we are getting from MRC 

anything -- is more than just a promise. 

if 

The second thing I would like to get into now 

is the landfill design, and it has to do with the landfill 

cover, leachate collection system, and also some opinions 

that I saw in the EIR. One of the opinions I saw was they 

called the water quality in the Desert Center area, they 
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called it not suitable for most crops or for any kind of 

domestic use. And the reason I call that an opinion was 

after looking at the information in the Riverside County 

Waste Treatment Plan concerning the proposed Palo Verde 

Nuclear Power Plant, they went through hundreds and hundreds 

of wells in the Blythe area, and those wells, if you compare 

those to the ones in the EIR from the Desert Center area, 

the water is virtually the sa~e, and the people of the 

Blythe area apparently their opinion is that water can be 

used on various crops as well as they drink and use the 

water for bathing and all. 

Another thing I would like to get into is the 

permeability of the cover. In the EIR it states that 

anaerobic digestion will reduce a lot of the material in 

there, and in this procP.ss water will be let lose. 

It says in the EIR that the water will then 

evaporate up through the cover on there, and I just don't 

understand this because later on it says that same cover 

will prevent water from pouring through there when it rains. 

I just can't understand how the water can evaporate through 

but not penetrate through. 

Another thing that I am really concerned about 

is the leachate collection system. I hear over and over 

again state of the art design. I don't know what they are 

talking about. From all the information that I am able to 
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come up with and the books I have read specifically on 

leachate collection systems, the longevity of a leachate 

collection systems is approximately 10 years, where one of 

four things will happen to the leachate collection system. 

The first is mineralization will occur, 

especially in an area like Desert Center, where we see it on 

our swamp coolers that build up. When this mineralization 

occurs, it will become plugged. If that doesn't happen, 

there is organisms which in this dark, damp area, will start 

to grow and eventually these organisms will cause clogging 

of this leachate collection system. 

A third way is the actual silky. And a fourth 

way is because of the multitude of chemicals that go into 

landfills that cannot be kept out, and the reason I say 

cannot be kept out, scs engineers, one of the initial 

designers of the project, stated that .01 percent will be 

hazardous waste in various forms, and once this stuff is 

mixed together, even new chemicals are going to be created. 

These new chemicals will in fact attack the leachate 

collection system pipes, and with this thousands and 

millions of pounds on top, eventually they will crush. Once 

we have a leachate collection system that no longer 

functions, what we have is a huge bathtub storing this toxic 

material. 

The problem that we foresee, I foresee, and I 
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also say that for the Citizens of Chuckwalla Valley which is 

a group in Desert Center opposed to this project, foresees 

that first of all, we have a problem with the plastic liners 

in that there are inherent flaws in plastic liners. The 

best case scenario, manufacturing flaws is that they will 

leak a certain amount. 

We just can't understand why we are proposing 

this huge project -- the world's largest garbage dump -- on 

one of the state's second largest aquifers with a potential 

of polluting it all. 

The same report that I referred to earlier in 

the Blythe area concerning the Palo Verde Nuclear Power 

Plant, also states that the water gradient is from the Eagle 

Mountain to the Colorado River. What we are talking about 

is a matter of time that once this water is polluted, that 

it will in fact go down to the Colorado River. 

I just can't imagine taking this type of 

chance. 

Another thing that I read over and over in the 

EIR is they talk about the fractures under the mine area, 

and they say because of these fractures there are isolated 

pockets of water, and they say that these isolated pockets 

of water are unrelated to the main aquifer and that way we 

don't have to worry about it. 

Using that same reasoning that those same 
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fractures can take this leachate and take it down into the 

aquifer through many myriad directions which are 

undetectable, and we could spend years before we even know 

that this thing is leaking into our aquifer. 

Another thing that I thought was rather 

interesting was when we were talking about the trucks here 

just a couple minutes ago, and I thought it was important to 

state that if in fact the train does go down and then 

Kaiser's running of the train, that because of rain storms, 

they weren't able to use the rail line for various reasons 

several times. We are talking about 650 more trucks a day, 

so that is 850 one-way trips, and we can all add -- you 

know, we are talking about so many trucks, I don't even know 

how they are going to get them to move on the road. It just 

doesn't make sense to me. 

The last thing I would like to talk about is 

there are in fact alternatives to landfills at this point in 

time. There are companies such as RECOMP which can in fact 

right now, compost a large majority of the material as well 

as recycling a large percentage, where they can reduce what 

goes into the landfill by 80 percent. If this is the case, 

they can extend existing landfill sites for 20 more years or 

more. There is another company out right now that does 

mining of old landfills. They go in and take out what they 

consider beneficial, clean it up, put in a liner and start 
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all over again, and they do this on a perpetual basis. 

I think that these alternatives are something 

that we should be mandated to use instead of continuing with 

this ostrich approach of burying our garbage somewhere and 

acting like the problem is solved. That doesn't solve the 

problem. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Dick Schall? 

STATEMENT OF DICK SCHALL 

MR. SCHALL: I will try and make it brief, but 

I've got to give a little background. I was born within 100 

yards of SP's right away, so I sort of know how they 

maintain them. And the track going from North Shore or Salt 

Creek up to the mine, would be in your Ranger's jurisdiction 

which you guy's won't police the railroad any better than 

anybody else in the State of ~alifornia does. They are 

known for dumping garbage that they are hauling and won't 

clean it up. 

My concern is my wife and I own property not 

only in this county right by the right away, but also in San 

Bernardino County. So if you are going to let them have 

this, I want it to show that I stand against these being put 

on sidings, I want them sealed from the time they leave Los 

Angeles, taken to the dump and sealed going back, because 

they will stink, and like the gentleman just said, I drove 
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out there last week and look at that right away, it is in 

such an atrocious shape they are not going to put any trains 

over that for a long time. Your people if they have been 

out there will see the same thing I saw. That track was 

designed to bring heavy loads from the mine down, not heavy 

loads pushed up. 

It crosses the Coachella Valley Water District 

canal. They should be here raising cane, because unless 

that bridge is made so if they have a derailment, the 

farmers in this Valley are going to be in trouble. 

so, if you are going to let them do it, make 

sure they are sealed cars both ways so that we don't have to 

smell it sitting in North Shore when it is 100 degrees and 

they leave it sit there for a week. Because as he said, 

when that floods out, that is where they are going to sit, 

North Shore and down at Salt Creek. Kaiser let their stuff 

sit there when they were hauling the ore. 

I don't think that you have addressed this 

problem, and if you think the railroad I seem to get out 

of your statement that the railroad is not all that enthused 

about this little deal -- and they are not going to park 

their piggy-back to let your garbage go. So the garbage is 

going to be sitting and the piggy-backs are going to be 

going. 

It use to be when I was a kid, it was the 
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passenger trains. And then when they got rid of the 

passenger trains, then went through their cattle trains and 

that, and now it's piggy-back, and L.A. will not give 

priority. If you could make in there so that when it leaves 

Los Angeles, it has to continue to the siding to go up above 

it would be great. 

MS. WETZEL: William Byrne? 

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM BYRNE 

MR. BYRNE: William Byrne -- B-y-r-n-e. 

Thank you. Ladies and gentlemen, I am vice 

preside of Friends of t:1e Environment, Post Office Box 9601, 

Palm Springs 92263. 

First of all, we haven't taken a position as 

yet. We have not had a copy of the EIR; I would like to 

request a copy because we are concerned because of the air 

pollution factors involved, and perhaps we can get a copy so 

our engineers can look at it at this time. 

Now, I will wear my other hat -- Bill Byrne, 

private citizen. This isn't on behalf of Friends of the 

Environment, this is on behalf of Bill Byrne. 

My background is automotive engineering, and 

quite frankly I was disturbed by what I saw in the EIR. 

47 23 There was no mention of alternatives to the diesel engines, 

24 to the diesel trucks there was a total lack of it in the 

25 EIR -- of other ways to go. 
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big pit which probably needs doing, then make it work by 

using innovative solutions in the trains and diesel trucks -

- maybe not use diesel -- look at these other issues in the 

final EIR. Get some engineers to look at other ways to 

power those trains and ~he trucks. 

Also, don't depend on the Air Quality 

Management District, it is up to you to put some teeth, some 

severe penalties to the Mine Reclamation Corporation if they 

violate the air quality laws of the state, and I think you 

can turn to the Air Resource Board for more realistic 

appraisals rather than the Air Quality Management District. 

I would like to make another comment. Mr. 

Gary Koval, the Vice President of the MRC, he mentioned in 

today's Desert sun that just opposing the air quality was 

worth $30 million in annual rjyalties for the county. Well, 

he apparently is suggesting that all these people that Ms. 

Mall -- Lois Mall from the air people, Better Breathers and 

the American Lung Association -- is a matter of paying them 

for the quality of the air in our area. 

Well, I would like to make a counter offer 

since Mr. Koval seems to want to deal, how about $300 

trillion for our air? 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Rolfe Tandberg? 

MR. TANDBERG: That's me. 
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STATEMENT OF ROLFE TANDBERG 

MR. TANDBERG: I was wondering when you would 

finally get around to me, but I will close the show. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I am a retired mail man 

from Redondo Beach in 1976, and in 1978, I became an 

attorney. But no matter what our station in life, all the 

people as I said two years ago in Joshua Tree, we are all in 

the same boat together, namely our health and our pocket 

book. 

Now, when I went to law school, the teacher 

told me, he says don't :;;tart throwing a lot of bull, go into 

your briefs and say it all in about 75 pages. 

So, I have come with my expert witnesses here, 

namely these articles in the paper here which -

incidentally, on my drive up here from Torrance where I 

live, I noticed a sign down on the highway here that says 

"Future home of United States Bureau of Land Management." 

Now, I should think that the employees in the 

United States Bureau of Land Management would be interested 

in seeing that this catastrop~e doesn't occur. I mean they 

are only 15 or 20 miles away, but my neighbors here I'm 

not a neighbor yet, I have a lot up there, but when I bought 

this lot in '78, I thought, well, this will be a good place 

to retire to. Now, I don't know. What are you going to do? 

Here is some things I brought up -- this is 
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how I found out about this proposal. The important 

paragraph here is the proposed landfill is less than one 

mile from Joshua Monument's boundary, and adjacent to 2,000 

acre central basin wilderness Anderson wrote. He is a 

former member of the Joshua Tree administrative body. 

Anderson wrote, "This unit represents the most 

pristine example of Colorado desert exposition under 

wilderness protection." 

Here is another article -- about poisons 

spilling into the Sacramento River. Here is the title here. 

"How many disasters will we tolerate?" "Toxic spill. 

Californians were once wary of the railroad's power." Lets 

revive that cynicism. The railroad's action after toxic 

spill. Unical faces criminal charges for pollution -- not 

merely civil -- criminal charges for pollution. 

Toxic damage alarms officials. Speed weed 

killer not on the federdl list. Toxic clean up tactics are 

discussed. Farm chemical run off tied to massive fish kill. 

Northrup oil fill pays Air Qu~lity Management District fine. 

All right, ladies and gentlemen, the reason I 

am here is because -- well, I have never been to Palm Desert 

before, but as I say, I was in Joshua Tree two years ago, 

and at that time we were confronted with the proposal of 

having a Mojave Water District combined with the Joshua Tree 

Water District. We told them that the effect of the air 
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This is a very innovative thing. You need to 

fill that big hole up there, and there is a lot of garbage 

to fill it with, but you can come up with innovative 

solutions for these trains, these diesel trucks. Maybe they 

should be propane trucks, methane trucks, you know, or mixes 

of this amount, because that garbage is going to produce an 

awful lot of methane. So why not power the vehicles with it 

because it is relatively pollJtion free. 

Now, that brings me to another point. In 

opposing the automobile racew~y in Palm Springs, we were 

sadly disappointed in the Air Quality Management District's 

efforts to protect the quality of our air. I don't think 

you can depend upon them to protect the quality of air in 

this corridor along I-10. I think you have to do it. You 

and the County, because I am assuming, and from what I know, 

you are the lead agencies, the SLM and the County, is that 

correct? 

Okay. In our d3alings with the Air Quality 

and the enormous air pollution, 30 times what is considered 

significant in the raceway, the Air Quality Management 

District simply rolled over and played dead, and they said, 

well, it's not our responsibility, it's the lead agency. 

So, please, you people on the SLM, put some 

teeth into this thing, puts some rules and regulations. If 

you are going to haul all this garbage up there, fill that 
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would have, they changed their minds, but now we are 

confronted with a much more serious proposal. 
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It hasn't been written into a contract yet, 

has it? But if it does, here is what I would propose to my 

fellow constituents, that if they intend to go through with 

this, that I would like to bring an action in the Federal 

District Court in Los Angeles and sue them for $100 million 

for damages as a class action. And furthermore, to find out 

what kind of a contract this is. 

I trust e'ferybody -- I'm very gullible -- but 

every day we read in the paper about kick back and payolas 

going from the private contractor into the hands of the 

government employee who has to do with receiving this money. 

Now, as I say, I believe 98 P•3rcent of the people are 

honest, but what is at stake here is our health and our 

pocket book. 

Now, I don't want to spout the law here, but 

under the Constitution all these people -- and myself -- we 

have the right that our property shall not be taken from us 

without due process of law. 

Now, when you luwer the value of your 

property, you are takinq that property. First of all, it is 

worthless in the hands of us people; if we are to sell it, 

no one would buy it because under real estate law, you have 
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to disclose to those people the surrounding circumstances. 

So, in other words what you are doing here is 

you are stealing our property if you go through with this. 

Now it is in the infancy; it is a mere proposal, but if you 

go through with this contract, that's what I propose to do. 

I hope the people here will stand behind me in this. 

The two speakers before me made a very 

important -- used one word which I think is very important -

- what about alternatives? Number one, an alternative would 

be why not place instead of metal containers, we know anyone 

who knows anything about fire or science, knows that metal 

containers under the he~t of the desert, could explode and 

cause damage for miles, right? 

And furthermore, what about the other 

alternative so far as area is concerned. Do you have to put 

this right where there are thousands of people living? Why 

not put it up in the area of the desert where they shot off 

the nuclear bombs? 

In closing, that is what I would like to 

suggest -- I suggest two things -- the word is alternative. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZE~: Clarence Spier? 

STATEMENT OF CLARENCE SPIER 

MR. SPIER: My name is Clarence Spier. I live 

at 83120 Avenue 51, in the unincorporated area of Riverside 
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County here in Coachella Valley. 

I would like to begin by saying that I have 

the same confidence in every EIR that I have known about, as 

I have a Gypsy fortune teller who would be coming by and 

wanting to tell me my fortune. The only reliability in that 

fortune teller's predictability is that when she leaves, I 

will be poorer than when she came. 

The only value that I have ever seen in an EIR 

is that it enriches the consultants who prepare it. It 

doesn't correspond to reality six months, a year, 10 years 

down the line after the project has gone in. 

The project reminds me of something that 

filled the news two or three years ago, when two or three 

barges of garbage were sent from the City of Islip, New 

York, down the coast of the United States and the Atlantic, 

through the Caribbean and all around the world practically, 

to find a place to dump it because their landfill was about 

to give out. No one would take their garbage, so they found 

a solution. And in the desert landfills are not a solution 

to our problem. we demand and need solutions, not just a 

continuation of the same problem, and landfill is only going 

to perpetuate the problem that we have. 

When those barges arrived back in East Islip, 

t~ city began to do some innovative things. They required 

a t>4ration of all trash and garbage. They required 
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composting of everything that could be composted. 

Recycling. They put some teeth into the law so that their 

enforcement people could fine householders and businesses on 

the spot who did not adequately have their garbage and trash 

separated. 

After a year's operation this project had not 

cost Islip a penny. It had put a million dollars into that 

small city's treasury. 

This kind of planning and foresight has been 

carried on by other cities and municipalities across this 

country. The technology is here, lets use it and not 

continue to contaminate our air. Let us not be a dumping 

ground for Los Angeles County trash, or any more than any 

other place would take the trash of East Islip, New York. 

MS. WETZEL: Allen Seman? 

STATEMENT OF ALLEN SEMAN 

MR. SEMAN: Good evening. My name is Allen 

Seman -- S-e-m-a-n. I am the Mayor pro tern of the City of 

Rancho Mirage. 

I come here tonight to read an official 

statement from the City of Rancho Mirage. 

An application to the County of Riverside for 

consideration and approval of a General Plan Amendment, a 

Specific Plan and a Draft Environmental Impact 

Report/Environmental Impact Statement has been submitted by 
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the Mine Reclamation Corporation and Kaiser steel Resources, 

Incorporated. 

An application to the United states Department 

of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, for 

consideration and approval of a Federal land exchange and 

right-of-way has been submitted by MRC and Kaiser Steel 

Resources, Incorporated. 

These applications have been considered by the 

City Council of the City of Rancho Mirage and have been 

determined to directly impact the citizens of the City of 

Rancho Mirage, in that the proposed project will result in 

the significant degradation of the air quality of the 

Southeast Desert Air basin. 

This significant degradation of air quality 

cannot be mitigated and will affect the quality of life of 

the citizens of Rancho Mirage and the Coachella Valley, 

increasing risk to health and lessening visibility. 

There is no reliable guarantee that 

contamination of the water table shall not and cannot occur, 

now and in the future. 

The terms of allocation of the revenue to be 

derived by the County of Riverside from the proposed project 

have not been included in the Memorandum of Understanding, 

executed by Riverside County and MRC and approved on June 

20, 1989, there is no binding assurance that the revenue 
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shall be allocated as detailed. 

There is no requirement that the terms of 

allocation of the revenues to be derived by Riverside County 

shall be memorialized in the subsequent Development 

Agreement, which is required pursuant to Section 2, 

Cooperation and Good Faith Participation of the MOU. 

There is no provision made for the collection 

of a charge or "tipping fee" of one dollar per ton, adjusted 

annually to reflect Consumer Price Index increases, 

commencing on January 1, 1992, at the proposed project, to 

be allocated to the Coachella Valley Mountains Conservancy 

for the purposes of acquisition and preservation of open 

space, including operational and maintenance expenses 

related thereto. 

The County of Riverside has made no clear 

provision to periodically reconsider the upward adjustment 

of the two 2,000 tons per day capacity that has been 

reserved, beginning January 1, 2000, for the County and the 

cities of the County. 

20 Continued growth of the communities of the 

21 county and closure of existing landfills are a certainty, 

22 such that capacity above 2,000 tons per day may be required 

23 by the communities of Riverside County, and it is imperative 

24 that any additional needed capacity be provided to the 

25 citizens and businesses of Riverside County, first and 
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foremost, as it is these same citizens and businesses that 

are impacted by the proposed project and should therefore be 

benefitted before those communities not located in Riverside 

County. 

There is no assurance that there shall be no 

truck traffic related to the proposed project, other than 

local truck traffic originating in the Coachella Valley and 

transporting solid waste that is generated solely by the 

cities and unincorporated areas of the Coachella Valley. 

There is no assurance that the City of Rancho 

Mirage and its agents, i::>fficers and employees shall be 

defended, indemnified and held harmless from any claim, 

action or proceeding against the City or its agents, 

officers or employees related to the landfilling and/or 

storage of municipal solid waste, including recyclables, at 

the proposed project. 

There has been no provision made for 

reimbursement to the City of Rancho Mirage, by the project 

proponent or subsequent permittee, for any court and 

attorney's fees which the City may be required to pay as a 

result of any claim or action brought against the City 

related to the landfilling and/or storage of municipal solid 

waste, including recyclables, at the proposed project. 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the City 

Council of the City of Rancho Mirage, for each of the 
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foregoing reasons set out above, does oppose the proposed 

Eagle Mountain Landfill Project, and does recommend to the 

Riverside County Board of Supervisors that the application 

for approval of the General Plan Amendment, the Specific 

Plan and the EIR/EIS, be denied, and does recommend to the 

Bureau of Land Management that the application for approval 

of a Federal land excha,ge and right-of-way be denied. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Jose Cabazil? 

MR. CABAZIL: I pass, ma'am. I have too much 

things to say. 

MS. WETZEL: Dana Bowers? 

STATEMENT OF DANA BOWERS 

MS BOWERS: My name is Dana Bowers, and I live 

in Coachella Valley, Rancho Mirage, and I was born here in 

Southern California quite a few years ago, in fact before we 

had a freeway. 

So, I may not go way back, anyway, I have 

brought you comments in my mind -- I represent myself. 

Getting rid of trash has been a problem for 45 

years here in Southern California. Why not figure a 

scientific way to solve this problem? It will not go away 

unless you figure a fair solution. With all the money, 

energy and power you have had at your disposal, why haven't 

you cleared this trash proble~ up? 
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lets see, it was San Ma=ino and then Pasadena -- I use to 

take the trash out and put it in an incinerator. In those 

days we burned it. And in those days too we didn't have any 

smog. There was no smog. And this was in which county 

L.A. County. Then I moved to Orange County, and all of a 

sudden my eyes burned, and my children -- anyway, so I moved 

to · this county Riverside County. It was so beautiful. 

The air was clear and the water was beautiful. Just like 

when I lived up in Big Bear. This is where I went to high 

school. We use to play in the river, and we would drink the 

water, but not today. 

What about our children? What about our 

children? You want to take the trash that we had before and 

dump it in a hole and figure. Ce la vie. Okay. Lets get 

some of the brains that we have in our country and figure 

out what should we do with this problem, this trash. 

Now, I know you have lots of money and power 

and politics -- you've got to get it all together and take 

care of this problem because it is not going to go away. 

What about the children? Remember, there 

wasn't anything out here 45 years ago, you know. I mean, 

really, lets not take I better stick to the -- this has 
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to do with land, and I am sorry if I get a little emotional. 

I mean I love California and I love our United States. We 

have so much freedom. I can stand up here and I can say 

what I think. Where else could I do this? Here I love it, 

and really, I get emotional about this. I couldn't do this 

in Paris necessarily, or Russia, except right now the people 

are becoming free. Okay. Let me go on. 

What does Japan or other small countries with 

small amounts of available land do with their waste? 

Now, I don't know, I am just throwing this 

thought out. What do they do with their trash? 

Anyway, here in Coachella Valley, we are very 

fortunate to have a supply of underground, fine water. I 

mean really fine water. Okay. It would be contaminated 

with the garbage that i5 planned to be dumped on top of the 

mountain that will trickle down, trickled down trash will 

ruin our water. 

It seems to me as I remember, Kaiser Steel 

polluted the air they were one of the big companies that 

polluted the air in Orange County or wherever. 

I am not on their payroll and I know that they 

were fined, I remember, yes, they were fined for what they 

did to our air, but did they take care of that problem? 

I think they went out of business and now 

they've got a hole in the ground out here and they want to 
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do something with it, they want to make some money. Okay. 

That is fine. I don't blame them. They want 

to make some money. That is their -- but my thought is 

please do not contaminate our water. Find some other means 

to fill that hole. 

Apparently nine years ago this project was 

started. I wonder how much money and energy has gone down 

the drain. Really, why not s~nd that time, money and power 

on finding a solution scientifically, to get rid of our 

problem. We all have trash and I know one thing, I couldn't 

take my trash and dump it in my neighbor's back yard, or 

down the street, or over two blocks away. No way. That's 

not proper, and I don't think it is legal. 

Thank you very much. 

MS. WETZE~: Daniel Ehrler? 

STATEMENT OF DANIELL, EHRLER 

MR. EHRLER: Good evening. My name is Dan 

Ehrler. I am the executive vice president for the Palm 

Desert Chamber of Commerce. 

While the Chamber has not taken a position 

regarding the project, we wanted to go on record and to 

inform you that through our Environmental Affairs Committee, 

and through its Subcommittee on Open Space and Energy, we do 

have the following concerns regarding this project. 

First of ,111, the assurance that the synthetic 
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liner to protect the water table will not tear~ That the 

Coachella Valley water and air quality and their 

relationship to the project site, and the truck and train 

transportation system necessary for the project, hazardous 

waste removal, the equitable and necessary reinvestment of 

funds into the Coachella Valley, the high volume of truck 

and train usage and its related safety concerns, are all 

very important to our Chamber in terms of its relationship 

to the health and well being of this Valley. 

On a personal level, staff concurs with the 

City of Palm Desert's EIR comments. Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Richard Darling? 

STATEMENT OF RICHARD DARLING, DDS 

MR. DARLING: I would like to call on the 

52 

members of the Valley to come out and give their opinions in 

opposition to this project. Unless we do not do this, L.A. 

County will be allowed to dump 20,000 tons of its garbage 

daily just east of here, via hundreds of transport trucks on 

Highway 10, and over time, and thousands of train cars. 

Just when you think you have heard it all from 

our politicians, with their short pockets and long arms, and 

private enterprise -- Mine Reclamation Corporation -- they 

propose this absurdity. 

In previous statements to the Desert Sun, she 

was quoted as saying it was a $30 million payoff, plus we 
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get eight percent of the dump -- thanks. With this $30 

million payoff, she can improve the quality of the air. 

Well, if you believe that, I've got a few lots 

under water that I would like to sell you. That will really 

be one large fan blowing air back to L.A. Come on. As it 

is now, drive to Loma Linda and you can't see 300 yards, to 

say nothing of the obliterated mountains and the sun. It 

wouldn't make any diffe=ence if the pay off from this 

idiotic idea was 100 million. Unless you can walk on water, 

you cannot improve the quality of air except by reducing 

present traffic and train levels, not allowing a great deal 

more. 

The for profit Mine Reclamation Corporation 

formed itself specifically to operate this desert dump. The 

general counsel has the unmitigated gall to say they knew 

going in that as the Environm~ntal Impact Report states, 

this will increase air pollution in eastern Riverside 

County, to the point requiring regulatory actions by federal 

and state agencies. He then ~tated that those negatives to 

us would be offset by the positive benefit to L.A. of not 

having all those garbage trucks driving around their city 

or in effect. Amazing. What are we, a potted plant out 

here that you can buy with $30 million? 

They say collection tubes will catch the toxic 

waste run off to protect the ·11ater supply. What happens 
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when the tubes are full? And does anyone not making money 

on this folly really believe that these tubes will work for 

many years? Of course not. 

Think of it. Assuming we accept their 

statement that they will send 200 trucks a day which we know 

will escalate once the barn door is open by their dangling 

more money in front of our "Representatives", and if they 

work 12 hours a day, they will be sending 17 large garbage 

trucks per hour, 60 minutes in an hour, that is one every 

four minutes. By their conservative estimate, that is 7.3 

million tons of L.A.'s garbage coming our way yearly. 

Recently one of their representatives stated 

on television that only recyclables would be sent here -- no 

toxic or hazardous waste. What a joke. 

You are going to take an amount of garbage 

which amounts to one-quarter of the garbage generated every 

day in Southern California, and separate out a paint can, 

metals, et cetera, et cetera? It's absurd. 

The Coachella Valley Association of 

Governments has used the proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill to 

recently come out and state t~at they are going to take a 

position on this. Supe~visor Larson said she was happy to 

have them do it. But when thay jumped in like that, the 

minute they did that, I said I question your motives, gents. 

Well, their motives are obvious. This is such 
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a terrible plan for the Coachella Valley and for Eastern 

Riverside County, with such disastrous effects, they 

recognize this and they want to speak out. 

There are other motives that need to be 

questioned, not being able to wait, got to get your hands on 

30 million. And in addition, only 15 million of that would 

be used on those areas which are most negatively impacted. 

Completely oblivious of the absurdity of this for the 

Valley. 

This incessant desire of the politicians to 

feed their spending abuses here and in Washington, is what 

really smells here - - that's the true garbage. 

Now they say 200 trucks and five trains. Down 

the road, how many? 400? 600 trucks? 20 trains? Now they 

say no Coachella Valley depot to separate hazardous waste 

there will be one in the future. Now, one truck leaving 

L.A. every four minutes? What about in the future? One 

leaving every two minutes? 

They say ·.:hat the amount of road traffic 

wouldn't be increased by much. Three percent is the amount 

of increase. The three percent is actually much greater 

when you look at the exhaust produced by those trucks. They 

say trucks and trains won't leak -- both will leak. 

KTLA recently had a report where they detailed 

a new way of covering over the garbage was going to save 
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them a lot of money in L.A. They say, gee, that's great, 

it's going to save us a lot of money. Great. That's great 

for L.A. 

The MRC general counsel says this is truly a 

political decision as h•:! dangles $30 million in front of our 

supervisors. Not so. It is an obvious health decision, and 

should only be that when the decision is made. 

Supervisor Larson and Assemblyman Steve Klute 

whose district includes Eagle Mountain and Eastern Coachella 

Valley, should come out strongly opposed to this -

completely opposed to it. It never should have even gotten 

this far. This is just totally absurd. 

Our air quality is bad -- not as bad as those 

cities 45 minutes west ,,f us. Note network weather news and 

air quality warnings - - poor, stay inside if you are an 

asthmatic. 

We must snuff anything which says a remote 

chance of worsening air quality -- and this isn't remote. 

It is known and it is direct. Even considering it is 

absurd. 

We pay elected officials to make prudent 

decisions in our best interest, and letting this get even 

this far, is another exriillple ,:,f them failing us. 

Lets all tell them now and at the polls, where 

they can put this garbage. Thank you. 
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HEARING O~FICER: I would like to make one 

more announcement for the people in the back there. It is a 

little annoying -- the rumble is getting awfully loud -- you 

are disturbing the group down here in the pit. 

There are quite a few chairs down here if you 

have any problem seeing or listening, you can come on down 

and sit. There is a whole second row right now. I would 

ask you to do that, please. 

Also I want to restate the hearing objective. 

That is to receive info::::,nation, views, comments and 

suggestions on the adequacy of the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement Report prepared by BLM and the County of 

Riverside. 

MS. WETZEL: Nat Simon? 

STATEMENT OF NAT SIMON 
MR. SIMON: My name is Nat Simon -- S-i-m-o-n. 

I live at 9768 Encina Avenue in Bloomington, California. 

I represent myself and approximately 7,000 

workers from the Kaiser Steel Company, of which 280 plus are 

here tonight. 

I am the former Mayor of the City of Fontana, 

and have been Mayor for 13 years. 

I would like to set the record straight on the 

Kaiser Steel pollution problem. In 1969-70's, Kaiser Steel 

had a strike; they were closed for two or three weeks or 
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more. They were smart enough to take pictures from the air 

in regards to any affluent that was coming out of the 

chimneys, and I want to tell you that nothing came out of 

the chimneys, and all the smog came in from Los Angeles. We 

have pictures to prove it that nothing actually -- that 

Kaiser Steel was not the big culprit that people said that 

they were. 

I also was on the San Bernardino County Waste 

Management Committee that was formed to meet and try to 

solve the problems of our garbage, and to meet state 

standards of recycling. 25 percent of our rubbish has to be 

recycled by 1995, and 50 percent by the year 2000. It is 

going to be a very, very toug~ thing to meet these state 

standards. And no city that I know of, and I was very 

involved in it, has eve~ reach 10 percent at this time, and 

in three years they've got to go up another 15-20 percent. 

The Mid-Valley Landfill in Fontana, because of 

the tremendous population explosion in our area, is rapidly 

filling up beyond our wildest expectations. 

In 1944 when I =ame to Fontana, the population 

was 4,000 people. It is approximately 96,000 today and 

growing at the rate of 8-9,000 people every year. And this 

is also happening with all of the other cities in and around 

the inland empire. 

Our landfill is due to be closed within a few 
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years. And our salvation will be that when all of us in the 

inland empire know that we will have a place to take all of 

our rubbish and have a recycling program that will satisfy 

the state guidelines for 100 years or more, by allowing the 

Eagle Mountain area to be the recipient of our trash -- and 

others -- it will be one of the best decisions that you can 

make. 

There is actually, I don't think, any other 

site that could do what this Eagle Mountain is going to do. 

The EIR a:, far .:ls I am concerned -- and have 

read some of it -- has concerned most every problem that has 

been brought up. 

Rubbish disposal, no more, is just a local 

problem, it is a State problem, and we have to start doing 

something about it. 

The future and obligation for where to place 

our trash for our areas, is in your hands. Please don't let 

us down. Thank you. 

MS. WETZE:,:.: Ralph Zimmerman? 

STATEMENT OF RALPH ZIMMERMAN, MD 

DR. ZIMMERMAN: I am Dr. Ralph Zimmerman. I 

reside in Palm Desert, California, 73025 Shadow Mountain 

Drive. 

I have lived here for four years; I had a 

second home in Rancho Mirage since 1976. 
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In my opinion, Alan Seman has said it all for 

Rancho Mirage, for Palm Desert, for all the communities of 

the Coachella Valley. 

This program will pollute, will continue to 

pollute the Coachella Valley. I as a physician can tell you 

that pulmonary function will suffer as a result of that 

pollution. The EIR states th~t air pollution will not be 

mitigated. This is a problem for people who live in the 

Coachella Valley since we will be most impacted by the 

effects of this project. 

These buses that have brought in people from 

outside the Coachella Valley are people who will not be 

impacted by what has occurred, or what will occur. 

This is 011r problem and we should be the ones 

who have the most to say about it. 

The EIR is restricted to the situation at the 

present time. The Riverside Board of supervisors will be 

relying upon this EIR which relates to today. It does not 

look at tomorrow. MCR has stated that this will take care 

of 25 percent of the trash of Los Angeles County, or the 

south bay area. The other 75 percent is at present going 

into landfills which will be phased out in the next 5, 10, 

20 years. 

The velum,~ of trash being produced by Los 

Angeles County, the south bay area, will be four times the 
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capacity of Eagle Mountdin if the same amount of transport 

is utilized as is projected at this time in the EIR which 

has been presented to the citizens and to Riverside County 

Supervisors. 

In the future, as Los Angeles County is losing 

its present landfill, and must because of poor planning by 

its political leaders over the last 20-30 years, as it needs 

to find a new place for more trash, it will require three 

more Eagle Mountains. 

Are those Eagle Mountains going to be out here 

in our desert? The desert here in Riverside County, up in 

Mojave, elsewhere? Where is all the trash which is being 

produced in the metropolitan areas in this state going to 

go? Nothing is being done except on law and projected 

increase in recyclables by the year 2000, those things must 

be done first before we begin here in Riverside County to 

give away our landfill, our land, to the County of Los 

Angeles. 

I would cull upon the citizens of Coachella 

Valley, of Riverside County, to look at the future when 

there are more people coming here just as the Mayor has said 

f 22 in regards to Fontana, they are getting 6,000 new people, .. ,:. 
~::: 

j! 23 what, a year did he say? Look what is happening here. All 
:❖: 

24 of the people who are going to settle here will be 

25 generating trash and refuse. We too will need a place for 
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our disposables to go. 

I state, the County of Riverside must look 

into the future, plan for the disposal of an increased 

population that is going to come here, and provide an area 

for that increased population, that increased trash to go. 

If Eagle Mountain is to be used, it is 

imperative that it be reserved for the people here who will 

be making more trash and refuse. 

I think it is imperative that the political 

leaders for this area look first to its own citizens, not to 

the citizens of other counties, other areas of California, 

look to us first in your considerations. 

MRC has already been approached, has already 

been talked to by Orange County, by San Diego County. These 

areas are also interested in Eagle Mountain. Is this Eagle 

Mountain project to become the repository for the trash for 

the entire area of Southern California? 

We must find otner answers; this area must be 

kept pristine for the citizens of this county and of the 

Coachella Valley. Than!~ you. 

MS. WETZEL: Carmel Alvarado? 

STATEMENT OF CARMEL ALVARADO 

MR. ALVARADO: My name is Carmel Alvarado from 

Riverside, California. I am ~ere to speak on the motion. 

I would like to say one thing, that Mr. simon 
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said it, this is not going to put an end to our solution 

that we are trying to get rid of. It might create other 

problems, but we are all in it like the doctor said. It is 

going to be a problem for everybody, and as I see it, they 

are also going to create a lot of jobs for all these people 

who don't have a job, and it is going to make it easier for 

everybody to get rid of their trash, including Coachella 

Valley. 

I think i-:: is imperative that we find a 

solution for it, and the only thing I can see would be Eagle 

Mountain for the time being. 

I thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Anders Testman? 

STATEMENT OF A~DERS E. TESTMAN 

MR. TESTMAN: Good evening, ladies and 

gent.lemen. 

My name is Anders Testman - - T-e-s-t- m-a-n. I 

live in Redlands, California. I am here representing the 

285 plus people that retired from Kaiser tonight, and the 

thousands who couldn't come over tonight, and the millions 

that this landfill could benefit if we go ahead with it. 

I am in favor of the EIR, as well as the 

thousands that I am here representing. 

Thank you. 

I would appreciate it if it was approved. 
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MS. WETZEL: Carol Adams? 

(No response.) 

MS. WETZEL: Alfred Lehman? 

STATEMENT OF ALFRED LEHMAN 
MR. LEHMAN: My name is Alfred Lehman -

L- e-h- m-a-n. 64938 Eagan Court, Desert Hot Springs. 

64 

I am sitting here astounded. I came here 

without any knowledge of this project; had no idea that they 

were going to have a dump, and I said to myself, how could 

our own politicians, own supervisors, allow this. I finally 

realized looking all around here, all the people with the 

buttons, and found out that t,ey are from Kaiser. They were 

bussed in here from Upland, Victorville, Redlands -- all 

over. 

What I am saying is this, these people have 

only one interest in this project, to get their pensions 

from a bankrupt company. And I feel as a resident of this 

Valley -- and I am looking at this picture and I am saying 

to myself, is this going to boa history. 

Did you see this picture behind you? Have you 

looked at this picture? Take a look at it. 

Is this going t~ be history? Is our beautiful 
~ 

l::_r::_r::_l::_I::. :: ::::e:a::::gc::::t::r::::df::to:: :::::n:e:::s:e::::1:_here 

25 money. To get their monetary interest out of a bankrupt 
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organization. They came here, bussed in, and had the damn 

nerve to come to this meeting here, telling us that this is 

a wonderful project, because all they are interested in is 

their pension and their monetary interest. Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: James Tippy? 

STATEMENT OF JAMES TIPPY 
MR. TIPPY: I am James Tippy. Address - Star 

Route Box 410, Fontana. 

This proj ,~ct is right in line with Henry 

Kaiser's philosophy. He said recognize a problem and find a 

solution. 

We all know that our problem is for trash 

disposal. And we believe that a good solution is to deposit 

it in the pi ts of Eagle Mountain. 

And I wouid also like to consider it a case of 

reciprocity. When Kaiser steel was built near Fontana, L.A. 

lost its area where L.A. garb~ge was dumped and fed hogs, so 

now the Kaiser industry has a chance to provide a place for 

L.A. to dump it's dump. 

MS. WETZEL: Garry Gibbons? 

STATEMENT OF GARRY GIBBONS 
MR. GIBBONS: G~rry Gibbons -- G-i-b-b-o-n-s. 

861 Rancho. 

It is a tradition in our country to have 

informed debate. The purpose of the EIR is to foster such 
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debate. The question before us is does this EIR provide the 

basis for a good informed consideration of the question. 

Every speaker this evening who has spoken 

against this project, has without fail, referred to the EIR. 

Each of them has quoted the n·.lltlbers, the quantities and the 

statistics therein contained. It seems to me that is prima 

facie evidence in itself for the adequacy of this document. 

It is important that this issue which is being 

so hotly debated here this evening, get quick and certain 

consideration from an informed public. This document 

provides the basis for that consideration. 

I will not commant on the rational basis of 

these peoples beliefs. But I will certainly suggest that 

the document we are considering does in fact do its job. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: George Chapin? 

(No response.) 

MS. WETZEL: Robert Keaton? 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT H. KEATON 

MR. KEATON: My name is Robert Keaton 

K-e-a-t-o-n. 4570 Merrill Avenue, Riverside, California. 

Thank you for this opportunity. All I can say 

is we live in one large state; we have a huge population, 

and we even have a bigger problem with trash. 

I know that this is not supposed to be a 
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debate, and I wouldn't want to make it that. However, I am 

a Kaiser retiree, and, yes, I do have some monetary 

interest, but I am not selfish. I do live in Riverside 

County. I am not selfish as others have stood up here and 

tried to preclude that we own this land, that we own this 

property and cannot allow this project to go forth until we 

find something better to put in its place. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Tony Sroka? 

STATEMENT OF TONY SROKA 

MR. SROKA: My name is Tony Sroka. I live at 

76970 Iroquois Drive, Indian Wells, California. 

My background is a manufacturing engineer. I 

have done a lot of consultant work, and I have followed the 

disposal of garbage or solid waste, and I have traveled 

quite a bit around the country. 

Listening to the people out here, my 

predecessors, and one of the things that is probably watered 

which is very important, and they talk about using plastic 

liners. 

Now, from the source I have, using plastic 

liners, they have to be heavy duty, be able to stand 

pressure and weight and so forth. Also, they should be so 

designed that a drainage will enter sort of a pool where it 

is analyzed by the health department, determined if it's 
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toxic or not. If it is toxic, then it should be processed 

through a water filtration pl.3.nt, and then released to the 

surface. 

Now, this is being done in Tennessee. They 

have -- I will talk about that a little bit later -- but the 

plastic is very expensive, and the area is so large that it 

is a gigantic test and I don't see how they will be able to 

control it. It will take a lot of personnel as it was 

stated earlier. 

What I would like to say everybody is 

saying, oh, we've got a lot of garbage we can't get rid of 

it, or we have to put it in the hole. Well, I have a 

suggestion that will probably help, and it is being done 

around the country. 

For example, this illustration -- I didn't 

bring this because I'm thirsty -- but each can represents 

say 1,000 tons. I have 10 cans right here. That would be 

10,000 tons. Now, by burning the trash, you burn all this, 

and what is left is this, the ash, 10 percent. That is all 

you have that is left after you burn the burnable trash. 

Now, if you analyze the trash, for example, if 

you take all the recyclt1bles out -- that is glass, 

batteries, combustible type material, grass clippings and so 

forth -- about 95 percent is ournable. 

Now, I don't believe in burying garbage that 
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money. There is a lot of potential energy in it. 
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Now, do you want a solution about money and so 

forth, and also reduction of space and so forth? Let me 

quote you something here -- and these are figures I can back 

up. For example, if we burn 1,000 tons of garbage, burnable 

and recyclable out, we will ba able to produce 129,000 tons 

of chilled water per day. And we will also be able to 

produce almost 950,000 pounds of steam per day, and in 

addition to that, also 106,000 kilowatt hours of electricity 

per day. Now, that is only for 1,000 tons of garbage. 

This you can sell to various people who might 

need that type of services. 

Now, there is a plant in Nashville, Tennessee, 

it is called the Thermal Transfer Plant. They have been in 

business since 1974, and somebody will say, no, this plant 

is located about a mile and a half from the state capitol at 

Nashville. Now, some of you ~ave been in Nashville, and I 

don't think you have smelled any odor from the garbage, 

however, if there was a Chanel 5 plant in Nashville, you 

probably could smell that. 

What I am tryini;r to say here, we have the 

technology to burn this stuff, convert it to energy, get 

money for it, help to pay for the collection of garbage and 

so forth, and also one-·.:.enth of this garbage ends up as ash, 
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and that would increase the life of the landfill, not 115 

years, maybe 500 years or more. 

Also, here is a disturbing figure that 

somebody might challenge. By just hauling the ashes by 

setting up these various garbage burning plants, they will 

be utilizing only 10 percent, 90 percent will be free. In 

other words we will have 90 percent less traffic, and also 

less pollution of the air and so forth. 

My recommendation would be to establish in a 

selected area, a cell plant that burns garbage, say in a 

population of 750,000, spot it along in this area -- for 

example, one in Coachella Valley and Riverside, Orange 

County, et cetera, et cetera. They would be able to burn 

the trash there, no odor -- I have figures to back that up. 

I would like for them to consider this 

approach, and I have not heard of this approach before, nor 

in the EIR or EIS, and I will be glad -- in fact I have 

slides and so forth concerning the plant in Nashville. 

I don't know if you can see this or not, but 

this is a handout that I got from Nashville. 

HEARING OFFICER: Mr. Sroka, at this 

particular time your time is up. We may call you back later 

if need be, but that is your 10 minutes. 

MR. SROKA: Anyway, here are statistics 

concerning what I have just talked about, and to back it up, 
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and I thank you for your time. 

HEARING OFFICER: Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Alexander Jablow? 

STATEMENT OF ALEXANDER JABLOW 

MR. JABLOW: My name is Alexander Jablow. I 

am a 36 year resident of Palm Springs. 

I oppose this project because it will 

seriously diminish the quality of our environment. 

7l 

The EIR states that mitigating efforts cannot 

eliminate the danger inherent in this proposal. 

No amount of money can out-weigh this threat 

to all of us who value our health. 

I urge you to reject this proposal. 

MS. WETZEL: Grace Jablow? 

STATE?-'.:ENT OF' GRACE JABLOW 

MS. JABLOW: My name is Grace Jablow. I 

reside at 1340 Primavera Driv~, Palm Springs, California. 

I am here tonight to express my opposition to 

this project. After perusing the three volumes of the EIR 

on this landfill project, my fears were confirmed. Let me 

list the reasons: 

1. The proposal to ship garbage and trash to 

Eagle Mountain at the rate of 200 trucks per day via I-10, 

will create congestion ~nd pollution, to say nothing of the 

possibility of accidents and the release of toxic waste. 
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2. Eagle Mountain landfill site is located 

two miles from Joshua Tree National Monument, a desert 

wilderness park that attracts thousands of visitors each 

year. This dump will destroy first-rate habitat for the 

desert tortoise and the state reptile. Four water sites for 

bighorn sheep will be lost. 

3. Water leaking from landfill could 

contaminate groundwater and create a problem. 

4. The p::oposed site is in an area subject to 

earthquakes. 

5. Despite attempts to reduce them, dust and 

nitrogen dioxide emissions would remain significant. Diesel 

trains and burning off landfill gas would raise emissions in 

the South Coast Air Basin. 

There is only one reason to favor this 

project, and of course, that is the income to be derived. I 

urge you not to put a dollar sign on this environmental 

blight. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Professor Dr. Hans Peterman. 

STATEMENT OF PROFESSOR DR. HANS PETERMAN 

DR. PETERMAN: I am primarily speaking for 

myself here on this issue. 

Let me just say that I am very much opposed to 

the proposal here at stake. I just recently came back from 
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Austria which is my native country. I have been a 

consulting engineer for various companies, including Cements 

Corporation, and I am also aware of some of the alternate 

proposals that are goinq on in how to deal with trash per 

se. 

Now, in Japan -- not only in Japan, but also 

in Germany at the present time -- they are using 

recomposition as was previously mentioned before here by 

another gentleman -- not only a recomposition, but also 

other recycling technologies which are presently available. 

Now, as far as locating the land dump here in 

the desert, I think it is absolutely absurd, not only is it 

absurd, I think it is downright ridiculous, again to protect 

certain special interes~ groups -- and their interest 

primarily. 

To continue, I would like to say that -- and 

going back to alternate proposals -- as far as the alternate 

proposals are concerned, in Japan and in Germany, through 

recomposition means, they are at the present time building 

bricks, okay, out of some of the compost or trash. Some of 

these bricks are then uti lized to build houses. Okay. 

That's a fact proven fact. 

Also, and now I would like to speak briefly on 

new alternate energy technologies that are presently being 

worked upon, not only by myself, but also by other 
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engineers. Some of the propoials includes a proposal on 

developing a magnetic motor, a magnetic motor which would do 

away with fuels per se, thus also doing away with air 

pollution. Number one. 

At the present time in Switzerland, and maybe 

a lot of you are not aware of this fact, but in Switzerland 

there is a community in Linden, the German part of 

Switzerland, -- I speak three languages by the way, I am 

fluent in German, French and ,:,f course my adopted residence 

here in the desert -- I was there just recently and in 

Linden, Switzerland, they are presently already utilizing a 

converter which literally takes energy out of the air, and 

it does this by electrostatic means, and it converts the 

energy from the air by means of a one horse generator, the 

one horse generator is then literally utilizing the DC, and 

the DC is then converted into AC, 110 voltage outputs. 

Now, the output3, there are two machines 

and this is for display for everybody -- there are two 

machines. One has a 24 hour output of about 2 to 3 Kw. 3 

Kw outputs. Now, if we can certainly deal with new 

alternate energies per se that others are already using 

I'm not only talking about Japan and Switzerland and Germany 

-- why is this technology not being introduced here to the 

United States? 

The reason why is certainly the oil companies 

D & D REPO~TING SERVICE 
C 714) 989-7096 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

DOCUMENT 0026 

75 

have an interest to suppress a lot of this new technology, 

and that is presently ongoing. But it will not go on much 

longer because this pla~et is in a crisis situation, and 

this is just one of the main crisis. We have to find other 

solutions, and the way to do this, I think with landfills, 

there are things we can do. 

Number one. Put some of these landfills in 

concrete -- I am talking about specifically poisonous toxic 

waste materials. That is already being done. 

I think one of the places is in the Pacific 

Islands. There is already one island where contaminated 

plutonium is being used there as a storage system. Okay. 

Now, as I was saying, new technologies are 

available, and I think we should move forward to develop 

these technologies, and they are going to develop not only 

now, but they will be an ongoing part of the future. 

Finally, I would like to say that as far as 

these new technologies are concerned in dealing with 

environmental problems, if you got rid of the fuel, like 

Testla -- Testla was a scientist who literally developed the 

alternate energy systems years ago. 

Now, if WP. can ·.1se these technologies 

creatively, in a creative fashion, then we can certainly not 

only limit air pollution to s ·.ich an extent where we can 

breathe again, and not only where we can breathe again here 
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in the desert, but on the entire globe. 

I am working as part of this team to make 

these creative changes come about. Also, in part, to get 

rid of the oil companies. That is the next step. And we 

will win in the end. 

That is all I h.~ve to say. Thank you. 

MS. WETZE~: Frank Nichols? 

STATEMENT OF F'RANK C. NICHOLS 

76 

MR. NICHOLS: Frank Culver Nichols, 1220 Via 

Donna, Palm Springs 92262, 58 years in the beautiful 

Coachella Valley, sometimes known as "Palm Valley", and even 

as "The Valley in the palm of God's hand." Beautiful 

Coachella Valley. A wonderful place to live, and I look 

forward to many, many more years here in this beautiful 

valley, unpolluted, I hope. 

How are w~ going to keep it unpolluted? 

The track record of rail transport of 

materials in California, is dismal. We had the spill, a 

wrecked train on the upper Sacramento River near Dunsmir, 

California that is still creating problems downstream. 

We had the spill in Ventura County near 

Highway 101 that closed the highways for a long period of 

time. 

This is the dismal track record of rail 

transport in California. The representative of the Kaiser-
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Fontana people, said that waste disposal in California is a 

state-wide problem. Does that mean that we are going to be 

threatened with the whole state's trash and garbage? I 

sincerely hope not. 

So I would urge that we, the people, 

represented by our representatives, in the beautiful 

Coachella Valley, the palm of God's hand, that we keep it 

this way by resisting a~l efforts to pollute it. 

MS. WETZEL: R. Immarco? 

STATEMENT QF R, IMMARCO 

MS. IMMARCO: Good evening. 

I am a resident of Palm Springs, and a citizen 

of the United states of America -- not of the world. 

As someone said before this evening, we are a 

neighborhood. Everyone here is affected by what happens in 

our community and adjacent communities. 

I personally am against the proposed landfill. 

Enough has been said this evening by intelligent, informed 

people, to substantiate an affirmation of my stand, and at 

the very least, reasonable do·.wt. 

Our legal system is predicated on reasonable 

doubt, that if there is any reasonable doubt of the 

conviction, the judgment should be so affected. 

I hope everyone here is as intelligent and as 

caring and has reasonable doubt, and if you do, the one 
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thing that you have the right under the wholly privileges as 

a citizen of the United States of America, is to make your 

voice heard. Write to Cookie Larson, tell her how you feel. 

This is an election year. That is our power as people. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZE~: Cass Alvin? 

STATEMENT OF CASS ALVIN 
MR. ALVIN: Good evening. 

My name is Cass Alvin. I am vice president of 

the California Federation of Labor, AFL-CIO. 

I come here to express the support of labor 

for any project that is going to give some reduction in the 

waste stream, in our waste ethic that our whole culture has 

developed. 

I am primarily =oncerned as a representative 

of Labor, in the question of jobs. I have heard this 

evening some alarming remarks about the economics, as though 

economics was some evil, as though the dollars pouring in 

from one place to another has a different smell if it comes 

from Los Angeles County, just like the air of Los Angeles 

County doesn't belong to Los Angeles, like the air over this 

area doesn't belong to this area. Air is universal and it 

blows from place to place. 

But jobs also blow from place to place. If we 

do not do something abo·1t the waste problem, jobs will 
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disappear in California -- already jobs are disappearing for 

other reasons in California. 

We have seen examples where trash has been put 

on barges and floated out in the ocean because urban areas 

no longer have a place to have landfills. 

Now, a landfill is not the only solution 

certainly, to the problems of waste. Recycling can play a 

major part, and as a member of the Southwest Management 

Board, I have read many environmental reports, and I 

consider this a very exr.ellent one. 

Certainly there are problems. There are 

problems in there; there are =ertain other problems 

associated with the landfill, but there are problems 

associated without the landfill. We don't know what to do 

with our waste. 

Now, there are some alternative methods used; 

Europeans use methods that we can't accept, burning of 

garbage and trash is verboten practically in this country 

because of pollution to the air. And also because we've got 

a ruling that the ashes is hazardous waste and has to be 

disposed differently. 

The landfill proposed at Eagle Mountain comes 

very close to meeting all the desirable ways of disposing 

garbage to landfill. There are other ways to do it. 

Recycling has to be increased, and the only way you are 

I• & 0 REPOUING SERVICE 
(714) 989-7096 



f :;:; 

I ;::. 

il 
I~ 
!I~! 
::::: 

~~ 

1111 
❖:• 

[} 
if 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

DOCUMENT 0026 

80 

going to meet the recycling goals, is to have the proper 

transfer stations, the proper mechanism for recycling. Not 

only recycling of aluminum cans which is being recycled 

largely because they have put an artificial value on them, 

but recycling of all materials that can be reused. 

Lets remember, unless there is an economics 

behind it, no one seems to be concerned about this. Unless 

there is economics, recycling doesn't work. Recycling of 

paper in operations, we can't get enough money for the paper 

to recycle it. If it hadn't been for the foreign countries 

using our scrap for ballast on their ships to go back after 

they dump their loads in the United States, use our scrap to 

go to Japan and Taiwan and South Korea, we would have a 

problem with the economics of our waste. 

Today colored glass, for instance, is go~ng 

into the landfills right now ::,ecause it is more economical 

to make glass from native material than it is to use colors. 

So we have problems of jobs. In the glass industry, people 

who work in any job whatsoever that has waste, have got to 

look for some way in which that company, that enterprise, 

can dispose of its mate'-ials. 

The Eagle Mountain waste site, I think, is an 

ideal place, not perfect, and the EIR doesn't say it is 

perfect, it is a frank, comprehensive report, but it will be 

a partial solution to the pro~lems of waste. 
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We strongly in organized labor support it, not 

for the jobs that it will create in hauling the materials to 

Eagle Mountain, but for the o~portunities for industry to be 

able to locate in California and create jobs, and have some 

knowledge that their waste can be disposed safely, in the 

most sanitary possible fashion. And it is going to be there 

job, of course, to polir.e to see that we live up to the 

expectations of the environmental resource, and that is a 

job for governmental agencies. 

So we strongly support it . We hope that this 

will not bring an undue burden on the people in the area, 

but there is always going to be some environmental problems, 

but they are going to be minimum. Thank you very much. 

DR. ZIMMERMAN: Point of order, Mr. Chairman. 

I ask that the record reflect the residence 

address of the Mr. Alvin. 

MS. WETZEL: Downey, California. 

Carolyn Toenjes. 

STATEMEJ~T OF CAROLYN TOENJES 

MS. TOENJ1S: My name is Carolyn Toenjes. I 

live at 1863 Park Drive, Palm Springs. 

I am here to co:nment on this. 

Ladies and gentlemen, at this time I am 

resubmitting comments by Dollie Irwin and myself first 

submitted in September of 1989. At this time, I am also 
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submitting these additional comments. 

1. How will the County of Riverside and BLM 

cope with the a massive spill such as the spill into the 

scararnento River -- especially if the Haz-Mat teams are 

discontinued? 

2. What will be transported in the railroad 

cars and trucks on the return trips from Eagle Mountain? Or 

will they be empty? 

3. How will you identify and avoid carrying 

hazardous and toxic waste which is not yet listed as toxic 

and hazardous, such as the herbicide that destroyed the 

Sacramento River? 

4. An article in the Press Enterprise by Gary 

Polakovic, Sunday, August 11, 1991, states that five major 

waste dumps are planned for the Southern California desert. 

Who has decided that the desert should be such a dumping 

ground? The article states that "some of the nation's 

wealthiest waste companies for financing the projects." 

Will they also pay for the cleanup? Just because we have 

the land and lack of population, as has been said, we just 

don't feel that it is good enough reason for it to be used 

as a repository for all kinds of waste. Do we really want 

to be known as the nation's dump site? Is our county so 

eager for money that our politicians will succumb to this 

bait? Do we want the corridor from L.A. through the Pass 
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area and Coachella Valley to be referred to as "trash 

alley?" 

5. Page 386 of the Draft EIS/EIR states that 

even after mitigation measures are implemented, a 

significant impact on air quality would remain. Would this 

not become extreme as the days and years go by? 

6. Page 380 the Draft EIS/EIR states that gas 

will be generated from the site -- enough to warrant 

construction of an energy recovery facility at the project 

site. Won't this have a negative effect on the residents of 

Eagle Mountain? It will surely have a negative effect on 

the wilderness areas nearby. 

7. Page 425 states that measures will be 

implemented to minimize "significant" volumes of toxic 

wastes but even after mitigation, "toxic air contaminants 

may be greater than 10 in a million, which will represent a 

significant impact." This, too, would continue over the 

years and would not cease when the facility is scheduled to 

close in 100 years. 

8. Page 530 regarding water, it is stated 

that "direct and indirect water impacts due to the proposed 

project would be considered below a level of significance." 

Yet, I understand that water remains in the bottom of one of 

the pits. This would seem to indicate that the ground level 

of the water is rather high and concerns about water 
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contamination may be justified. 

9. Page 596 it is stated that, "While 

increased night lighting may not be considered a significant 

regional impact, it would nevertheless alter the overall 

character of the desert and have a negative effect on the 

aesthetic enjoyment of wilderness areas." And that would 

include the Joshua Tree and others that have been mentioned. 

10. Page 59 -- the liner. You state that the 

entire area underlying the refuse area will be lined with a 

composite liner or clay liner using fine tailing from 

previous ore mining operations at the site." Would there be 

a possibility of the liner itself being toxic? 

Poet Richard Shelton spoke of the desert often 

in his poems. This is how he described it, "Loveliest, most 

silent sanctuary, more fragile than forests, more beautiful 

than water. Oh, my desert, yours is the only death I 

cannot bear." He also wrote, "In the book of our history it 

will be recorded that we murd9red the earth." 

Do we want that to be the legacy we leave? 

Thank you. 

MS, WETZEL: Pat Reid? 

(No response.) 

MS. WETZEL: Gerry Fawcett? 

STATEMENT OF GERRY FAWCETT 

MR. FAWCETT: My name is Gerry Fawcett. I 
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live at 11633 Holme street in Yucaipa, California. 

I would like to make a very few remarks 

tonight regarding the E.tR. T':le EIR is a document that has 

been put together by professionals over the last several 

months addressing those impacts which will take place 

because of this project. 

This is a project which addresses the regional 

needs of Southern California to take care of its burgeoning 

waste crisis. 

A project of this nature has to have a good 

and a well documented EIR to ,:tddress the impacts that this 

project is going to hav,? in the local area, and in the 

Southern California area. 

The document that has been placed has been 

reviewed, re-reviewed and presents a logical and a 

engineering answer to the problems and the impacts which 

this project represents. 

I feel that there are impacts to this project. 

The EIR addresses those. It addresses those L~pacts which 

are mitigatible, it addresses those impacts which are not 

mitigatible. 

It indica·:es in there what the significant 

effect of the non-mitigatible impacts are, and if the 

document is read, it is thorough, it is complete, and it 

shows that this is a safe and environmentally sound project, 
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and I certainly recommend that it be approved. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Jackie Underwood? 

STATEMENT OF JACKIE UNDERWOOD 

MR. UNDERtlOOD: My name is Jackie Underwood. 

I reside at 672 Hewitt Street, San Jacinto, California. 

I would just like to clear up a statement that 

was made earlier by a gentleman that said he was a vice 

president of the AFL-CIO, and they supported this program. 

Maybe they do in Downey. We have a Local AFL

CIO who covers Riverside-San Bernardino County, that had 

personal invitations to come down here and support this -

but they are not here. 

I just wanted to clear that up. 

I thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER: We have come to the end of 

our green cards at this point. 

MR. BITON?I: I filled out a card. Ron 

Bitonti. 

HEARING OFFICER: Come on up, Ron. We might 

have missed it. State your name and address, please. 

STATEMENT OF RONALD BITONTI 
MR. BITONTI: My name is Ronald Bitonti -

B-i-t-o-n-t-i -- and I reside at 9127 Palo Verdes, Fontana, 

California. 
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I come here actually wearing two ·hats. I 

represent 7,000 Kaiser retirees, which 70 percent of them 

are over 60 years old. 

In addition to that, I also work for the 

Steelworkers Union, that we represent thousands of active 

employees that work in Riverside County, and many of our 

retirees live out in this are~ also. 

87 

There was one statement here that was 

inaccurate, and I think I ought to correct it, said that we 

had a financial interest as far as the pensions. 

This project as far as retirees is concerned, 

has nothing to do with their pensions. This concerns their 

health care benefits. 

We own -- the r~tirees -- we own 52 percent of 

this mine, and what is wrong with someone that owns property 

to come down here and support a project that is going to 

benefit them? I am sure that some of these people that 

talked here, they own property -- farmers and so forth. I 

mean they were here looking after their interests. So what 

is wrong with retirees looking after their interest? 

We feel that this Environmental Impact Report 

has been studied, there is adequate technology to prevent 

any serious impact to the environment. 

When this mine I have been associated with 

Kaiser steel Corporation for 38 years. When this mine was 
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in full operation back in the '60's and '70's, there were 

some 1,000 employees that worked over there. There was more 

equipment operating during those years than will be 

operating once this project is approved. 

In addition to that, we represented the 

railroad crews that transported the iron ore back in those 

days, and I have no knowledge of any serious accident that 

injured anybody during that period of time. Iron ore is a 

lot heavier and a lot more weight than these trash cars will 

be that will be coming from the transfer stations. 

We think as far as the retirees are concerned, 

this is a sound project. We 1.1rge the Committee to approve 

it. Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER: Is there anyone else in the 

audience who wishes to make a statement at this time? 

MS. MILLIKEN: I would. 

HEARING OFFICER: State your name, please, 

address, and spell it please. 

STATEMENT OF ROSALYN MILLIKEN 

MS. MILLIKEN: I am Rosalyn Milliken. I live 

at 8700 Avenue 38 in Be::muda Dunes. My husband and I own 

property there we are farmers. 

Everyone that I have spoken to about this 

issue in the Coachella Valley, has been against it. I can't 

speak for the entire Coachella Valley, but I have not heard 
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one person, a private citizen, a resident of this Valley, 

who is for this. 

Now, as I understand from reading Benjamin 

Franklin, a good law, good government, works for posterity. 

I don't believe this project is good for the posterity of 

this desert, for my children and my grandchildren. 

I am a third generation resident of this 

county of Riverside Cou:1ty. I would like to have my 

children want to live here in the future. I would like my 

children to want to live in Los Angeles in the future. I 

think Los Angeles can improve environmentally, but promoting 

this project, allowing this project to happen, will not 

promote the environmental well-being of Los Angeles in the 

future. 

I wanted to bring with me this evening a 

plastic spray bottle that I just bought. The spray bottle, 

I got three sprays out of it, it broke, it's in the garbage. 

This is irresponsible on the part of manufacturers. 

does not help our economy, it does not help anything. 

This 

I 

have to go out and spend more money, more gasoline, go to 

the store, buy another one, and it is going to be in a dump 

somewhere. 

When is this going to stop? We can stop it 

right here in this desert tonight. We can only improve the 

world in small increments; this is an increment we can work 
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with. Thank you. 

STATEMENT OF JEAN HOLGUIN 

MS. HOLGUIN: I am Jean Holguin 

90 

H-o-1-g-u-i-n and I lived in Fontana for 28 years -- now 

I live in Desert Hot Springs. 

I want to say what has been said about 

retirees, of course it is some of the money because we are 

retired and my husband was very sick three years ago -- the 

doctor gave him one or two days of life -- and he is still 

here -- right over here. 

If it wasn't for Kaiser helping us with the 

bills, I don't know what we would do, and that is why I wish 

they go through this so all the people have a job, and we 

retirees have our Kaiser -- how would you say -- health 

plan. 

Thank you very much. 

HEARING OFFICER: Thank you. 

STATEMENT OF DOROTHY LEVENSON 

MS. LEVENSON: My name is Dorothy Levenson. I 

live in Riverside -- Moreno Valley to be exact -- quite 

close to the Kaiser plant, and it did pollute Riverside. 

And it was fined a number of times which I am sure that you 

can find that in the records in Riverside if you will go 

check it. 

The other thing is I have asthma. This is the 
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only place that I have lived where I have been able to 

breathe. For a while I could not walk -- even half a 

block without sitting down. It is a horrible thing not 

to be able to breathe. 

There is a lot of people out here -- they are 

talking about money and their health. What about the other 

people and their health? 

If all this pollution is going to cause other 

people to have breathing problems, how much is it going to 

cost each one of those persons when they go to the doctor 

and they get medications -- it's very, very expensive. And 

if they can't afford it, who is going to pay for it? This 

State is going to pay for it. Or the County is going to pay 

for it. 

No matter how much money you get for a dump, 

is it going to be enough to p.3y for all the heal th hazards 

that it is going to create, and the patients who is going to 

want help with it? Because I know -- you can't work. You 

can't breathe -- and it is a horrible thing. 

I am against this. 

And the other thing is if the water does 

become contaminated and it is used agriculturally, are the 

plants going to be contaminated also that we buy in the 

grocery store, not only here in the Valley, but in Los 

Angeles and Riverside and Fontana and San Diego? They ship 
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all over. 

What about the plants? What are they going to 

do to the people if it becomes polluted -- the water? 

Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER: Is there anyone else in the 

audience who wishes to make a statement at this time? 

STATEMENT OF B. T, MORRING 
MR. MORRING: My name is B. T. Morring, and I 

live in Indio, California. 

I have been a resident of this area of the 

desert for in excess of 37 years. Most of it I have lived 

in Desert Center. I own property in Desert Center now and 

in the past, and I would like to support this project. I 

read most of the Environmental Impact Report. I think it is 

valid to the point, and agree with most of it. 

I would like to indicate my support. 

HEARING OFFICER: Does anybody else in the 

audience wish to make a statement at this time? 

seeing that there is no one else to speak, I 

will begin to close the hearing. 

I wish to thank all of you for attending. I 

want to assure you that your spoken and written statements 

will be a part of the permanent records. Thank you, and, I 

now hereby declare this hearing adjourned. 

(The hearing concluded at (9:45 p.m.) 
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PUBLIC HEARING 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL DRAFT EIS/EIR 

WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 28, 1991 

Lake Tarnarisk Recreation 

Center 

26251 Park View Drive 

Desert Center, CA 92239 

The Public Hearing came to order at 7:00 p.m. 

before Hearing Officer John H. Skibinski, Bureau of Land 

Management, Bakersfield District Office, Bakersfield, 

California, assisted by Maryanne Wetzel, Bureau of Land 

Management, California Desert District, Palm Springs-South 

Coast Resource Area, Palm Springs California 92262. 

HEARING O~FICER SKIBINSKI: Good evening, 

ladies and gentlemen. 

This public meeting will now come to order. 

My name is John Skibinski, Assistant District 

Manager for Lands and Renewable Resources in the BUreau of 

Land management, Bakersfield District Office, California. 

I have been appointed by the California State 

Director through the District Manager in the California 

Desert District, as an uninterested mutual party, under the 

authority of the Secretary of the Interior, to conduct this 
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Public Hearing. 

This public hearing is for the Bureau of Land 

Management, Department of the Interior. I would like to 

stress that this hearing is being held to receive 

information, views, comments, and suggestions on the 

adequacy of the Draft EJviron..~ental Impact Statement/Report 

prepared by the Bureau of Land Management, and the County of 

Riverside under contract with the Regional Environmental 

Consultants called "RECON", on the proposed Eagle Mountain 

Landfill project at Eagle Mountain, California. 

The Draft EIS/EIR was officially released for 

public review on July 26, 1991, when the Notice of 

Availability was published in the Federal Register. A 60 

day comment period is now under way. Comments will be 

accepted in writing only (excluding those made at the public 

hearing here tonight) through September 24, 1991. 

Comments should be submitted to either the BLM 

office in Palm Springs, or the Riverside County Planning 

Office in Riverside, California. 

The purpose of this hearing is to allow the 

public the opportunity to verbally address the adequacy of, 

or concerns, not addressed in the EIS/EIR. We will not be 

answering any questions during this hearing. If you have 

questions regarding this project, please feel free to 

address them in writing to either the Bureau of Land 
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Management or County offices, and they will address them 

formally in the Final EIS/EIR. 

If you plan to make an oral statement this 

evening, be sure to fill a green registration speaker card 

-- one of these little sheets here; you saw them as you came 

in. Anyone who is planning on giving an oral statement, we 

ask you to fill this out and mark it accordingly -- there is 

a little block there. If you are not, we also ask you to 

fill this out for our a~tendance records. 

The official reporter for this session is 

Warren Doget of D & D Reporting Service -- he is here on my 

right -- out of Rancho Cucamonga, California. He will 

prepare a verbatim transcript of everything that is said in 

this session. If you wish to obtain a copy of the 

transcript, you can make your own arrangements with him 

after the hearing. 

To ensure a complete and accurate record of 

the hearing, only one person should speak at a time, and 

everyone should remain as quiet as possible while the 

hearing is in progress. During the hearing, no one will be 

recognized other than the designated speaker. 

To assist the reporter, each speaker should 

state their name -- and please spell your last name --

address, and who they are representing. 

representing themselves, say so. 
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Due to the large number who have signed up to 

speak this evening -- we have 30 -- all parties are expected 

to confine their remarks to five minutes or less. We tried 

10 minutes yesterday; most people were within five or six 

minutes. That is why we reduced it to five. 

Why don't we try five minutes and see how it 

goes, and I will play it by ear. 

We will inform the speakers when they have two 

minutes remaining so yo·J can get to a logical conclusion. 

If time is available at the end of the hearing, individuals 

who are unable to complete their testimony, I will give you 

time to do so in the same order that we will call you up. 

Written comments will be accepted in lieu of 

oral presentations or as supplements to oral presentations. 

They may be submitted at the end of the hearing or mailed to 

either the BLM office in Palm Springs, or the Riverside 

County Planning Office. The addresses are available at the 

back table as you came in. 

All written statements that are received on or 

before September 24, 1991, will be included as part of the 

official record. Written statements will be given the same 

consideration as oral statements made at this hearing. 

For those who wish to make an oral 

presentations, it would . be helpful if you would give the 

reporter a copy of any prepared statement you have. If you 
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have an extra copy, please give it to him prior to your 

presentation. 

The record of this hearing will be available 

for public inspection at the Palm Springs BLM Office in 

approximately 15 days after this hearing . 

at this point? 

Are there any questions regarding the hearing 

Any questions from anyone? 

(No response.) 

HEARING OFFICER: Okay. If there are no 

questions, then we will start with the first individual. 

MS. WETZEL: Jackie Underwood? 

STATEMENT OF JACKIE UNDERWOOD 

MR. UNDERWOOD: I am Jackie Underwood. I 

reside at 672 Hewitt Street in San Jacinto, California. 

I wish to talk about the environment, air 

pollution and water pollution. 

7 

Air pollution. I worked at the Eagle Mountain 

Mine for over 20 years. During that time there were several 

derailments and washouts of the railroad -- some of them 

major. 

In the late 'So's and the late '70's, flash 

floods took out 10-15 miles of rail each time. It took two 

to three weeks to repair it. 

The EIR says one-fifth of the project will be 
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hauled by trucks; 200 each way, making 400 each day, or an 

increase of three percent of the traffic on Interstate 10. 

Should another washout of the magnitude of the 

'So's and '70's occur, to move the garbage would require 

another 800 trucks each way, bringing the total to 2,000 

each day, or a traffic increase on 1-10 of 15 percent. And 

in all probability 100 percent of truck traffic. 

Reading from the Appendix I of the EIR, a 

letter dated March 20, 1969, from the Colorado River Basin 

Regional Water Quality Control Board, to Harry Konger, 

Assistant Mine Manager, the net unaccounted for water for 

1968 was 432 acre feet. The tailings basin had an average 

area of 38.4 acre feet. 

Therefore, the amount infiltrating into the 

strata below the basin could be as high as 11.3 acre feet 

per year. 

Your report for tailings, basin numbers, 

estimates a maximum of s.s per year. 

Upon the basis of your 1968 water balance of 

11.11 feet infiltrating, the waste water should surely reach 

the water table. 

The report in the Appendix prepared by scs 

Engineering dated March 1990, states that the water level in 

the pit was 752 feet in 1982. And 709 feet at the present 

time. 
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It also says that the water measured at 501 

feet below ground level at the Eagle Mountain School, which 

would make it the same level as the water in the east pit. 

The Appendix says that during January and 

February of 1990, approximately 40,000 gallons of water was 

pumped from the proposed dump site to a plastic holding pond 

over a 10 day period. Pumping rates were at 100 gallons per 

minute. Recovery rates were up to 40 gallons per minute. 

The fact that the pond water level recovered 

relatively rapid after large quantities of water were 

pumped, indicates the existence of substantial bank storage 

in the area. 

The water report in Appendix I made in 1964 

says there is six million, seven hundred eighty-four 

thousand, four hundred and sixty-four acre feet of water in 

the basin. 

Last month MRC mailed out over 4300 letters to 

Kaiser retirees offering them a bus ride and a dinner to 

attend these meetings. Last night, MRC, and the ex-Mayor of 

Fontana, Nat Simon, came to the Palm Desert meeting armed 

with some 300 of these retirees, suffering under the false 

illusion that they would get their insurance back if this 

project was approved. 

Four or five years ago a company called 

"Garbold" proposed, and was issued a grading permit to build 
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a tire burning power plant in the City of Rialto. The City 

of Fontana -- and Nat Simon along with other agencies in the 

Inland Empire -- packed the public hearing with hundreds of 

people and defeated this project, even though the project 

met the pollution standards. 

Their only concern was for their air quality. 

Last night they did not exhibit the same concern for air 

quality in the Chuckwalla Valley and the Desert Center 

area -- only money. 

I have a picture here of what a flash flood 

did to the west pit in the late '?O's. I would estimate it 

to be about a half a mile long and a half a mile wide. 

There was enough water in it to let the assistant pit 

superintendent play with his jet boat in i t. 

I don't have a picture of the east pi t because 

we weren't mi ning there and wasn't interested in pumping it 

out. We didn't have eq~ipment in there at the time. 

MRC gave a dinner on the first of August 1991 

in Fontana, and invited organized labor to the dinner for 

the purpose of gaining their support which they did not get. 

I attended that meeting. At the dinner, Scotty Stevenson, a 

22 former negotiator and employee of Kaiser, and now one of the 

23 Directors of VEBA who represents the retirees, stated that 

24 if this project were approved, it would give the retirees a 

25 chance to recover as much as 10 percent of what they lost. 
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In closing, I would like to say as a Kaiser 

Eagle Mountain retiree, the monetary gain of as much as 10 

percent, or 100 percent for that matter, is not worth the 

possibility of contaminating seven million gallons of 

11 

water -- acre feet of water -- that could be essential to 

the survival of my children, grand children, or great grand 

children. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Randall DuPree? 

STATEMENT OF RANDALL DUPREE 
MR. DUPREE: Hi. I am Randy DuPree from 

Blythe, California. 301 south Lovekin in Blythe, 

California. 

It appears to me that I wasn't aware of all 

the situations out here, but it seems that the only reason 

that most of these people are here is because they think 

they are going to get some money. I wonder if they would be 

here if there was no money attached, and they just think it 

is a good idea? I don't think so. And we live in this 

community and I just believe that we should have the trash 

for Los Angeles stay in Los Angeles. I don't think that it 

is necessary to bring it out here. 

So, I just feel that we shouldn't have this 

project. I believe he summed up a lot of the situations 

with the water. It sounds to me like there is potential 
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possibility that we may be contaminating the water in this 

area. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: John Whatley? 

STATEMENT OF JOHN W, WHATLEY 

MR. WHATLZY: My name is John W. Whatley -

W-h-~-t-1-e-y. I live at 5633 Alamitos street in Montclair, 

California. 

Sitting here hearing these speeches -- now, I 

am no engineer -- the only thing I have ever engineered in 

my life was a mule out of a square field. But I do know 

that water is a critical thing and I agree that 

contamination is critical. But the trash and garbage that 

is going to engulf us all in this area -- I am talking about 

from here to the state line on out -- today is a critical 

problem. 10-20 years down the road it is going to be even 

worse. 

The time to get something done about it is 

now. 

I just wonder, all you people that are out 

here protesting, I wonder how many of you protested when 

Kaiser was mining out there, defacing the earth and giving 

you millions of dollars and a city and everything, I wonder 

how many of you protested that? 

You see, it all depends on whose ox is gored. 
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I am 80 years old, and if we started that project tonight, 

before we leave here, I don't stand to benefit one lousy 

penny because I am not going to live always. 

But I do think that for the future, and for 

the people coming into this state and little ones being born 

every two seconds, that something should be done, we should 

leave them something that they would be proud of. The fact 

of it is if we don't get rid of this garbage, we are going 

to become another Mexico City -- not just here -- but all -

the whole area. 

Now, if we could shut off borders to 

California all around, not let anybody else come in here to 

live in this state, 20-30 years from now it is going to be 

so crowded that all east Long Angeles, Fontana, Montclair 

people, we are going to be living out here -- not me -- but 

they will be living here because there is so much land, so 

much you can do with it. If they would fill this in in a 

competent manner, and I am sure they would, they would have 

to, fill in one section at a time, run pipes down to take 

out the methane gas and make electricity out of it, keep it 

from polluting. 

I live within 10 miles of a landfill at Mira 

Loma, and I have never seen any clouds there yet. Of course 

I don't claim they have a personal factor there. I would be 

lying to you if I said that, but as far as the air quality, 
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you can't see it. You smell it, but you can't see it. 

I think if they get methane gas and make 

electricity and fill it in, you could get factories out here 

to build on that place that is filled, I think you could 

have more prosperity than you ever had before as a mine. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Lyle Stevenson? 

STATEMENT OF LYLE B, STEVENSON 

MR. STEVENSON: Good evening. My name is Lyle 

B. Stevenson, commonly known as Scotty Stevenson. I live at 

12930 Golf Course Drive in Victorville, California. 

I am Chairman of the Kaiser steel VEBA which 

is the Voluntary Employee Benefits Association, a trust 

formed out of the bankruptcy of Kaiser Steel. The Trust is 

assisting over 7,000 Kaiser retirees and their spouses who 

lost their medical benefits when Kaiser Steel went bankrupt. 

The loss of benefits totaled over $500 

million. As part of the resolution of the bankruptcy, the 

Trust received 48 percent of the stock of the new company, 

Kaiser Steel Resources, which stands to receive considerable 

revenue if this landfill project is approved. 

To those of you who oppose this project, this 

may seem insignificant, but to those who worked their entire 

lives to obtain a measure of economic freedom, it is in many 

cases the difference between eating potatoes or bread and 
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rice. 

We know t~at there is an environmental impact 

if this project goes forward, but we believe that this 

impact has been mini.malized with every technological and 

scientific procedure devised today. This project if 

approved, will not only benefit the retirees of Kaiser, but 

will also help resolve the two tremendous problems that face 

all of us today, and that is waste disposal and 

unemployment. 

We ask the decision makers who must decide the 

fate of this project, to keep in mind that our society has 

and most always come down in favor of the greatest good for 

the greatest number, and this project fits that criteria. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Tom Rabone? 

STATEMENT OF TOM RABONE 
MR. RABONE: Good evening. My name is Tom 

Rabone -- R-a-b-o-n-e. I reside at 15955 Manzanita Drive, 

Fontana, California. 

I was an employee of Kaiser Steel for 33 years 

until the mill shut down in 1984 and went into bankruptcy in 

1987. I too lost considerable medical and vision/dental and 

pension benefits. I am one of the 7,000 retirees, surviving 

spouses and spouses who were promised these benefits and 

subsequently lost them. 
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This is a very important project for us. I 

have reviewed the EIR and the EIS, I see that it is 

relatively a clean EIR/EIS compared with other EIR's. It 

mitigates -- the majority -- the overwhelming majority deals 

with all of the environmental issues, and partially 

mitigates most of them that aren't totally mitigated. 

I see this project as a win, win, win 

situation. I see a win for Riverside County, I see the 

revenue from this also not only going to the retirees, but 

Riverside County would generate a tremendous amount of 

revenue from this, that a lot of this will flow back into 

the Desert Center/Eagle Mountain area. It is committed by 

your own supervisor that the income from that will come 

back, the majority of it, to the Desert Center area. I 

think that is very important. 

I think there are certain job opportunities 

that will be created in construction, in maintenance and 

revitalize some of this area that you as you go up to the 

town of Eagle Mountain and see what has happened to the 

ghost town up there. I think this is also very important. 

It's a win situation for all of Southern 

California, from San Diego to Ventura/Santa Barbara who are 

facing tremendous problems with landfills that are rapidly 

filling. And will be filling in the next few years. 

I see this as a necessary item that Southern 
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California needs. I see a lot of pollution being created in 

the Los Angeles, San Gabriel, Inland Empire, from traffic. 

And you mention the trash trucks hauling out here. They are 

also on the roads in Los Angeles, and as these dump sites 

close, they will be hauling trash further and further and 

further and clogging up freeways and creating pollution that 

the prevailing winds blow into this area. And that is where 

a lot of your air quality and pollution is corning from. 

So I think this is a vital product to the 

retirees. I think the local area will benefit. I think the 

county will benefit, I think Southern California will 

benefit, and I urge you to go along with it. Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Larry Young? 

STATEMENT OF LARRY YOUNG 

MR. YOUNG: My name is Larry Young. I reside 

at 1917 North Silverwood in the City of Orange, California. 

I have been affiliated with the people with 

Kaiser for the past 35 years. I am one of these people that 

are going to gain tremendous wealth when this project goes 

through because when the project closed at Kaiser Steel, I 

had several thousands of dollars there that was owed me, and 

I winded up with a big 167 shares of stock. So, you know, I 

will probably become a millionaire or something. 

I live in the City of Orange and by the time 

this project opens out here, I am sure that most of the 
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landfills in our area will have to close because they are 

filled. 
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I do feel very sad about the situation, it has 

got to go some place. The people on the east coast, I am 

sure you have heard their horror stories, they are buying 

space on Pacific Islands. They are making deals with red 

China and everything else to get rid of garbage. 

Now, when we are talking about the Eagle 

Mountain project, we are not talking about garbage. There 

is nothing coming out here except solid waste that will not 

hurt anything. In this situation today, I am 64 years old. 

It is the first project I have ever seen in my life that is 

made to benefit ecological situations because of the fact 

that all of the refuse would be hauled to rail sites, it 

will be off loaded, and it will be completly sorted there 

into a reclamation project. 

The gentleman talked about methanes. I don't 

think there will be a methane out here. I don't think there 

will be an odor out here because I don't think there will be 

anything to create it. 

things to offset that. 

Although in their proposal they have 

The thing about this, one thing I think you 

need to look at, whether I have known the Kaiser Steel 

people for many years, you've got to look at management. 

think the ethics of the management that I have known and 
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dealt with for many, many years as a business man, is above 

reproach with the Eagle Mountain Project. 

I really feel when I look back at a situation 

like in the City of Orange, our only area that we haul trash 

to, and this is trash and garbage, overlooks -- you can just 

look over the side of it and see our city water supply. 

Every time it rains you are gstting leaching down into our 

city water supply. Here you are going to have far less 

trouble with that then you are there. 

I don't know where in the world we would go in 

this world today where we could dispose of waste. One of 

the things we need to do is try and get people to cut back 

on waste. We create more waste in Southern California than 

any place in the country. I think a movement should be done 

there to curb the people, but the thing is I feel that this 

project is going to gain far more in jobs and financial 

situation -- I use to work with the Riverside -- with Kaiser 

when they paid just about the entire school board bills and 

everything else for the City of Riverside and the County of 

Riverside. I don't think they have taken a great deal away 

from the community. Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Abraham Rothstein? 

STATEMENT OF ABRAHAM ROTHSTEIN 

MR. ROTHSTEIN: Abraham Rothstein, 8428 Banana 

Avenue, Fontana. 
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Just up the road a few miles we past the 

General Patton museum. I got four battle stars working for 

that guy in World War II. I ;uess he got pretty familiar 

with the territory arou~d here. 

All my life I have been "an against nick." In 

fact on this trip coming out here from Fontana -- and yes, I 

did attend that dinner August 1st that the first gentleman 

mentioned. 

On the trip out here we passed in Fontana 

along the freeway, we passed the cutting of Eucalyptus trees 

to make way for billboards. .ll.nd I was one of the people, 

probably the most outstanding one of several, fighting 

against that. In fact in last week's Fontana paper, I have 

an article condemning it. Likewise, condemning the Southern 

Pacific Railroad for the runa«ay train out of Cajon Pass two 

years ago that killed people in San Bernardino because it 

was overloaded, an likewise the railroad spills in Northern 

California that poisoned 45 miles of the Sacramento River, 

and also the one that closed Highway 101 in Ventura for 10 

days. 

I am quite experienced as an against nick. 

And likewise, for the 25 years I worked in the steel mill, I 

can tell you that the supervisors that I had, had a rough 

time from me. 

I lived close enough to the steel mill that I 
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could hear the whistle blowing for the electrician

maintenance foreman in the east area. And I remember all 

the complaints about pollution that the mill was supposed to 

create, and all the fines that the mill had to pay, 

Now, here I am saying where are you going to 

put the trash? It is going to go somewhere. Okay. How are 

we going to handle that situation. Well, it just so happens 

that in the last half a dozen years, all the acreage in the 

neighborhood where I li·,e, has begun to be occupied. 

It use to be that when a car drove by on my 

street 30 years ago, you would notice it. Now you don't 

because there is so much traffic; there are so many people. 

And those who came in and moved in, when I complained about 

this, they said you can't stop progress. 

Unfortuna~ely things do change. That is one 

thing that is constant -- change. 

I suppose if I lived here, I would be on that 

side of the aisle. That would be my natural reaction, I 

know that that trash is going to come somewhere, and I don't 

want it in my backyard either, but it is going to go 

somewhere. 

If you recall, there were barges floating 

around in the Atlantic ocean with trash for months trying to 

find a home. Well, I wish we didn't have to be here. I 

wish that mill were still running and I could work, and that 
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Eagle Mountain were still being mined. That's what I wish. 

We wouldn't have to be here now. There would be no 

question. 

But to object t~ filling the hole up, this I 

don't understand. ThanK you. 

MS. WETZEL: Ronald Starling? 

RONALD STARLING 

MR. STARLING: My name is Ronald Starling 

s-t-a-r-1-i-n-g. I live at 5850 Avenue 1 Batiste, 

Riverside, California 92509. 

I didn't come prepared tonight to even speak, 

but I am glad I am here, and I've got a few things to say, 

and it is not technical, it's feelings. 

This has been a long time coming. I think 

that the people that are here in opposition tonight, 50 

years ago would have been in opposition to having that hole 

dug in the first place and I might have been one of them. 

But it is there, there is an opportunity to correct that, 

and also an opportunity to help the people throughout the 

whole Southern California area eliminate a problem that is 

not going to go away. 

some of the people here tonight are experts, 

they talk about figures -- so~e of the people here aren't 

experts and they still talk about figures. That is why I 

say I am here to talk feelings. 
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I had a vision on the way in here tonight. 

When we stopped at the ?alm Valley Country Club, I remember 

when I was a child about 11 years old, we drove through Palm 

Springs on the way to Coachella Valley. It was mainly 

desert wasteland just like you see around here right here. 

It may be still, but as I looked out the Country Club window 

and seen the rolling hills of green and the water and what 

can be, this can happen in this area as well. And to start, 

you have to fill up that hole. 

I was on the state Park and Recreation Board 

of Directors Association -- in fact I was the President of 

that Association for several years. I have seen numerous 

dump sites turned into park sites and golf courses. Now, 

you or I or the rest of the people here tonight, they won't 

see this, but maybe our grandchildren or our children's 

grandchildren will. And it is something that has got to be, 

it has something we can ' t get away from. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Hassil Mitchell? 

STATEME~T OF HASSIL MITCHELL 

MR. MITCHELL: I may be a little off on what 

I'm going to say, but I am going to say it. 

My name is Hassil Mitchell of 9032 Oleander 

Avenue in Fontana. I worked with Kaiser for 21 years. 

My pension -- my teeth -- I ain't got none on 
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the bottom -- was took away. When I retired, I was the 

happiest man in the world and believed my pension and my 

wife's pension would cover us for the rest of our life -

it's not done. 

They tell me, hearing these people in this 

room here tonight, they don't tell me what they can do or 

they want to do -- I'm mad. They took my pension away, my 

medical is no good. No good son-of-a-gun. 

I'll tell you what. Some of my friends -- I 

think the world of him -- I voted for him and he did good 

things for me -- I don't see him -- I looked for him today 

and I couldn't find him -- he use to be my staff commander. 

I'm mad. I'm an awful mad man. 

What we are here for tonight, I guess, but I 

will say this, my -- went up from $72 to $98 for my -- I've 

got to pay it I can't. 

My medici'le, I':n on medication. I didn't 

retire -- the doctor made me retire on heart and lungs and 

high blood pressure and arthritis. 

24 

Somebody is in trouble besides me and don't 

think it affects it a lot. And somebody -- a lot of people 

are in trouble and now you are going to find out. 

Thank you and God bless you; I threaten 

nobody. 

MS. WETZEL: Howard Peever? 
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STATEMENT OF HOWARD PEEVER 

MR. PEEVER: Kind of surprised me. I'm an old 

18 year veteran of Eagle Mountain. Nobody dragged me here. 

I came by myself in my Toyota pickup. I wanted to learn and 

I wanted to listen and hear what was to be said. 

I was with Eagl9 Mountain 18 years beginning 

in 1964 with Kaiser engineers and Bechtel Corporation and 

eventually Kaiser Steel Corporation, and guess what my first 

job on the property was -- disposal of waste -- namely the 

millions of tons of tailings in liquid form that were pumped 

out into the five tailings ponds just up here to the right 

side of the road as you turn the corner. 

I got stirred up a little bit when I heard all 

the nonsense and false information that was being 

distributed in the newspapers. Sometimes I guess just 

ordinary facts don't sell much newspapers, but one of the 

reporters was worrying about that tremendous mountain of 

slag up there, what would happen if there was an earthquake. 

Well, that old slag pile is -- there is not a bit of slag in 

it -- it is just plain sand and gravel. About as safe as 

anything you can imagine. 

Another Wdnted to know about what would happen 

to this dangerous strip mine up here. All strip mines are 

dangerous to the environment. Of course there is no strip 

mine here. 
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The chief thing that I hear spoken of here of 

concern is the ground water. For 17 years I was actually 

doing the job or supervising the jobs that were being done 

regarding the disposal of millions of gallons of waste into 

those tailings ponds. 

I didn't come prepared with the information 

that my friend Jackie Underwood had, and, yes, we did lose 

some water from those tailings ponds apart from evaporation. 

We also pumped millions of reclaimed water back into the 

system and used it over and over again. But we are talking 

about water and liquid. 

We sealed those tailings ponds with the mud 

that were separating out of that water -- plain old mud -

several feet thick, and while it didn't prevent every bit of 

the seepage, as far as we kno·., -- I know there was some 

supposition -- but as far as we know none leaked into the 

water system, and it was carefully monitored by all the 

government agencies daily. 

Now, we are talking about solid waste - - not 

water. The east pit can be sealed with the same material 

that we used probably in less than a month with a loader and 

a few trucks, and I don't think that it would leak anything 

into the groundwater at all -- why should it, it didn't 

before? 

I am not ~oing to be getting anything out of 
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this whether it goes one way or the other. I have lost 

valuable things in my life before and I survived. Certainly 

this isn't going to kill me if this thing doesn't go 

through; I am not really that worried about it. 

We talk about the trains that will be coming 

up there. We shipped t :1ree trains a day at the peak of our 

operation with 100 cars per train, and probably four or five 

engines taking them down through the Ferrum. Five trains a 

day will use less than half of those locomotives. We had 

housing for 400 people up here, and we had probably 1500 

employees which meant that we had 400 at least, vehicles, 

commuting. But everybody thought they would die when Papa 

Kaiser did. I am not too sure that I agree with trying to 

prevent the resurrection. Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Donald Gottschalk? 

MR. YOUNG: Excuse me. I would like to make 

it known that I really don't think my 167 shares is going to 

make me any money. I just don't want, you know, 

STATEMENT OF DONALD GOTTSCHALK 

MR. GOTTSCHALK: I am Donald Gottschalk, and I 

live at 7042 Napa in Alta Loma, California, and I was a 

fireman at Kaiser Steel for a good many years. 

The thing I wanted to say is that when they 

built the open hearths at Kaiser steel, we had environmental 

problems and so on, and Kaiser steel seen that they put 
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precipitators in each one of the blast furnaces to take all 

the harmful things out of the air when they released the 

smoke, and this was before they had an environmental 

program, this is before they had a smog program, and I don't 

think Kaiser Steel would start something out here that would 

endanger the environment. 

That is about all I have to say. Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Andre Tomatis? 

STATEMENT OF ANDRE TOMATIS 

MR. TOMATIS: I am Andrew Tomatis; I wasn't 

prepared, but I have a -Eew statements to make. 

I have about 50 shares and I am not going to 

get rich on this, and although I have worked for 38 and a 

half years. 

I have lived in San Bernardino and Riverside 

County over 60 years -- I'm 64. Small kid -- I barely moved 

in. I remember this area when Patton was around and this 

hole in the ground over here, the people seemed to feel that 

because they are going to put solid waste is going to 

destroy the area. 

There were other people here -- General Patton 

was here he left a lot of live ammunition during about 

1942-43, and people have survived. 

I am not going to -- we will get something out 

of it, I hope -- if they don't come through, I am not going 
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to die because I had worked as a teacher in the Fontana 

Unified as a substitute, and I also worked -- I also have 

rentals and I get something from the Pension Benefit 

Guarantee Corporation. 

Just trying to look at it objectively, and 

from what I have heard, I feel that the people here, may 

think they have something to fear, but I don't think they 

have but fear itself. 

29 

President Roosevelt said the biggest thing we 

have to worry about is fear itself. That was President 

Franklin D. Roosevelt. 

Anyway, look at it objectively. I feel that 

the area if it continues, is filled with waste, and in due 

time, long after my kids and grand kids and great grand 

kids, some day perhaps they will have a beautiful park, and 

I think that's what it would be. 

I certainly urge the people to support this 

measure. 

MS. WETZEL: Donna Charpied? 

STATEMENT OF DONNA CHARPIED 

MS. CHARP:!:ED: Hi. I am Donna Charpied 

C-h-a-r-p-i-e-d -- P.O. Box 321, Desert Center, California. 

I would like to first of all thank you all for 

giving me this opportunity to speak in front of you. 

First of dll, Mrs. Larson, our Board of 
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supervisors said at the Board of supervisors meeting in June 

of 1989, and I am quoting her, "Any written concerns must by 

law, be addressed in the Draft EIR/S." 

My husband and I had submitted written 

concerns at the Scoping Sessions in 1989, and a few items 

were not addressed. I am really hoping that these hearings 

are not just to serve to appease us, and that these will be 

addressed. 

My husband and I will be resubmitting in 

writing before the deadline the areas that were not 

addressed in the draft, plus comments on areas concerning 

the draft itself. And at this time I would like to formally 

request a set of final EIR with the appendices when it is 

complete, to verify that these things did get addressed. 

My next comment concerns the Desert Tortoise. 

The proponents argue General Patton's army 

rolled over the tortoise and nobody seemed to be too worried 

about them then, but then again at that time they weren't on 

the endangered species list. Who knows, maybe Patton's army 

led to them being on that list right now. 

In those days, people were not aware of the 

environment and the fragile ecosystems. For instance, 

farmers would broadcast DDT with their bare hands and think 

nothing of it, not using any protective equipment at all. 

I make this point to illustrate human beings 
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learn from their mistakes instead of perpetuating them over 

and over again. 

The tortoise study in the document was largely 

based on research that was conducted in Clark County Nevada, 

not Eagle Mountain or Desert Center, which brings up to one 

of my previous concerns not ajdressed in this draft. 

Jean Carr, who was formerly the Director of 

Marketing Affairs and Public Relations for MRC, worked for 

RECON prior RECON who wrote this document -- worked for 

RECON prior to working for MRC. 

Jean Carr and MRC recommended RECON to the BLM 

to prepare this document. Of particular interest also is 

Mr. Kaldenberg from the federal lead agency, the BLM, also 

once had worked for RECON. I can't help but think that from 

the very beginning we have been dealing with a stacked deck 

here. 

Jean Carr is no« working for RECON again, and 

did the desert tortoise study in Clark County that is 

referred to in the draft EIR/S. I do not think Jean could 

possibly have a neutral position because of her close ties 

to MRC. 

The Deser~ Pupfish is also on the endangered 

species list that can be affected that lives in the 

tributary down there by Salt Creek. This species is near 

extinction, according to Professor Allan Schoemherr from 
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Fullerton College. When there is a rail accident in that 

area and the pupfish is destr~yed, the mitigation measures 

call for "the nearest suitable genetic strain of pupfish 

will be the source of transplantation." Since this fish is 

nearly extinct, where is this suitable genetic material 

going to come from, I ask? 

The leaf nosed bat roost in the mine tunnel 

there. There will be a chimney constructed of concrete 

sewer pipes to permit the ingress and egress of these bats. 

As the garbage gets higher, the proposal says, that they 

will build this chimney highe~ also. 

When I was a small child growing up in 

Pennsylvania some of the old time coal miners use to tell me 

that they would take a canary into the mine with them, and 

if it died there was gas in there and they would get out of 

Dodge quick. 

This chimney will act as a landfill gas 

collection pipe, thus it seems the mitigation measures will 

serve simply to kill them off. 

I quote from the draft EIR: "Although sheep 

may continue to use a disturbed area, the level of stress 

they endure, which could affect their susceptibility to 

disease or decreased reproductive success, is not known." 

Since this is unknown, stating impacts to the 

Bighorn Sheep will be reduced below a level of significance, 
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is at best a hypothesis, and not a fact. 

It also states in the document ravens will not 

be attracted to this dump because they will cover the trash 

daily. According to the Draft Raven Management Plan of 

April 1990 by the BLM on page 9, even dumps with a daily 

cover have a large number of birds. Thus, that mitigation 

measure is moot, and another method must be studied. 

This project is suppose to boost employment in 

our community. There is an established industry right now 

in Eagle Mountain, the MTC Return to Custody Facility. This 

already established, well functioning industry stands to 

lose up to 50 percent of their employees with MRC's false 

promises of high pay garbage men jobs. More consideration 

to MTC with regards to employee loses should be fully 

studied. 

An integr,-il part of this project is one of 

recycling. AB939 states 25 percent reduction of waste by 

1995 and a 50 percent reduction of waste by 2000. There are 

no provisions prohibiting any city or county from exceeding 

these goals. A 100 year dump will remove any incentive to 

reduce this waste stream. Furthermore, MRC has stated if 

the market is such, there is no money in railing the 

recyclables back to the city, they will dump them in the 

pit. So much for waving the recycling banner. 

Southern ~alifornia Association of Governments 
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wrote a feasibility study on hauling solid waste by railroad 

to remote areas. 

Charles Tobin conducted a feasibility study of 

the disposal of solid waste at Eagle Mountain, and I quote: 

"At 15,000 tons per day, 250 operating days a year, the 

Eagle Mountain landfills would last approximately 40 years." 

Mr. Tobin is referring to three pits -- not 

one. The Draft EIR/S states the East Pit alone has a 

projected life span of 100 years. 

back. 

HEARING OFFICER: Donna, it is time. 

Do you want to conclude real quickly? 

MS. CHARPIED: I would like to finish, please. 

HEARING OFFICER: Okay. Then we will call you 

MS. CHARPIED: I just have two more paragraphs 

to read. Please let me finish. 

HEARING OFFICER: Go ahead and finish. 

MS. CHARPIED: Thank you very much. I 

appreciate that. 

The Draft EIR/S states the East Pit alone has 

a projected life span ~f 100 years. If the County of 

Riverside is basing financial projections over the 100 year 

period, the bookkeeper will be sorely disappointed. Plus, 

Los Angeles really would not have the extended easy out of 

their trash crisis as they think. Since we have two 

D & D REPORTING SERVICE 
(714) 989-7096 



29 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

DOCUMENT 0027 

35 

scientific feasibility studies stating different results, I 

feel a third neutral party should determine exactly what the 

longevity of this proposal really is. 

I cannot help at this moment but to think of a 

statement a friend of mine, Mr. Ragsdale sarcastically said 

one day, he says "I'll put an ad in the Wall Street Journal 

saying 'Come to Riverside County, home of the world's 

largest dump.'" Sounds like quite a tourist attraction to 

me. 

I think Riverside County and the desert in 

Eastern Riverside County deserves more dignity than that. 

Kaiser Steel made a big sore on the Earth, and now they want 

to fill it with infectious material, and let it fester for 

eternity, degrading the air, water and our quality of life. 

This prop,:,sal is profoundly ludicrous, and 

rife with negative consequences, and I strongly urge the BLM 

to reject it. 

Thank you for letting me say that. 

MS. WETZEL: William Gray? 

MR. GRAY: No, ~a•am, I didn't mark that; I 

just wrote it on. 

MS. WETZEL: Well, you checked the box. 

Victor Schemari? 

MR. GRAY: He didn't mark his either. 

MS. WETZEL: Yes, he did. 
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Duane Johnson? 

STATEM;:NT OF DUANE JOHNSON 
MR. JOHNSON: My name is Duane Johnson. I 

live in Eagle Mountain. My mailing address is P.O. Box 99 

in Desert Center, California. 
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One of the things that I would like to address 

off the top of this is that the employee pool for MTC as far 

as the Eagle Mountain/Desert Center area has been exhausted 

and they are hiring all of their people from out of town 

now, what is MRC going to hava to do when it comes to their 

hiring of supposed local people that don't exist other than 

those that work at MTC right now? 

The other one is I overheard a conversation 

last month between the surveyors down at the Desert Center 

Cafe, and they were laughing and joking about the flood 

control plan up here at the mine for MRC. And one of the 

comments they made, if they dug a ditch 100 feet deep down 

the side of the mountain, if they got the right rain storm 

up there, they couldn't control the flooding that would go 

in the pit. 

I can't prove that, but their report, 

according to what I understood and what they were saying at 

the table, was written and turned in, that it was a bad 

deal. As far as flood control goes, there is no flood 

control up there, and no reasonable way to achieve it. 
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One of the other things that I wanted to say 

is I am trying to get myself going for five minutes -- I 

can't make it -- I've done a lot of looking into this, and 

as one of the things I understand BLM is looking for is 

alternative measures. 

Now, one ,1entleman already mentioned New York. 

New York City's Sanitation Division has just adopted in the 

last year, a deal where they are going to spend 30 million 

or 30 billion -- now, I am sorry, I know it is a big 

difference, but I don't know which it is I assume billion 

-- building a new sewer and trash collection point, and they 

are going to take care of all of their garbage themselves 

including their solid waste. And part of this includes a 

solid waste treatment plant that is going to compost all 

their solid waste and tlrn it into fertilizer and be sold to 

the state, cities and county governments in that state and 

any other state that is interested. 

The same plan is also in effect right now in 

Washington state. They are composting their old landfills 

of the solid waste and bringing it up to fertilizer specs 

and turning it in to the ability that the state or the 

county or the city can go ahead and use it as fertilizer 

instead of the millions of dollars that they spend each year 

going out and buying outside fertilizer from places like 

Kaiser Chemicals. 
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The other one is -- I have the book here -- I 

really don't want to let it go, but this is L.A.'s absolute 

cure for their problem, it is called "Collier County, 

Florida's Solid Waste Department." 

Collier County Florida, the county supervisors 

down there is what we call them, went together and got the 

mining rights to the landfill for, I believe, it is Napa 

County, it is the largest landfill in Southern Florida, and 

they are now mining that landfill for the recyclables, and 

they are reclaiming 40 percent of the landfill just from the 

recyclables. Not only that, but they are re-mining the 

solid waste and composting it and selling it as fertilizer. 

This is a done deal. I have the material 

here. I also have a letter which I will give you the 

letter. I would like to hang on to my books unless you can 

guarantee me some way o~ copying the books and returning 

them to me. 

This would end any arguments because for a few 

million dollars, every landfill in L.A. County could be 

going ahead with what i~ in this book and be doing their own 

thing. They are making money for the county down there; the 

county board of supervisors on their own as an experimental 

deal getting the mining rights is making money, and the 

state and the counties are saving money to allow the 

landfill to be reused. The economics of the situation they 
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are using of a secondary recycler, they are not dealing 

directly with the recycler, they are using a secondary 

recycler when they are selling off their aluminum cans and 

stuff. It is quite a fascinating thing. And it is 

something that could be done very easy with very little 

money, and if MRC and K,11iser want to get into something, let 

them get into mining the landfills. Leave this pit alone. 

If it is true, and I believe it is, the Mining 

Act of 1974 says that Kaiser has to fill that pit. Well, it 

is going to cost them money if they've got to take all those 

leach beds and put them back in that pit, and that is why 

they want to put L.A.'s garba9e down here. 

I have a letter from the Metropolitan Water 

Department dated 1988 which is a little more current than 

the one that Mr. Underwood haj, and it says that there are 

nine million, one hundr,3d thousand acre feet of water in the 

aquifer under the floor of this Valley. And that they did 

a water study to use the pit in question, as a reservoir for 

keeping extra water in besides the American Canal. And that 

their study showed that the bottom of that pit was ferrous 

and fractured and that they were unable to contain water in 

it, not only that, but they had a problem with seepage of 

ground water back into the pit from the aquifer. 

me to. 

I can produce those letters if you would like 

All I have is piotocopies. Tigue Rorque has the 
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originals. One letter was written by his wife to MWD in 

response to MWD's letter back to her. 
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I am 53 years old standing up here without a 

job, and I am not looking for one, I can't be hired by 

anybody. And I have no financial stake in this thing at all 

except environmentally we've got to stop what we are doing. 

You have to stop, I have to stop, all of you have to stop. 

In World War II, the landfills back where I 

came from in the midwest, the owners of them went bankrupt 

because there was nothing to put in the landfills except 

solid waste. There was nothing to recycle. There weren't 

any tires, there weren't any batteries, there weren't any 

cans, there weren't any bottles. Paper products, sacks, 

newspapers, magazines, everything was recycled -- and it has 

got to start again. 

HEARING OFFICER: Mr. Johnson, that is your 

ti.me. Why don't you bring it up at the end of the session? 

MR. JOHNSON : All right. There was one other 

thing I wanted to make clear if I can -- just give me 

another minute, please. 

This area to a lot of people, and you are 

looking at a guy that has been stationed out here since 

1954, I drove through here just as fast as I could to get 

out of here. It's a dump. It's a miserable sand pit. That 

is how I use to look at it. 

D I D REP01TING SERVICE 
(714 > 989-7096 



35 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

DOCUMENT 0027 

41 

I have lived out here for three and a half 

years now -- my wife was raised out here; first graduating 

class of Eagle Mountain -- and over the years, I guess maybe 

you get a little smarter and you see things in a little 

different light, but this is a pristine area, and I think it 

should be maintained as a pristine area. Maybe for my kids, 

maybe for your kids, maybe for our grand kids, but it should 

be left alone, and 20-30 years from now this may look like 

Palm Springs or Palm Desert. It is very possible, and it is 

not that far from the truth with the river traffic that we 

have coming through here. 

S-m-i-1-e-y. 

California. 

I would like to thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER: Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Steven Smiley? 

STATEMENT OF STEVEN SMILEY 

MR. SMILEY: Hi. My name is Steven Smiley --

I live at 26660 Greenvale Way, Desert Center, 

I have lived out here for about 10 years now, 

and have been involved with farming in this Valley, so I 

have perhaps a direct concern with what is going on at the 

mine, and the possible consequences of the water because my 

livelihood could very well depend on it. 

What I would like to discuss and cover 

primarily is the effect of surface run off and flooding, and 
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the possible consequences of that into the landfill area. 

And this is recognized as being a significant problem in the 

EIR and in the EIS, and it is being given proposed 

mitigation treatments. 

I think it is unrealistic to -- I think they 

have simplified the whole process of looking at a problem or 

possible problem in the EIR, proposing various mitigation 

measures, and then seeming to make an assumption that simply 

because those measures have been proposed, and various 

designs for them mentioned, that they are going to be 

effective. 

There is a human element; there is a design 

element. For example, in the perimeter drainage canals that 

are supposed to keep wa~er out of the landfill area, is an 

engineering problem and there are certain designs for that, 

but anybody who has lived here for a while, for a few 

summers, have seen the kind of storms that can generate up 

in the mountains around here, and a tremendous power can be 

unleashed with those flash floods corning down the arroyos. 

I myself am very skeptical about some 

diversionary dikes and berms and channels to contain that 

water and keep it out of the pit. So I think it is a very 

real possibility at som~ point that there is going to be a 

large amount of water winding up inside the landfill area 

itself. And that water is not going to remain on the 
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surface for very long; it is not going to be able to be 

pumped out of there, and it is going to percolate into the 

landfill material itself. We are talking potentially 

several hundred acre feet of water in a single incident if 

there is a failure in some of the drainage canals. 
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So once this water is in the landfill, 

material itself, it essentially becomes leachated, it picks 

up the solubles, the dissolved solids, and fine suspended 

material and works it way down into the bottom of the 

landfill area which is basically a sealed bathtub 

hopefully sealed -- and creates a pool in the bottom of this 

bathtub. 

Theoretically the leachate system is supposed 

to pick it up, collect it and transport it to a disposal or 

treatment site. However, I have doubts that the leachate 

collection system is going to be effective in handling these 

quantities of water. I think the leachate system as 

designed is not meant to handle the vast quantities of water 

that can potentially wind up inside the landfill area. 

But aside from that , in the specific plan, I 

see that there are certain weaknesses in the whole process 

of trying to keep water out of the pit -- run off water out 

of the pit. For example, the plan states that the drainage 

system is going to be constructed in phases, and that to me 

means that the project could go into effect without an 
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adequate drainage system even being attempted to be put in 

place. And a drainage system of this nature cannot be made 

piecemeal. You can't start at one end and say we are going 

to start filling this area with material first, and so we 

will create diversions here. It doesn't work that way up in 

the mountains, and the water, you have to consider, the 

whole watershed and the effect of a lot of water coming off 

the mountains in a sher~ period of time. 

So at the very minimum I would like to see a 

requirement that the entire perimeter of the landfill site 

be set up with adequate drainage facilities. 

And then another technical question that they 

brought up in the plan is that they say the canals will be 

lined, but they don't say what it will be lined with. Is it 

concrete, is it clay, is it plastic? Whatever it is, it is 

going to be subject to a lot of erosion and it is going to 

require constant mainte .. 1ance. 

In closing I would like to address just basic 

mentality of having a landfill of this scope. All I think 

it is sending is a message to our society that we do not 

have to begin controlling our production of waste. If it is 

giving us 100 years, or givin~ the cities 100 years more 

time period in which to be careless with their waste 

production, people will do that, and I think it sends the 

wrong signal. 
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MS. WETZE!.: Craig Whart? 

MR. WHART: I pass. 

MS. WETZEL: Charles Hull? 

STATEMENT OF CHARLES HULL 

MR. HULL: Good evening. My name is Charles 

Hull, 440 South Main Street, Blythe, California, 

representing the City of Blythe this evening. 

There is an old axiom in life that you can 

never say never. 

45 

Your liner, whatever that state of the art 

material may be, may or may not be the forever answer to any 

landfill project. 

If God so decides -- whatever you put in there 

it could be gone ins~antly. One good earthquake and it 

is all over with. 

My main concern since we are a purveyor of 

water to 2400 services within the city, is that the ground 

water basin that is in excess of seven million acre cubic 

feet in the Chuckwalla Valley, it is hydraulically connected 

to the aquifer that we draw from. 

Something to be considered also is that the 

state has made a huge investment in a piece of land 30 miles 

east of here. Their thoughts and concerns should be 

addressed as well. They also draw from the same 

hydraulically connected aquifer. 
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There is roughly 478 vertical feet in drop in 

the ground water gradient from the east pit to the lower end 

of our valley. The soil transporosity in the hydrocarbon 

example that we all have service stations that are leaking 

in various areas of the world now, if you consider the 

migration of those hydrocarbons and what could leach from 

that pit up there, and time not being a factor because as it 

has been pointed out time and again this evening, this could 

last forever, and what you put in that pit will last 

forever. 

There is 70 such thing as a perfectly clean 

waste stream. A guy cleaning out the garage -- and again 

you are dealing with a population that makes this a very 

significant factor -- could throw anything in that waste 

stream. If it hits that waste stream, it certainly could 

hit the ground water. If it hits the ground water, my 

great, great, great and your great, great, great 

grandchildren could be drinking it down stream. Not only in 

this one, in this valley, but east of here. 

Another consideration is long term traffic 

impacts on Interstate 1). Right now you can hardly stay in 

the right hand lane as you go in either direction -- east or 

west. An additional 200 trucks a day in both directions is 

going to significantly impact the maintenance factor out 

there. Who is paying for that? 
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One other factor is that I don't live here and 

I am not familiar with the prevailing wind patterns, but I 

would certainly consider if I did live here, that the smoke 

from a long burning fire and vectors that can be generated, 

the flies and mosquitoes and the smell, could wind up 

swirling in this basin, this valley here. 

I am not sure that I would want to experience 

that. 

Assembly 3ill 939 is a state mandated 

recycling piece of legislation that hasn't even been given a 

chance yet. There are some very ambitious goals in that 

legislation that will curtail the waste stream as it stands 

today, to 50 percent in another 10 years. 

Well, if you ar~ dealing with 16,000 tons a 

day, you could be dealing with a,ooo tons a day. And then 

the money that is being considered in the expansion and the 

project up on the hill, it could be directed toward 

incineration or another means of expanding existing 

landfills and keeping the matarial that they've got proposed 

up there, back over there. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Doris Morgan? 

STATEMENT OF DORIS MORGAN 

MS. MORGAN: My name is Doris Morgan -- M-o-r

g-a-n. 220 North Spring street, Blythe, California 92225. 
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I address some of the same concerns that 

Charles Hull addressed. He failed to mention one thing that 

concerns me gravely, and that is the lack on the part of the 

EIR that did not adequately address the impacts that those 

additional 200 trucks or 400 trips would make on the safety 

on our highway. It is congested. We feel that it should be 

addressed more thoroughly than it is, as well as the air 

quality that those trucks will create. 

As you all know, this area which includes our 

area and Blythe, is under the under the management of the 

South Coast Air Quality Management District. They have 

impacted with very serious rules that they apply to Los 

Angeles. At this point we don't have the quality of poor 

air that is in Los Angeles, and this EIR does not address 

how it will impact our air under the South Coast rules and 

regulations. 

We are attempting to perhaps get some 

exemptions from their stringent rules, but I feel this would 

negate that if we have that additional impact. The other is 

that are those containers going to create a safety hazard 

should there be an accident on the freeway. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Ed Howard? 

MR. HOWARD: I pass. 

MS. WETZEL: Shirley Boylan? 
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STATEMENT OF SHIRLEY BOYLAN 
MS. BOYLAN: Hi. My name is Shirley Boylan. I 

live at the Eagle Mountain Pumping Plant. My address is 

Post Office Box 107, Desert Center. 

As is stated on the bumper sticker regarding 

this landfill, the decisions made about this project must be 

based on facts. Unfortunately, the EIR does not contain all 

the necessary information. 

On page 25 it states that the Eagle Mountain 

Road is going to be doubled in width, but will remain a two

lane road. There is no discussion of it impacting any 

traffic on that road. There are 42 registered vehicles and 

35 licensed drivers at this point that live at the pumping 

plant and drive in and out that road every day at least once 

a day. With one truck every four minutes, the truck traffic 

on our road is going to have a significant impact on our 

quality of life. 

They also don't take into consideration any of 

MWD's company trucks and employees that will be delayed and 

cost the company money for their time. 

On page 365 they claim that a stop sign at 

Kaiser Road and Eagle Mountain Road extension will not 

affect traffic on Kaiser Road. However, as I understand it 

from the EIR, if they put a two-way stop sign in, it is the 

traffic on Kaiser that is going to be delayed waiting on the 
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trucks. 

Not only will this affect the people who live 

at Eagle Mountain, it will affect our school buses. 

My daughter is in high school and she catches 

the bus at 5:30 in the morning. How much earlier is she 

going to have to get up to wait on these trucks? 

Page 352 states as a carrier of hazardous 

materials, the Southern Pacific Rail Company is required by 

state law to have contingency plans in place to respond to 

spills or accidents. This doesn't give me a whole lot of 

confidence because we have all seen how well Southern 

Pacific complies with the regulations. Example, the toxic 

spill into the Sacramento River and the closure of Highway 

101 which were only two weeks apart. 

Personally, I think 200 trucks a day will be 

more than enough to have to deal with, but on page 353 it is 

stated in the event that rail movement of filled containers 

is delayed beyond the period permitted, the containers could 

be shifted from rail transport to truck transport. This 

will create an additional 650 or more trucks per day. 

There is no contingency plan for handling this 

22 additional truck traffic if this occurs. 

53 23 Pages 345, 377 and 514 talk about propagation, 

24 harborage and attraction of flies, rodents and other 

25 vectors, dust and wind blown debris. Are they going to hire 
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people to come clean the trash up out of my yard when the 

wind blows it over there every afternoon? It is not that 

far apart. 

The daily traffic volume related to traffic 

other than the trucks delivering refuse to the site, would 

be slightly less than 500 total daily trips. That is also a 

quote from the EIR. This will include employees, delivery 

truck service, trucks, et cetera. 

Where are these vehicles coming from, and what 

roads are they going to use? That is not addressed. Most 

of them -- common sense would tell us -- will be traveling 

up and down Kaiser Road. The rest of them are obviously 

going to have to be on Eagle Mountain road, and when the 

wind closes Interstate 10, where are all these trucks coming 

up the hill go to sit with their loads of trash, and how is 

MRC going to handle the subsequent influx of all of the 

trucks arriving at the same time because they have all left 

Indio at the same time? 

I understand that when Kaiser was running 

their two trains per day, the noise was significant at both 

the pumping plant and the school. The EIR seems more 

concerned about the effect of noise on the inmates than our 

residents or our students. The railroad tracks are only 

going to be 2,000 feet from the classrooms. That has got to 

25 cause disturbance in the classrooms. 
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Another thing that they state in ·the EIR is 

that the lights from the handling yard up there will affect 

our night vision out here. It has probably been 30 years 

since I have lived anywhere where I could look out my back 

door and see the Milky Way. I don't want to lose that. 

That's why I live here. 

I was horrified to hear Mr. Whatley say you 

could smell the Fontana landfill from his house 10 miles 

away. I am only about two miles from this one, and they 

want to make this one the world's largest landfill. 

In response to Mr. Stevenson, there is a 

garbage problem -- it is in L.A., not Desert Center. 

My favorite quote from this entire EIR is the 

one on page 439 which states the MWD, Colorado River 

Aqueduct and Pumping Station, are not expected to be 

adversely impacted by the project. 

This may be true with regard to canal water, 

however, the quality of life of the pumping plant residents 

will be severely impacted. 

I would like to know why the residents of the 

pumping plant have not been addressed in this EIR. They 

barely even admit that there is anyone living there, and 

there was a comment made last night to my husband at the 

hearing in Palm Desert, that they didn't know there were 

people living up there. They wondered where all the traffic 
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came from on that road when they counted the traffic. 

What about when the medflies are brought out 

here on one of these loads of trash? state law requires 

that Malathion will be sprayed. That means it will be 

sprayed over a sizeable portion of an open canal. 

I also have doubts about the safety of the 

leachate runoff being diverted directly over the canal which 

is what the EIR states where it is going to run. 

I think all of this should be looked into 

further unless of course we want a place in all of Southern 

California which would eliminate the trash problem. 

MS. WETZEL: Patty Aikin? 

STATEMENT OF PATRICIA AIKIN 

MS. AIKIN: Good evening. 

My name is Patricia Aikin -- A-i-k-i-n. 

I live at 26250 Parkview Drive in beautiful Desert Center. 

What I would like to address first, for those 

people who have not read the EIR/EIS in this room, is about 

the air quality, and I thought that when we got an 

environmental report, it was to alarm us as to what the 

problem was. 

Under the air quality, table S-2, summary of 

project and alternatives, impacts, mitigation and 

implementation. 

Under air quality it states the emissions: 
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Degradation of air quality due to increased emissions in 

both the South Coast Air Basin and the Southeast Desert Air 

Basin, due to increased emissions from motor vehicles 

including train locomotives, on-highway haul trucks, and 

off-highway heavy equipment. 

Now, we have some mitigation here that I don't 

really need to read all of them, it is shut down the diesels 

and do this and that, and then the significance after the 

mitigation which really surprised me. It says impacts will 

not be reduced below a level of significance. 

Okay. Next. Table S-2 again. Under the 

health risk assessment. Impacts: Potential for increased 

health risk to area residents due to exposure to LFG. Now, 

we all know that is landfill gas, don't we? 

Okay. After the mitigation, that is 

interception and removal of hazardous waste within the waste 

stream, re-analysis of impacts using actual weather data, 

and I understand they are going to give us some more time on 

that. 

If necessary, as part of the report of 

disposal site information. Again, significance after 

mitigation. Impacts will not be reduced below a level of 

significance. 

Now, why is the project even going forward? I 

thought this was to protect the local people who are going 
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to have to live with this degradation of air quality. 

That is one thing. Secondly, a lot of people 

have addressed our school children. I am quite concerned 

about the traffic. If you think about the trucks, 200 each 

way, and in Phase I with a new road extension, we are going 

to have one train. So that will be one train up and one 

train back, and that is going to happen right away. Okay. 

The school bus has to leave the school, it has 

to cross that train with the trucks going back and forth 

one time; then he has to go back in to the Department of 

Water -- children -- and there is quite a few up there -- we 

have 100 elementary students at this school -- and they have 

to cross the railroad track and the trucks again, pick up 

the children, come back, either pick up the rest of the 

children around the area, or go directly to school. That is 

four times they have to cross -- in the morning to take the 

children, and four times again. I think that is pretty 

scary. 

I would like to talk about the Southern 

Pacific Railroad. I was reading the other day in the Press 

Enterprise, Sunday, October 15, 1989, and I had kept that 

paper and I am sure there was a reason. It said since 1981, 

Southern Pacific has been cited 188 times for violating two 

laws governing visible exhaust, while 88 citations have been 

issued to Southern Pacific in the past two years alone. 
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I understand they owe over 2.2 million. This 

does not even include the Sacramento disturbance up there. 

Is MRC going to be the monitors of this? You 

see, these people just pay the fines, they don't do anything 

about what is going on with their engines, their trestles or 

anything else. What a ~ay to run a railroad. 

Now, in the EIR and the EIS, I noticed that a 

lot of the noise and the diesel pollution was monitored -

not monitored -- it was decided from the existing rail lines 

that were running from Kaiser, but we do have to remember 

that Kaiser went downhill with heavy loads, these trains are 

going to be coming uphill with heavy loads up that grade, 

and I think that is going to make a difference. 

I have quite a few questions here, and I will 

go and present that at the end of the meeting today, and I 

thank you very much for your time. 

MS. WETZEL: Mary Zyler? 

MS. ZYLER: I pass. 

MS. WETZEL: Noel Brush? 

STATEMENT OF NOEL BRUSH 

MR. BRUSH: I am Noel Brush, P.O. Box 456, 

Desert Center, California. 

I have no idea whether this project is going 

to be an environmental disaster or not, but lets just for 

the sake of argument, s~y that it is. 
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Who is going to pay for the clean up? 

If this project is approved, I would like to 

suggest that five cents on every dollar that they collect on 

this landfill, go into an irrevocable trust that could not 

be broken by either a politician or a corporation, and that 

fund be set aside to clean up any disaster that should 

occur. 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: B. T. Morring? 

STATEMENT OF B, T, MORRING 

MR. MORRING: My name is B. T. Morring, and I 

live in Indio, California. I am a farmer, real estate 

broker, investor and lived in the Desert Center area for 26 

years continuously. I left here about 11 years ago to 

reside in Indio, mostly due to business needs. 

I presently own or have an interest in 2,000 

plus acres in the Desert Center and Blythe Mesa area of the 

California desert. All of this property will be affected by 

any damaging procedures of the Eagle Mountain Waste Disposal 

Project • . All of this property will also be affected by any 

benefits derived from said project. These benefits can be 

many. 

Property could possibly be used to compost 

waste that is suitable for that purpose and keep it out of 

the dump site, especially since critical reductions have 
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been mandated by state law. 

This can be one of the major waste benefits 

for everyone. This is in addition to the fees generated and 

payrolls to the area. Compost has been a major land builder 

since time began, and the desert areas certainly could use 

all natural land building projects to a maximum benefit. 

Payrolls with cash flow are certainly needed 

for the area. 

I repeatedly hear local people make the 

statement in person and to the news media, I want things to 

stay like they have always been. Is that really their 

desire? If it is, then why don't they leave the area. They 

were not always here. The oldest residents of this area are 

the Ragsdale family. Why don't we all go back where we came 

from and leave things as they have always been. 

I am personally satisfied with the 

Environmental Impact Report and believe the engineers and 

researchers did a good job and are to be commended. 

My belief is as one party stated in Palm 

Desert last night, we Southern California residents must 

think as a community. What benefits us all, and not just 

our individual desires. We all share the same big yard. We 

must utilize it and care for it in the best way possible for 

the majority of us. 

There is a large concern for the additional 
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projected truck traffic. It is strange that we did not hear 

a loud protest and the news media did not give front page 

coverage to the 100 plus trucks per day of sewage sludge 

that utilized our highway within the past two years. I have 

personally counted 28 trucks of sludge on the road from 

Indio to Blythe in a two hour traverse of that area. 

It is to the benefit of us all to use the best 

technology that is available and feasbile. This benefit 

also includes MRC. The better the technology, the more 

profit obtainable. 

Thank you for this opportunity and vote for 

approval of this project. 

MS. WETZEL: James Horning? 

STATEMENT OF JAMES HORNING 
MR. HORNING: My name is Jim Horning. I live 

at 44250 Shasta Drive, Desert Center. 

I have a couple points. The first that I 

would like to bring up is this elementary school. 

I have done a little research in this and I 

have made several telephone calls and asked what could be 

close to an elementary school. The two things that I was 

told that you could not have within 1,000 yards of an 

elementary school, was a bar and a dump. 

Now, I don't know if this has been addressed, 

maybe it is 1,001 yards from the dump or something, maybe it 
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will meet that criteria. I think that the school should be 

moved. I think somebody other than the taxpayer should move 

the school if the dump goes in. I think perhaps the 

corporation that is involved with this business should foot 

that bill. I think that should be a top priority. 

These fol~s that came down, they really don't 

care much about the area out here, they are out here because 

of their retirement benefits or what other reason they did 

come down here. We are not taking any money out of your 

pockets or out of your mouth -- the corporation did that. 

We are not your enemy. 

The same r.orporation that took it out wants to 

give you something back. Now, I don't know if they will, 

perhaps this land will become contaminated and there will be 

a billion dollar clean up project; perhaps the corporation 

will go bankrupt again. Perhaps the individuals that bought 

into this program will have to pay that billion dollar clean 

up. 

in, 

If it happens, I don't know. 

All of the other clean up areas when they went 

it was never going to happen to them -- but it did. 

The third point I want to make -- I am sort of 

a cynical person -- I think this is a dumb deal. I think we 

are going through motions now to get the paper work in order 

so that everything is right. I think the project is going. 

I think we have come to a time, and the people here with 
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your retirement, perhaps you may have to pay for a clean up, 

for the people that have got to live here, for the school 

children, I think we need to get together now and form a 

coalition here and ensure that if this project goes in, that 

it goes in properly. No shortcuts, no paid off politicians, 

no pounds and pounds of print which you have to be 

unemployed there, or perhaps a scholar to interpret and 

read. Lets get together and make sure that it is done. 

Lets make sure that the flood control, the drainage is 

proper. Lets make sure that the line is proper. 

If they can keep the yeas and the nays 

fighting with each other and they go ahead with the plan 

they are succeeding. We are all losers. 

That is all I have. 

MS. WETZEL: Johnney Coon? 

STATEMENT OF JOHNNEY COON 

MS. COON: Hi. My name is Johnney Coon. My 

P.O. Box is 436, Desert Center 92239. 

I have been a resident farmer of Desert Center 

for 15 years. I grow o:-ganic plain seedless grapes. 

I am very much opposed to this area becoming 

the recipient for the world's largest landfill. 

My main concerns are the degradation of our 

quality of life in the desert area. This includes possible 

water contamination. Can MRC possibly be sure that this 
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Another concern is the air. The EIRIS states 

that there will be negative impacts on our air quality. We 

have to breathe this air every minute of our lives. Do we 

really want to jeopardize our right to clean, fresh air? 

A total of 268 miles of train track could be 

used. That is 536 miles round trip with as many as six 

trains per day. The fuel that the project would be 

consuming is astronomical. 36,600 gallons per day. This is 

20,000 gallons of diesel fuel per day over a current 

conventional landfill disposal practices. That is double 

the amount now being used. 

Freeway traffic will also be increased. 

According to the EIR there will be 900 new trips to and from 

the proposed landfill on a daily basis. 800 of which are to 

be trucks. Some of these will be delivery and service 

vehicles and some will be employees going to and from. 

This proposal is not one that will benefit our 

community. Some would like you to think so. But, please, 

give some thought as to the reasons why you live in this 

beautiful area. Say no to a bad proposal. 

Ill 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Timothy Anderson? 
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STATEMEfT OF TIMOTHY ANDERSON 

MR. ANDERSON: My name is Timothy Anderson, 

and I am a local farmer in Desert Center. 
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As the crow flies, our farm is approximately 

10 miles from the proposed dump sit. Six years ago I moved 

to this area and had the opportunity to work on an organic 

grape farm. I fell in love with the area. It's draw, good 

air, abundant well water, breath taking scenic views and 

landscapes, plus an exciting array of desert plants and 

animals. I made this Valley my home. 

Now my home and the environment around it is 

being threatened by an outside source that could have a 

devastating impact, not only on my quality of life, but of 

millions of other living things in Southern California. 

Mine Reclamation Corporation paint a pretty 

picture of the proposed landfill and have found a way to 

mitigate almost all the environmental problems they could 

foresee. 

I don't b:lieve this infant corporation can 

handle the responsibility of protecting the air, the water, 

and all the living things in the impacted area. 

The local citizens' evaluation committee, hand 

picked by MRC, has shown more interest in the economic and 

monetary gains than in the safety and health of us who live 

in the impact area. This is not good. Strike 1, MRC. 
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MRC dangles the carrot of $30 million over 

here, $200,000 over there, and meanwhile tries to sway 

public opinion through the media that my home is an ugly, 

desolate, no good of a place with bad water. I'm insulted. 

We grow the best grapes in the State of 

California with this water. I love my home. Strike 2, MRC. 

My final point, what is the history of this 

proposal? Towards the beginning of when MRC presented this 

proposal in scoping sessions, the use of trucks was down 

played and hardly mentioned. Now as the date draws near for 

a decision on the proposal, we have trucks, lots of trucks -

- 400-500 proposed one-way trips a day. 

First it ~as just to be a clay liner, now it 

is going to be a composite clay plastic liner. It seems 

that the track record of this company is to try the more 

inexpensive measure first, and then comply to the law as 

need be. 

I don't trust a company that functions in this 

manner. 

MRC says they are going to try and retrieve as 

many recyclables as they can from the waste stream, picking 

out the toxics and the hazardous waste. Is this to be 

accomplished by hand sorting, or does the technology exist 

to do this mechanically? 

I couldn't get specifics from what I read in 
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the EIR/EIS. 

If MRC had shown me that they cared more about 

the environment and all the creatures who live in it, I 

might say, yes, go ahead and try to make a buck from a 

environmental mistake of the past. But they don't care 

about us. Strike 3, MRC. You are out. 

MS. WETZEL: Matthew Green? 

STATEMENT OF MATTHEW GREEN 

MR. GREEN: My name is Matthew Green. I am a 

resident here at 25650 Kaiser Road. I am 21, just recently 

married. Me and my wife are expecting our first child. 

I have lived in Desert Center all my life, and 

I am here tonight to ask for your support of the Landfill. 

I think it is a good thing for this area. 

My father worked for Kaiser steel. He didn't 

qualify for his retirement because the mine closed down 

before he was eligible. So whether the retired employees 

get some benefits or no~, he won't get any benefits. He 

thought Kaiser would allow him to raise his family and give 

him retirement benefits. Competition from foreign steel and 

problems with Kaiser itself kept him from his goals. Now he 

has to work in the San Bernardino area because there is no 

work for his skills in this area. My mother and the rest of 

my family still reside here in Desert Center. 

The Environmental Impact Report shows that 
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this project can be a safe one for our water. lf the County 

inspectors do their job to check the incoming waste and 

reject any hazardous waste, and MRC does its job of 

monitoring the leachate and water quality, our water supply 

will not be harmed. 

The noise and dust of this project will be a 

lot less than what I grew up with from the mining operation. 

The other protections of the desert environment will be a 

lot better than Kaiser ever thought of and more positive 

than what has been going on since the mine closed. 

It is true that there will be more traffic in 

the valley and the air quality will be affected. But with 

Interstate 10 running t~rough the Valley, we are going to 

have more traffic anyway. Air pollution is mostly caused 

from vehicles. So with more traffic passing through, our 

air is going to be affected anyway. The problem is that the 

traffic doesn't stop here except maybe for gas and 

refreshments. The very few businesses that benefit from 

this traffic are small and do not offer a young man like me, 

much of a future on which to build. 

If this Eagle Mountain project is started, I 

have an opportunity to seek permanent employment with a 

business that is going to be in operation for a period of 

100 years, or until Los Angeles runs out of garbage 

whichever comes first. I'll bet on the 100 years. 

D & D REPORTING SERVICE 
(714) 989· 7096 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

DOCUMENT 0027 

67 

I see an opportunity to participate in 

building a community that can have what other people take 

for granted. My wife would not have to go on a 100 mile 

round trip to take the baby to the doctor, or to get 

medicines. We could buy clothes, food and household items 

together as a family instead of one working while the other 

takes the whole day to go to town. Some day we might even 

get a newspaper deliver~d to our house. 

With the number of employees this operation 

would bring, we could expect an increase in the children in 

the Valley. That would mean that the school would expand, 

draw better teachers, and that hopefully the high school 

student population would permit facilities here in Desert 

Center. I had to commute to Blythe to go to high school. I 

know what I missed, as much as three hours per day, 15 hours 

per week not doing what kids should be doing. It is almost 

a half time job. It is spent sitting on a bus, day after 

day. Forget sports, practice lasts too long. Forget after 

school extra curricular activities because the bus won't 

wait and my parents couldn't spend two extra hours in their 

day to come and pick me up. Forget any peer group identity, 

we were just, as the Blythe people put it, "the mountain 

climbers," not part of the real class. 

When you take school hours, home chores, 

sleep, and 15 hours per week on a bus out of a kid's life, 
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what is there leit to do for homework and recreation? Who 

at the age of 14 to 16 will make a good allocation and would 

get the necessary study time in? I did not and I paid for 

it when I started college. However, I did learn one thing. 

Live close to school if you want to do well in class. 

I want my children to have a normal childhood. 

I want them to have a sense of community and school 

identity. I want them to play sports, run for student body 

office, study and have some fun. I want my children to 

enjoy the desert and its special beauty. The landfill will 

help that. An industry can operate without take up 

additional desert floor space. Turtles, sheep and even some 

rare cactus will be preserved instead of ignored. My 

children and even my grandchildren can grow up and decide 

to stay here, work here and retire here. 

Some people have said that if I want all of 

these things, why don't I move to Los Angeles. The answer 

is simple. Desert Center is my home. I didn't move here to 

retire. I have always been here. I can't stay here unless 

I have employment to support my family. This project can 

provide me and those li~e me with a future. If the project 

would damage the area, there is no future for me either. so 

I have waited until the facts about the landfill came out 

before making up my mind. The facts have led to my choice 

to support the landfill. 
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I am confident that you and other members will 

support this. Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Allen Reames? 

STATEMENT Of ALLEN REAMES 

MR. REAMES: My name is Allen Reames. I live 

at 26440 Rice Road, Desert Center, California. And I am 

representing ALJOBA Research. 

We farm, own a farm, 475 acres, and contract 

farm an additional 40. 

When this project was first proposed, water 

was my main concern. Obviously without water the business 

wouldn't exist, and because I live here, without good water, 

my personal life would be seriously affected. 

So, I reserved judgment until the EIR came out 

with regard to the water matter. 

In earlier meetings in this room, I listened 

to experts talk about the water and the East Pit. These 

experts were people who had worked at Kaiser, or people who 

had visited the pit, and they knew where that water came 

from. And in all cases, they were certain that it came from 

the ground water. 

I visited the water, tasted it, worried about 

it, asked questions about it, I even went to Arlington in 

Oregon where there is a similar landfill, and went around 

and knocked on doors at the farmers houses adjacent to their 
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landfill and asked them about their water. Now, in 

Arlington they don't have rock, they have just dirt, they 

don't have a leachate collection system, they don't have a 

clay liner, they are relying solely on plastic liners. 

The reports that I got from the farmers that I 

talked to which was everybody I could find next to the 

landfill was that they had no degradation of their water. 

The EIR says that the water is more like mine 

process water than well water in this area of the east pit. 

They pumped it out and it came back. It was suggested that 

the water is stored in fractures in the bedrock. The 

Regional Water Quality Control Board recommended that they 

do some ground water monitoring by installation of wells. 

Wells were dug and are still being dug. 

The project design is a compost liner with a 

plastic liner in the lower areas, but the exact design is 

not set forth in the Environmental Impact Report, nor should 

it be, because it is the function of the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board t~ specify how thick that liner is, 

how much of it is going to be covered with plastic, what the 

leachate collection is going to be, how big the pipes are 

and all of the engineering details that the Environmental 

Impact Report does not in fact deal with. 

The concern has been expressed that the water 

can affect the area of Slythe and actually leach into the 
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Colorado River. The worse case scenario set forth in the 

Environmental Impact Report, shows that it takes 45 years of 

leaking through the liner just to get to the alluvium. From 

there it is accelerated to a higher or three times the 

penetration rate, but for it to move some so miles to get to 

the Colorado River , was going to take, number one, a long 

time, and number two, the process of passing through 

alluvium, takes contaminants out of the moisture stream. 

Now, this information is supplied to us by 

experts who have credentials as compared to the experts that 

we have heard here before. With nothing else to go on, I am 

certainly going to pay some more attention to the experts 

that have credentials. 

There has been a question about the leachate 

collection pipes crushing. Well, I don't know. I can tell 

you my own experience, and my own experience is I have laid 

something like 12-18 miles of plastic pipe and run over it 

with tractors and heavy trucks and I haven't broken a pipe 

in 11 years. 

So there is something I would like to know. 

What is the fracture potential of the leachate? 

The EIR states that there are three permanent 

sources of water for the Bighorn Sheep. But I also hear 

that the East Pit is now dry. If it is dry, I would like to 

know why it is dry and what they found out. What I have 
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heard is that the water in the East Pit came from leaky 

pipes at Kaiser. What the EIR does say is that the Bighorn 

Sheep are drinking water from leaky tanks at Kaiser. 

Well, the Riverside County has a requirement 

when you have a community water system, that it can't leak. 

So if Riverside County does its job and requires them to 

plug up the leaks, we are going to lose the Bighorn Sheep 

unless this project goes in. 

Now, I wo'.1ld like to have Riverside County 

address this issue. Are they going to set a precedent that 

leaking community water systems are permissible or not 

permissible. I want specifically want that, they are a lead 

agency and they should make that issue. Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Cindy Wilkin? 

STATEMENT or CINDY WILKIN 

MS. WILKIN: My name is Cindy Wilkin. I live 

at 26631 Catalina Way, Desert Center. 

I came here basically to listen. I wasn't 

going to speak, but I have heard a lot of issues, and the 

big one that seems to be moving this project along, is 

money. They have brought in people who have been -- excuse 

my language -- screwed by Kaiser out of their pensions 

and it is a big issue, and I feel for them because I 

understand it, my father draws a pension from the military. 

And if he were to lose it, he would be hard hit, but lets 
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eliminate the money factor. Lets eliminate the· factor that 

the county is holding money out as bait for the people who 

live here, and lets eliminate the factor that Kaiser owes 

people money, and lets get down to environment. 

It makes no sense to me to haul trash up here 

to dump in our backyard when they have not implemented 

mandatory recycling in the cities where this is a problem. 

If they were to put in mandatory recycling, 

and to tell people from now on we are not picking up your 

trash at home, you have to deal with it. What are the 

people in the cities going to do? I don't want to dig a 

hole in my backyard and put trash in it. Well, we don't 

want a hole in our backyard with trash in it. 

Before we even get to this project, mandatory 

recycling needs to be done at the city level, not here. 

Once the mandatory levels have been reached 

and it is still a problem, then lets discuss it, but before 

we even get to filling in a big hole that Kaiser dug, we 

need to start doing other things first, and I think it is a 

backwards approach. Turn our backs on it, the trash will go 

away is what the people in the city are talking about. Lets 

just bus it out of the city. 

I think Mr. Johnson, I believe was his name, 

had a very good idea with the projects that other states 

have implemented, and I think they need to be looked into 
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before this project goes any further. Thank you. 

Excuse me. One more thing. Lets say this 

project goes through, our water is contaminate, our air is 

contaminated, my children have a problem going to school 

because they are right at the dump site, who is going to buy 

my house? 

When I am stuck here with a house that I can't 

sell, and which has plummeted in value, who is going to buy 

my house? Is the County goin~ to come in and give me fair 

market value for this area? Or fair market value for 

Southern California? 

Thank you. 

MS. WETZEL: Duane Johnson? 

MR. JOHNSON: I would like about two more 

minutes if it is all right. 

HEARING OFFICER: Could we go with the next 

one and then we will come back to you? 

MR. JOHNSON: Yes. This is the second time 

around for me. I can wait a while. 

HEARING OFFICER: We have one more at this 

point. 

MS. WETZEL: Larry Charpied? 

STATEMENT OF LARRY CHARPIED 

MR. CHARPIED: I might go a little long 

because in going to the meeting that we had last night, you 
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The first thing I would like to say is also 

like last night, to the Kaiser employees, I really believe 

you guys should get your benefits, you know, you guys are 

owed these things. 

I think the problem here is relying on MRC. 

MRC already has a track record by promising this CSA, 

$200,000 in two installments, and now refuses to pay the 

second installment. 

75 

I think you better get it in writing from MRC 

before you start throwing support behind this project here. 

The next thing I would like to talk about is 

the water quality mentioned in the EIR. In the EIR they say 

that the water quality here is not suitable for consumption, 

and not suitable for very many crops. Well, apparently that 

is an opinion of someone, I don't know who. If you take and 

look at the water quality studies they did to the Palo 

Verdes Nuclear Power Plant, and you look at the water 

quality studies they have done for this, the water is 

virtually identical to that in the Blythe area. And Blythe 

pumps 993 million gallons of water every year for domestic 

use. It is the same water. 

I have two things that I am confused about in 

the Riverside County Solid Waste Management Plan on the 
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The second thing they say is the initial cost 

to the exporter as well as graduated cost structures, should 

be included in the imported agreement to provide ever

increasing disincentives to the exporter to bring garbage 

here. 

I don't u~derstand how a project with a 100 

year life span telling these people in Los Angeles, San 

Diego, we want your garbage. How is that any kind of a 

disincentive to them to bring it up here? And this is the 

County's plan. 

The next thing I would like to talk about is 

the cover of the landfill. They talk about anaerobic 

digestion will actually create fluids in the landfill. And 

they say the way these fluids will be gotten rid of is they 

will evaporate through the cover. It doesn't make sense 

that they also in the same EIR, tell us that this same cover 

is supposed to prevent rain from permeating down in, but it 

is going to let water evaporate through it. 

The next thing I would like to get into is 

liners, and what I would like to talk about is what the EPA 

has to say about liners. 
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In the Federal Register, February 4, 1981, the 

EPA states all landfills will leak eventually. Data and 

scientific prediction indicate even with the application of 

the best available technology, it will occur eventually -

and this is leaking. 

In the Federal Register, the next year, July 

26th, eventually liners will degrade, tear, crack and allow 

liquids to migrate out of the unit. 

My question concerning this leak part is how 

can MRC and BLM, how can you predict all the possible 

combinations of chemicals that will be created once you are 

putting them all together, what they will make and how they 

will attack this liner, and what effect it will have on 

that. 

The secon,j thing is what is the longevit;y of 

these hazardous chemicals in this landfill, and what is the 

longevity of the liner that is supposed to be there to 

protect us from these? 

Right at this point in time in landfill 

technology, state of the art is a double composite liner 

which is the clay, the ~lastic and then gravel in between. 

I don't understand with the world's largest landfill 

proposal, with the potential of polluting in the world's 

largest way one of the largest aquifers in the State of 

California, why the minimum isn't a state of the art a 
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double composite liner? 

The EPA hired G.O. Services of Boynton, 

Florida, to study liners, and the first thing they did they 

studied clay liners. And what they did is the EPA has 

designed regulations of 10.7 centimeters to the second. 

That's the permeability and that is the same as in the EIR. 

What it says here is that permeability, the 

clay liner will leak at 90 gallons of fluid a day per acre. 

It says that three inches of water on a three 

foot clay liner, will initially take 15 years to penetrate. 

The proposal is a one foot clay liner. So are we looking at 

five years or less before it permeates? And once it 

permeates it is 90 gallons per day per acre, and we are 

talking about thousands of acres at this landfill here. 

It's incredible. 

The next thing they studied was composite or 

flexible membrane liners, and G.O. Services report that all 

flexible membrane liners leaked some. It is just because of 

the way they are put together. Some are permeable. 

The thing that they are really concerned about 

is in the actual manufacturing of these plastic liners is 

that you get pin holes, stretch marks, thin spots or the 

actual carbon used in the making of this will make big 

blotched holes in it. 

They say that there is no way to get around 
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these and they calculate from some fantastic formula how 

much that is going to leak. 

They say that you will get in the best case 

scenario, one or two leaks per acre through the plastic 

liner, and that is between one-fifth and one gallon per acre 

per day. 

The reason why I talked about the liners and 

that the liners will leak, is because the fail-safe part of 

this is a leachate collection system which is supposed to 

protect us. My problem with this is that leachate 

collection systems are designed to last approximately 10 

years. We have a 100 year life span on this, and it is 

going to sit around for how many thousands of years with all 

that stuff in it? 

According to the best possible technology ~hat 

I have, mineralization, and we all know whoever has lived in 

Desert Center, from our swamp coolers, how quickly 

mineralization will build up. It is just a matter of time 

and those pipes will clog from mineralization, from 

organisms living in it, from silking, or from the 

chemicals -- all the chemicals that are going to be pouring 

in and the chemicals they make -- attacking the plastic 

pipes, weakening them, and then being crushed. Then we have 

no leachate collection system, we have a clay liner and a 

plastic liner that both will leak over time, so what we are 

J & D REPORTING SERVICE 
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looking at is a project that says we are going to pollute 

your air, and give us enough time, we are going to pollute 

your water, and guess what, we are even going to damage the 

endangered species that live around here, and we might even 

cause some to go in extinction -- but there is a lot of 

money to be made. 

The thing that has me really scared about the 

idea of this water being polluted is seepage control of 

Phoenix, Arizona states that once a large aquifer such as 

this gets contaminated, it is virtually impossible because 

of the time lag from detection, to when you can do anything 

about it. So once we are polluted, we are polluted. 

Another thing that has me really worried is 

looking into landfills they say the worse site place for a 

landfill is an old mine or quarry, for two reasons. O~e!. _ 

because of the fracture bedrock underneath -- which makes 

it virtually impossible to follow the leachate once it 

escapes so you can't detect it, and the other is most of the 

time these mine quarries mine into the water table. And 

according to the Environmental Impact Report, Kaiser Steel 

has in fact mined into the water table. 

What I would really like to see is BFI which 

is the 50 percent partn-:!r in this, and the reputation of 

BFI as an environmentalist is suspect at the least, and MRC 

should be required to post a $100 million bond. I don't 

D & D REPORTING SERVICE 
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believe an insurance co~pany is going to ensure this pit to 

say it is not going to leak, so I believe they should post 

this bond so that we citizens and land owners, when it comes 

time, will be able to recoup our investment in this place. 

That is basically all I have to say except 

that I hope that BLM holds our interest at heart, and I 

can't understand how you believe that this project is in the 

best interest of the people when it in fact will pollute the 

air, will pollute the water, and will disturb a large amount 

of our vegetation and animals. 

MS. WETZEL: Mr. Duane Johnson -- and also the 

buses are leaving now for those people who came on them. 

STATEMENT OF DUANE JOHNSON 

MR. JOHNSON: Hi. There are just a couple 

points I wanted to make clear, and one of them is on ~~ly 

25, 1989 at the Riverside County Board of Supervisors 

meeting, there was a discussion on toxic waste. And three 

rules were changed at that meeting. That meeting which MRC 

was there, Ms. Jean Carr was there, Mr. Collins, I heard 

Koval was there, two of their engineers and three of their 

company attorneys were there, to see that these three laws 

were taken off the Waste Management books -- within one mile 

of the school, within one mile of a prison and within 2,000 

feet of an agricultural well. 

These rules were all done away with, and they 

D I D REPORTING SERVICE 
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were done away with at the pushing of MRC. 

Now, if MRC is not going to put toxic waste up 

here, why were they so adamant about having that taken out 

of the book? They helped Mr. Nelson all the way. It is on 

the minutes of the meeting; I had a copy of the tape -- I 

think I've still got it somewhere -- or you can acquire a 

copy of it through the ~lerk of the County Board of 

Supervisors. 

Again, that was July 25, 1989. 

The other one is should this thing go through, 

there is going to be millions of dollars that is going to 

have to be spent on rebuilding this railroad which by the 

way, one lady made mention of it, was built to haul loaded 

cars down the hill, not full cars up the hill, and that is 

going to create a tremendous amount of pollution. It _~s 

going to take more than five cars to push 50 loaded cars up 

here than it took -- five engines I mean -- than it took 

five engines to push 100 empty cars up here. 

Granted, they brought their equipment up here, 

but they didn't bring them up in 100 car trains. 

But the thing about the railroads and some of 

these other road building prospects that we are looking at, 

these things all fall under the guidelines that Uncle Sam 

has set up of get a low interest rate government loan. And 

I think that one thing that the line ought to be drawn on, 

I & D REPORTING SERVICE 
(714 l 989-7096 



i .. 
~i .. 
,· 
?,, 

~; 
i • ?,l 

ii 
I 
:~:: 
)~ 
~J 
·:f:: 

\{ 

91 

92 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

DOCUMENT 0027 

83 

because when they go defunct on these low interest rate 

government loans, there is one soul that is going to pay for 

it, and that is every taxpayer in this room, is tell these 

people that you are going to go out and you are going to 

borrow commercial money to build your railroad. You are 

going to go out and you are going to borrow commercial money 

to build your road. And you are going to pay CALTRANS the 

difference that it is going to cost them to maintain that 60 

miles of freeway between Indio and here. 

There is something that I don't understand at 

all is why CALTRANS hasn't been involved in this, because 

CALTRANS, it would seem to me like, and the California 

Highway Patrol for that matter, has a great deal at stake in 

this thing running a couple hundred trucks a day up and down 

that hill. It just almost means building another lane _~= on 

the uphill side anyway which is a multi-billion dollar 

exercise in inadequacy as far as I am concerned • 

The other thing MRC likes to say is well, this 

water is not potable. Well, we ran a small store down here 

just off I-10 around the corner from Ragsdale's Texaco down 

there, and the gentleman from the Riverside County Water 

Quality told us that all we had to do to serve drinking 

water to the public and open a restaurant down there, was to 

put a water chlorinator on our line, that our water well was 

that pure. 

D & D REPORTING SERVICE 
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Depending on where your well is drilled and 

what depth it is drilled in this Valley, means a difference 

between whether you have quality water or you don't have. 

And some of these wells are drilled a little bit shallow, 

and it seems they are not quite as good as the wells that 

are drilled deeper. 

The water quality in general is very good 

here. At the worse it would have to be treated no less than 

the water in the American Canal. 

The other thing I wanted to make clear is that 

I have a personal stake maybe in keeping my mouth shut in 

here, in the fact that I have a mother-in-law and a father

in-law who are retirees from Kaiser steel who lost their 

benefits, and a brother-in-law who has lost his some of 

them. Most of them. But yet I can't speak for them other 

than to say that I know my mother-in-law and father-in-law 

do not approve of this ~hings. My brother-in-law, I don't 

think has made up his mind, and I certainly wouldn't put 

words in his mouth -- he is bigger than I am. 

The last thing I want to say is that my 

neighbor who lives next door to me is 6'2" and walks on two 

good legs, threw his garbage sack in my yard, I would go 

over there and punch him in the nose. And that is how I 

feel about L.A. They are wanting to throw their garbage in 

my yard and I don't want it there. 
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With that I will let you guys go. 

I have these books and you are more than 

welcome to look at them. 

HEARING OFFICER: Okay. 

Is there anybody else in the audience at this 

time that wishes to make a statement that didn't fill out a 

card? 

Anybody else that is remaining? 

( No response. ) 

HEARING OFFICER: Seeing that there is no one 

else to speak, I will begin to close the hearing. 

I wish to thank all of you for attending. I 

want to assure you that your spoken and written statements 

will be part of the permanent records. 

Thank you. And, now, I now hereby decl~~e __ 

this hearing adjourned. 

(The public hearing adjourned at 9:15 p.m.) 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSIO~l.l ..,.'1!) 

AUG 2 2 1991 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3298 

August 19, 1991 

David Mares 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Riverside County Planning Deapartment 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Dear Mr. Mares: 

Tack S. Joe 
(415) 557-9884 

183-30 / 89081413 

DOCUMENT 0028 

PETE WILSON . Go~mor 

This is in response to the "Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific 
Plan, Specific Plan 252", SCH #8908413 (or SCH #89081413). 

1 We have reviewed this document and will have no comments at this 
time. It appears that the proposed railroad tracks will all be 
on private property and will not necessiate the crossing of any 
new or existing public roads which would require Commission 
authority. Compliance with General Order 26, 'Clearances on 
railroads and street railroads as to side and overhead 
structures, parallel tracks and crossings' and General Order 118, 
'Construction, reconstruction and maintenance of walkways and 
control, of vegetation adjacent to railroad tracks', will be 
necessary. 

We appreciate having hasd the opportunity to review and comment 
on this matter . Thank you. 

Sincerely, . 

/ ;/ ~ -· / ,, ~ £- , -
,----v' / ;:. /.:..: 

Tack S. Joe, Transportation 
Special Projects Section 
Railroad Safety Branch 
Safety Division 

Engineer 

cc: Russ Colliau - State Clearinghouse 
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State of California ;m:@rnaw~w Memorandum 

To 
Mr. Douglas P. Wheeler 
Secretary for Resources 

Mr. David March 
Riverside County 
Planning Department 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th 
Riverside, CA 92501 

AUG 2 5 1991 Dme : August 13, 1991 
~~'I 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY Suiject:~~ MOUNTAIN 
PLANNING OEPARTMENT ~ <J>. ~-~ILL PROJECT 

% ~ir"_se~ 89 0 81413 
Floor ~ ~ '02 "? 

"' 
From Department of Conservation-Office of the Director 

1 

The Mined-Land Reclamation Project staff of the Department of 
Conservation's Division of Mines and Geology has reviewed t.he 
reclamation plan submitted for Eagle Mountain. The following 
comments were prepared by James Pompy and Barbara Precissi. 

Under the "No Project" alternati ve the DEIR states that "the 
existing mining reclamation plan (Kaiser Steel Corporation 1978) 
may be implemented." Section 2774 (e) of the Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act requires "By July 1, 1991, each lead agency shall 
submit to the State Geologist for every active or idle mining 
operation within its jurisdiction, a copy of the mining permit 
required pursuant to Section 2774, and any conditions or 
amendments to those permits." SMARA requires a copy of the 
approved reclamation plan to be sent to the State. · 

Our files do not have a copy of the approved 1978 reclamation 
plan cited in the DEIR. Our files do indicate a proposed 
"Amendment to Reclamation Plan No. 107 11 dated November 1990. The 
Department commented on this plan December 28, 1990 . That 
amendment also proposed a landfill site . Was this DEIR prepared 
for that same proposed amendment of November 1990? Additionally, 
we would like to know if the 1978 reclamation plan is the current 
approved reclamation plan on file with the lead agency under 
SMARA? If this landfill project is approved, the lead agency may 
also need to approve the project as a "revised recla!!lation plan" 
for the Eagle Mountain Iron ore Mine. 

Please send a copy of the approved reclamation plan and permit 
issued by you, as the lead agency under SMARA. The approved 
documents will be placed in the Reclamation Project files 
pursuant to SMARA. If you have any questions on these comments, 
please contact James Pompy, Reclamation Project Manager at 
(916) 323-8565 . 

Stephen Oliva 
Environmental Program Coordinator 

:If ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,;,;,;,;,,,,,;,;,,,,,;,;,,,::::::,,:=:=,=:=:=:=:=:=:=:=:=:=:=::::::::::::::,:,,~:=,=~:;;::::-;.:::::::::~::::~~mm,,,=,=~~-::3:::,.,.~i:~~· ... ,·. 
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STAT! Of CALIFORNIA-USINESS, TRANSPORTATION ANO HOUSING AGENCY 
PETE WILSON, Go,.,,.., 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 8, P.O. IOX 231 

SAN IE•NAROINO, CAUFO.NIA 92402 
TD0(71,, ~ 

1 

2 

3 

August 21, 1991 

08-Riv-10-Var 
08-Riv-60-Var 
OS-Riv-91-Var ffilJE(Grnaw~w 

Mr. David Mores AUG 2 5 ,~~ : 
River-side County Planning Department 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

RIVERSIDE COUNlY 
PL.A.NNING DEPARTMENT 

Dear Mr. Mores: 

Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 

We have reviewed the above-referenced document and request 
consideration of the following comments: 

0 The EIS/EIR should address the relationship and 
possible conflicts between the rail operations 
connected to this project and those of the proposed 
commuter rail from Los Angeles to Riverside and San 
Bernardino. 

o The DEIR needs to be amended to include traffic impacts 
caused by trucks arriving and departing transfer 
stations. 

o We recommend that the rail cars and trucks containing 
the refuse be sealed in such a manner as to avoid a 
litter or odor nuisance to the public. 

If you have any questions, please contact Tony Calv illo at 
(714) 383-6285 or FAX (714) 383-4936. 

/ l/ · Sincerely, ~~ 

,t;~- 7 
HARVEY J. SAWYER, Chief 
Transportation Planning 
CEQA/IGR 
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Dear Sir: 
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" D'"" r·uUNTY 
August 29, 1991 , RIVNEI~~ ;EPARTMENT 

nLAN, 

I think that under watchfull eyes and taking proper care of the railways, to make sure that the environment will be .safe. 

I also think that it will help making a mountain that is of no use at this time 
a gOOd site to use. We need the ._project to go thru, we need disposal sites. very ....__,__ _ - - - ' . . 
.lr,,..Q,U""-J • • 

It will not only help disrA~tng of· the trash, but create jobz. and be financiall/ gOOd for our camtunities. 

Our space is running out to-put trash. our trash has already increased because they have to go further now-to dump. 

I hope that the people will see _the· gOOd in the project at Eagle M:luntain and will support it. · 

People should be aware of the main --problem, that is trash. 
My entire family is behind this project. 

Thank you, 
X- Kaiser employee (Retiree) 

/l~· (l I l t',1/11 , , I 

~- , ~(/1/fak~ -/LILfA~. d2 

----=-=-- - -. · ...... -· ·--

IALW/1YS '. _ _ -,_ 
l ZIP COD : . , ._ ________ . -----

G,nJTt o,C If /{/1/_V<'; d.e 'be_w 
L/ 6 g-o I...R_ rn o t-1 5 ,. 9 Fhc:trc 
I? I (;;(?_fr~ I 'd ~,; ~ Q . Cf 2 SO 7 
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Pamona based MinE, Rec.lamation Corporation (MRC), and Browning Ferris 
Industries, in conjunction with Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc., propose the 
world's largest dump at Eagle Mountain, California. 

The plan is · to bring in 4,000 tons of garbage per day by truck, and 16,000 
tons of garbage per day by rail. . The trash will be deposited into one of the 
huge pits created by Kaiser Steel during their days of mining iron ore. The 
site is approximately 200 miles east of Los Angeles. The 200 trucks per day, 
an av~rage of one truck ~ _ 4 minut~, .wm · be exrniusting diesel fumes, 
creating heavy air polution. The highway is already overloaded with heavy 
trucks. The possibility of accidents endangers all those who travel Interstate 
10. 

The CITIZENS FOR THE CHUCKWALLA VALLEY (CCV), have many concerns 
regarding this proposal.-''·One major concern of the area residents is the 
degradation/contamination·:· of our groundwater. The "technology" outlined in 
the Environmental Impact~ Report/Statement (EIR/S), to be implemented by 
MRC, is of inferior quality·. · The mitigation measures might work, but only for 
a short period of time, not the 100 year life expectancy of the project. 

Another major concern includes the air quality. The EIR/S clearly states air 
quality in eastern Riverside County and the South Coast Air Basin will . have 
significant negative impacts, and will not be reduced below a level of 
significance after mitigation. We all agree there is · a waste disposal crisis · in 
Southern California: It would be foolish, however, to attempt to alleviate one 
problem, and end up creating additional waste problems in the form of 
groundwater contamination and air · pollution. The air quality would be 
annoying and noticable ·almost immediately. Groundwater contamination could 
occur, and go on for a very long time, before it is ·even detected! 

A concern for farmers in the Desert Center area, is the transportation of the 
medfly from the Los Angeles area to Riverside County. The Coachella Valley 
has a multi-million dollar agricultural industry that could be negatively 
impacted. John Schrader from the County's Agricultural Department said, "If 
the State finds two flies, a 19 square mile· radius would be sprayed with 
Malathion, 81 square mile·s would be quarantined for 105 days." In the worst 
case scenario; the possibility of crop destruction exists. The spraying of 
Malathion will also add to the air quality problems. 

These are just a few of the many concerns people have with the proposed 
dump. The County of Riverside Board of Supervisors has the last say on 
whether the project is · to be permitted or not. Mrs. Patricia "Corky" Larson, 
Supervisor of the "host district", is · on record saying, "If there is any 
groundwater contamination, or the dump affects our air quality, it's a dead 
project." 

There are two Public "Hearings with the BLM regarding this proposal: @1~· 

August 27th 7:00 p.m. 
,j August 28th 7:00 p.m. 
:•:•: 

Palm Desert City Hall 
Lake Tamarisk Recreation Hall 

Please attend one or both of these hearings, and let your opinion be known! 
Desert Center is · a small community, and your support at the hearings will . be 
greatly appreciated. It is ·time to let all of California know 

DESERT CENTER IS NOT THE DUMPING GROUND FOR THE WORLD!!! 

[TIZENS FOR THE CHUCKWALLA VALLEY P.O. BOX 397 DESERT CENTER, CA. 92239 

~ ... ·••· •..•. ·.··"= ·····'·'·""''c•· .. ··· .. ·""'-""" 
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©B~W @fr [p@O [mi) ~[Ju 
73-510 FRED WARING DRIVE, PALM DESERT, CALIFORNIA 92260 

TELEPHONE (619) 346-0611 

August 27, 1991 

Mr. David Mares 
County of Riverside 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
Riverside, California 92501 

Dear Mr. Mares: 

IJE@!ITW~[w 
AUG 2 9 1991 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 
r>LANNING DEPARTMENT 

Please find enclosed a copy of the City Council of the City of 
Palm Desert comments on the Draft Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 
EIS / EIR. We would like these comments included as public record 
and considered in preparation of the Final EIS / EIR. 

If you have any questions, contact me at extension 316. 

Sincerely, 

Environmental Conservation Manager 

JW:lm 

Enclosure 
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COMMENTS ON EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL EIR. 

AS APPROVED BY TIIE PALM DESERT CITY COUNCIL 

AT ITS MEETING OF AUGUST 22, 1991 

The project be conditioned to have all waste handled through an MRF prior to being 
hauled by rail to Eagle Mountain. 

The State, County, and local permit process for an MRF is a lengthy process. This 
impact is not discussed in the project report. Currently only a small percentage of 
waste is handled through MRF's in the Southern California area. 

The project description should contain provisions regarding green waste and 
composting. The project description should establish whether green waste will be 
removed at the MRF for composting or if Eagle Mountain will incorporate a 
composting facility on site. 

The proposal identifies the need for trucking to economically serve Riverside County. 
The proposal should prohibit truck transport from other counties and from the area 
west of the White Water Pass in Riverside County. The proposal should allow 
Coachella Valley to rail or truck waste from future MRF's. 

The proposal should contain mitigation measures regarding the PM 10 impact at the 
landfill site. Certain weather conditions may cause an increase in PM 10 in the 
Coachella Valley. 

Riverside County and the affected cities should lobby for AB 939 credits. 

The County of Riverside should identify where revenues from the tipping fee 
agreement arc to be spent. A percentage of the tipping fees must be set aside for 
mitigation measures caused by the project's impact on Eastern Riverside County. 

The project should be conditioned to accept all mitigation measures set for by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District including railway electrification. 

The County of Riverside should condition the project to insure that one-half of the 
net tipping fees stay in Eastern Riverside County to pay for appropriate projects. 
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Memorandum 

To 

From 

Subject : 

1 

2 

1. Projects Coordinator 
Resources Agency 

2. Mr. David Mares 
Riverside County Planning 

Department 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
Riverside, California 92501 

Department of Fish and Game 

Date August 26, 1991 

Ms. Maryanne Wetzel 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs - South Coast 

Resource Area 
400 South Farrell Drive, 

Suite B-205 
Palm Springs, California 92262 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIS/DEIR) for the Eagle Mountain Specific Plan, Riverside 
County - SCH 89081413 

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the 
DEIS/DEIR for the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project, Specific Plan 
No. 252, SCH 89081413. The project proposes to convert an 
existing unused open pit iron mine to a Class III, nonhaza~dous 
solid waste materials landfill. The 4,659-acre project site is 
located in the Eagle Mountains, northeastern Riverside County, 
California. The DFG has provided detailed comments on the Draft 
Biological Assessment (DBA) dated July 30, 1991 and it appears 
that the current DEIS/DEIR has been circulated at such an 
accelerated time frame that it has precluded the incorporation of 
our comments and recommendations for the proposed project. There 
continues to be several concerns regarding this project and we 
again are providing the following comments, general and specific, 
for incorporation. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The Habitat Management Areas referenced in the document are 
inappropriate for comparison to the proposed project. These areas 
fall into a different metapopulation south of Interstate 10. A 
Habitat Management Plan (HMP) is needed specifically for the Eagle 
Mountains, and must be available for public review. It should be 
incorporated into this document. At this time, no such HMP 
exists. (Page 235 and corresponding text) 

SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

Floral - The survey methodology information presented in the 
document is inadequate. Surveys coinciding with the emergence of 
annual plant species need to be conducted and included in the 
DEIS/DEIR. Due to the current drought conditions, additional 
botanical surveys also need to be conducted and included in the 
DEIS/DEIR. Surveys should include a focused search effort for 
listed, candidate, and species of special concern that exist in 
the proposed project site. (Appendix F, pages 7-13 and 
corresponding text) 



1. Projects Coordinator 
2. Mr. David Mares 

Ms. Maryanne Wetzel 
August 26, 1991 
Page Two 
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3 Fauna! - The survey methodology information presented in the 
document is inadequate. The methodology fails to include surveys 
conducted during the late spring and summer months. Documentation 
of seasonal use patterns of resident species as well as late 
spring and early summer migrant species that may exist in the 
project area is lacking and, therefore, incomplete. (Appendix F, 
pages 7-13 and corresponding text) 

LISTED AND CANDIDATE SPECIES 

Plant Species 

4 Alverson's Foxtail Cactus - The Alverson's foxtail cactus 

5 

6 

7 

(Coryehantha vivipara var. alversonii) transplant proposal remains 
experimental with failures common. This species is a candidate 
for listing and a Bureau of Land Management (BLM) sensitive 
species. Such failures would result in a direct resource loss 
unacceptable to the DFG and prevents recognition of 
transplantation as viable mitigation for impacts to this species. 
(Pages 239, 464-467; Appendix F, pages 82-83) 

California Barrel Cactus - The lack of adequate discussion 
including proposed impacts and mitigation to the California barrel 
cactus (Ferocactus acanthodes var. acanthodes), a candidate for 
listing and a SLM sensitive species, needs to be addressed in the 
document. Any direct impact and consequent net resource loss is 
unacceptable to the DFG. (Pages 447, 464, 239; Appendix F) 

Orecopia Sage - The mitigation/compensation proposed for the 
Orecopia sage (Salvia greatai) appears to be adequate but should 
clearly state that no net loss of this species may occur. This 
species is also a candidate species and a SLM sensitive species. 
The value of thorough protection and management of all canpidate 
species is the potential for elimination of the need for listing 
of these species. Appropriate proactive mitigation strategies are 
recommended for all candidate species and required for all listed 
species on the proposed project site. (Pages 239, 464; Appendix F, 
page 85) 

Animal Species 

Nelson's Bighorn Sheep - The referenced citation regarding 
Nelson's bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis nelsoni), is outdated and 
inappropriate for inclusion in the current draft. Current 
estimates indicate 150 bighorn sheep in this area. (Appendix F, 
page 51, paragraph 6) 
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The referenced approximation of 50 bighorn sheep in the 
8 1986 survey is only an estimate. Documentation of the actual 

number of sheep observed should be incorporated into the document. 
(Page 235, paragraph 3; Appendix F, page 52, paragraph 4) 
Population estimates provided in the text are also incorrect. The 
document must reflect current and accurate information on 
population estimates for a proper evaluation of project impacts to 
this species. (Page 235, paragraph 3; Appendix F, page 52) 

The document states the intermountain corridors have been 
documented for bighorn sheep in the California desert by the BLM. 

9 This statement needs supporting documentation for inclusion into 
the document. (Page 235, 236, paragraphs 4 and 3; Appendix F, 
page 52, paragraph 2) 

10 

11 

12 

13 

The statement suggesting that bighorn sheep bedding areas 
are, or may be, a limiting factor for sheep populations is not 
recognized by the DFG as being valid. We recommend the statement 
be removed from the text. (Appendix F, page 71, paragraph 4; and 
corresponding text) 

The loss of 994 acres of undisturbed prime bighorn sheep 
habitat is unacceptable to the DFG and avoidance of this 
significant loss is preferable. If direct impact continues to be 
preferred by the applicant, substantial mitigation/compensation to 
offset the direct habitat loss will be appropriate and necessary 
prior to project initiation. (Page 453, paragraph 4; Appendix F, 
page 71, paragraph 3, and associated text) 

The citation used in the d i scussion of stress, disease 
susceptibility and reproduction success is inadequate. Additional 
expertise, citations, and discussion are warranted and need to be 
incorporated into the current document. (Appendix F, page 71, 
paragraph 5 and corresponding text) 

In the Mitigation/Compensation section discussing the 
monitoring study, the two year baseline Telemetry Study is vague 
and the specific details are unclear. A detailed Study Plan 
should be submitted to the DFG for approval prior to initiation of 
the Study, and the completed Study Plan should be incorporated 
into the current DEIS/DEIR. In addition, the document should 
include a minimum of four new reliable water sources on the 
mountain and one along the rail line, as compensation for the loss 
of current water sources . The document discusses the potential 
for translocation of sheep to these new drinkers (if needed). A 
detailed plan for this operation must be provided, including 
identification of the party assuming financial responsibility. 
(Page 454, Appendix F, and corresponding text). These new 
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predictable water sources shall be installed upon completion of 
the two year Telemetry Study, and at least one year prior to the 
initiation of any landfill operations to facilitate sheep 
familiarization with the relocated water sources. The new water 
source sites shall be approved by the DFG. The responsible party 
for building, maintaining, and filling water sources must be 
stated. If the tanks do not fill by natural precipitation, they 
must be filled by transportation of water so they can continue to 
operate and meet their objectives. We further recommend that 
there be a "four time replacement" clause in the document so that 
the wildlife drinkers will function efficiently over the 115 year 
life of the project. 

Any introduction of domestic livestock by residents living at 
the proposed project site is unacceptable to the DFG. Exposure 
and possible transmittal of disease to the existing population of 
bighorn sheep could result in the extirpation of the entire 
population. (Page 456, paragraph ll 

Potential adverse impacts to bighorn sheep associated with 
the reimplementation of rail service are not considered in the 
document. This is inconsistent with the California Environmental 
Quality Act guidelines for full disclosure of all direct, 
indirect, and cumulative adverse impacts of a proposed project. 
This issue must be adequately addressed in the current DEIS/DEIR. 

Desert Pupfish - The desert pupfish (Cypinodon maculariusl 
occurs in backwaters along Salt Creek, not in ponds as stated in 
Table 5. (Appendix Fl 

Pupfish distribution for California is incorrect as shown in 
Figure 10. Pupfish, to date, have not existed in the Coachella 
Canal or most locations shown in this Figure. A corrected 
distribution map should be included in the current document. Our 
Field Biologist, Ms. Kim Nicol, can provide this information to 
you. (Appendix Fl 

Although the flash flood described on page 59 reduced the 
pupfish numbers so that only two were trapped immediately after 
the flood, the pupfish numbers were back to preflood conditions by 
March 1991. Written erroneous conclusions regarding the dynamics 
of pupfish populations can be drawn from the information presented 
in the document. (Appendix Fl 

:::~:,.,-:-:-=·=·=·=·=·=·=·=·=·=·=·=······································'·'·'·':'::: :·:::::::::: • • • • · .• .,.,,:,·•·-,······::wz•"'.:::-;~:>":1:.:::<x:w?J=--,,,· · · 
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Mitigation/compensation for adverse impacts to pupfish 
resulting from project implementation cannot be through the 
existing monitoring of pupfish populations in Salt Creek by the 
DFG. Annual surveys are conducted as a part of the recovery plan 
for the species and are not associated in any way to this or any 

20 other project. Mitigation/compensation must be borne by the 
project applicant and must fully offset any negative 
project-related impacts. (Appendix F) 

21 Prior to project approval, response procedures should be 

22 

23 

24 

developed in the event of a rail accident in the vicinity of 
desert pupfish habitat. In addition to a qualified, responsible 
biologist being included as a response and cleanup team member, 
the DFG and the US Fish and Wildlife Service must be notified 
immediately of any incident. (Appendix F) 

Desert Tortoise - One of the most controversial aspects of 
the proposed project is its potential for increasing the local 
population of ravens and the result adverse impacts to the desert 
tortoise (Gopherus agassizii). These birds are efficient 
predators of small tortoises and an increase in their numbers 
-could very well cause a decrease in tortoises in the general 
vicinity of the landfill. While the mitigation measures 
concerning ravens appear adequate, we recommend that Mine 
Reclamation Corporation (MRC) form a raven advisory workgroup to 
review raven monitoring data collected by MRC, evaluate its 
implications, and propose raven control measures, if needed. 
Membership should be solicited from the BLM, the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the DFG, and other pertinent organizations. 
(Appendix F, page 83-84) 

The possible practice of translocating tortoises is mentioned 
in the event culverts under the rail line are not utilized by 
tortoises to-move from one side of the railroad tracks to the 
other. If suitable designed culverts or bridges are available to 
the tortoise, there will most likely be utilization by enough 
tortoises to prevent genetic isolation. Translocation is 
unacceptable to the DFG when more appropriate measures are 
available. (Appendix F, page 85-86) 

The tortoise barriers proposed for installation along Eagle 
Mountain Road should be at least 18 inches high. In addition, 
these barriers must be monitored periodically to spot sand buildup 
and provide subsequent sand removal to prevent tortoises from 
passing over them. (Appendix F, page 86) 

.. , 

- -------- - -------
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Diversion, obstruction of the natural flow or changes in the 
bed, channel, or bank of any watercourse or lake will require 
notification to the DFG pursuant to Fish and Game Code 
sections 1601-1603. This notification (with fee) and the 
subsequent agreement must be completed prior to initiating any 
such changes. Notification should be made after the project is 
approved by the lead agency. 

In the event the current document is certified, an endangered 
species consultation with the DFG will be necessary pursuant to 
Fish and Game Code Section 2081, as required by the California 
Endangered Species Act. Notification to the Service for 
federally-listed species is also necessary. If the consultation 
with the DFG results in the need for an Endangered Species 
Management Agreement, the Agreement must be completed before 
project initiation. 

Due to the nature of this project, the project sponsor is 
subject to the user fee provided by Fish and Game Code 
Section 711.4, and the fee is payable to the County Clerk at the 
time of or prior to filing the Notice of Determination by the lead 
agency. If an Environmental Impact Report is filed, the fee is 
$850. It is our assessment that this project will result in 
cumulative loss of fish and wildlife resources and is not exempt 
from the user fee. 

The proposed landfill project has a large sphere of influence 
and the potential to adversely impact many listed and candidate 
species that rely on the desert habitat for their existence. The 
relatively simultaneous submission for review of the OBA and the 
current draft DEIS/DEIR has provided insufficient time for 
consideration and incorporation of significant recommendations 
made by the resource agencies. Presenting the DEIS/DEIR is 
premature since the mentioned Telemetry Studies must be conducted 
and interpreted before the appropriate draft document can be 
prepared. Studies needed to prepare an adequate environmental 
document cannot be conducted concurrent with the review (for 
certification) of the same draft document. Due to the above 
mentioned inconsistencies and concerns regarding the current 
document, it is the recommendation of the DFG that the DEIS/DEIR 
not be certified until the various wildlife issues can be 
addressed properly and resolved. We further recommend 
consideration of the comments provided for the OBA and 
incorporation into the current DEIS/DEIR and resubmission for 
public review. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this 
project. We request a copy of your response to our comments 
and/or the final environmental document immediately upon approval 
and prior to filing the Notice of Determination. 
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If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Fred Worthley, 
Regional Manager, Region 5, Department of Fish and Game, 
330 Golden Shore, Suite 50, Long Beach, California 90802, 
telephone (213) 590-5113. 

~d~ll: ~ /-
Director 

cc: Mr. Frank Hoover 
Department of Fish and Game 
Long Beach, California 

Mr. Gerald Mulcahy 
Department of Fish and Game 
Long Beach, California 

Ms. Kim Nicol 
Department of Fish and Game 
Long Beach, California 

Mr. Vern Bleich 
Department of Fish and Game 
Bishop, California 

Mr. Ray Bransfield 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Laguna Niguel, California 

::::: 

i!!:!,.,.;.:- : • :•:• : •:·=·=·=·=···········•·-'·'•···············=:::::: :: :::::::::::::::·::-:-:-::···•:❖-:=-=::-;:,~r,·::;,,.:;¥«.;~~,:Z'?/.' 



Tom Aikin 
PO Box 375 
Desert Center, CA 92239 
Phone 619-227-3453 
September 3, 1991 

Riverside Co. Planning Dept. 
4080 Lemon Street 9th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92507 

ATTENTION: David Mares 

Dear Sir: 

DOCUMENT 0035 

f J@rgrrw~m 
SEP O 5 1991 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 
0

LANNING DEPARTMENT 

1 This letter is regarding the Managemen~ Training Corporation 
Community Correctional Facility located at Eagle Mountain 
near Desert Center California and Lake Tamerisk California. 
As a member of the Lake Tamerisk Advisory Board which is 
connected with the County Service area #51, I would like to 
report to you there has been no complaints given to the 
board concerning the Correctional Facility at Eagle 
Mountain. The increase in inmate residence has not been 
brought up in any public advisory board meetings. We feel 
that MTCCCF has been an asset to our community. They have 
employed many of our local residence in all capacities which 
has been a positive economy boost for the entire community 
reaching as far as Blythe California. MTC has been most 
gracious in allowing guarded inmates to work in our local 
community helping to keep our desert clean. If we can 
provide any other information regarding community acceptance 
please contact us. 

cc 

CSA51 

Sincerely, I' ,I_ 
2<~;;✓-1~ 

Tom Aikin 
Advisory Board Chairman 

Lake Tamerisk, CA 

Honorable Patricia "Corky" Larson 
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Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs - South Coast Region 
63-500 Garnet Ave. 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Attn: Marianne Wetzel 

Walt Hopkins 
P.O. Box 247 

DOCUMENT 0036 

Desert Center, CA 92239 
September 2, 1991 

I i.ould like to express my opinion regarding the prop::,sed landfill 
project at Eagle r-buntain. 

I i.orked for Kaiser Steel Corp::,ration as a heavy duty truck driver 
for about 10 years, 1973-83. During that time there were between 35-40 
heavy duty trucks, 10-15 pickups, 5-6 service trucks, 2-3 front end 
loaders, at least 2 bulldozers and at least one grader, all burning 
diesel fuel, which were in operation 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. 
Fuel for the 110-1 SO ton trucks required 1 SO to 300 gallons of fuel 
per shift. The beneficiation and pellet plants were in operation 
constantly as -well. But in all the years I i.orked at the mine, 
I never heard one person complain of air pollution. 

On I-1 0, hundreds of cars and trucks travel along side the ccmnuni ty 
of Desert Center every day. On weekends, hundreds of R. V. 's travel on 
Rice Road and I-10. No one ever complains about the air pollution 
these vehicles may cause. They bring a good deal of business to Desert Center. 

On the subject of Wildlife, I i.ould like to ccmnent that in the 
years I i.orked at the mine, I never saw any big horn sheep near the 
East Pit. I did, hc:,.,ever, see them on the banks of the Central and 
West Pits where the truck activity did not seem to bother them at all. 
They slept there, during the dtunping of waste material. I saw kit 
fox, badgers, squirrels, rat:bits, coyotes - none seemed to be 
affected by all the activity during the mining operations. 

l\bout water p::,llution. If the water in the holding EX)nds used at the 
mine site did not a:intaminate the underground water in all the years, 
it is ina:,ncievable the small amount of water of a landfill operation would do so. 

~~ Thank you for acxHng my name to those who \\iOuld accept the landfill 
::t. project as proposed. In my opinion, it would be a benefit to all I :th:1::~·tt1 IY-~ 

I ;i:;~, ~~,, 

!!!:!,,,,,,,,,,,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.:.: .... ·.·····=·····.-.•.• .. ·.·· ....... = .... :,:,:,:,:,:,:,:,:,:::::.: ..... ::::~.::~;:· ., •• ❖;~:-·•rr❖»:*~·..,,?-'*w.&?.m 
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The Truitts 
P.O. Box 104 

Desert Center, CA 92239 

September 1 , 1991 

&rreau of Land Management 
Palm Springs - South Coast Region 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Attn: '.'.:lria'1Ile Wetz~l 

DOCUMENT 0037 

We ..ould like to let you know that we support the Eagle l>Dlmtain Landfill 
Project. The financial aid it v,10uld bring to the eastern area of the 
county would result in that area becaning a boost instead of the burden 
it has been over the years. We feel the project vlOuld be beneficial 
to all of southern California. 

We have attended llOSt of the rreetings conducted by Mine Reclamation 
Corporation, and feel they have shown a clear picture of how the landfill 
will be made sa£e and enviornmentally sound. 

Please ad:1 our names to those who support the project. 

vJ;J/ ~ 
Will and Mickey Trui~ 
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GLEN J. NEWMAN 
FIRE CHIEF 

Da"vid Mares 
County of Riverside 
4080 Lemon St. 
9th. Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Dear Sir: 

DOCUMENT 0038 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 
FIRE DEPART 

210 WEST SAN JACINTO AVENUE • PERRI 
(714) 657-3183 

August 29, 1991 

SEP O 5 1991 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 
0 LANNING OEPARTMENT 

The County Fire Department has reviewed the draft Environmental 
Impact Statement and feel the following questions need to be 
addressed in the final report. 

1. Having responsibility for hazardous materials incidents 
within Riverside County, we are concerned about container 
leakage during transport on truck and train. While we 
recognize that there is a commitment to preclude hazar
dous materials from entering into the container prior to 
transport we question what effect, even small amounts of 
leakage will have with 20,000 tons of waste being trans
ported over the same routes every day for 115 years. 

2. on page 342 under "Fires In Refuse Lands" the report 
states, in part "for difficult fires, deep borings can be 
drilled and liquid carbon dioxide can be pumped into the 
landfill. The liquid carbon dioxide cools the material 
and displaces oxygen and is very effective in controlling 
this type of fire. This type of staged response would be 
incorporated into the emergency response planning for the 
protect." 

We are very interested to know where this type of application has 
been used and what success was achieved. We would also like to 
contact the fire department on firm using this method to get the 
training requirements and equipment needs. 

Page 1 of 2 
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In addition we would like to see the report contain details for 
on-site storage of the carbon dioxide, boring equipment and 
apparatus needs for application of the carbon dioxide. 

Deep seated smoldering fire could create a significant impact on air quality. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the report and we 
will look forward to the answers to our questions. 

GJN/rrb 

Page 2 of 2 
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. RIVERSIDE COUNTY 
nLANNING OEPARTMENT 

August 29, 1991 

1 My name is Walter L. Rector I support the project in making F.agle ~untain into 
a trash disposal. 
I think that under watchfull eyes and taking proper care of the railways, to make 
sure that the environment will be safe. 
I also think that it will help making a rrountain that is of no use at this time 

·a good site to use. We need the project to go thru, we need disposal sites very 
badly. 
It will not only help disposing of the trash, but create jobs. and be financially 
good for our camru.nities. 
Our space is running out to put trash. our trash has already increased because 
they have to go further now to dump. 
I hope that the people will see the good in the project at F.agle ~untain and 
will support it. 
People should be aware of the main problem, that is trash. 
My entire family is behind this project. 

WALTER L. REX:TOR 
825 °ENNSYLVANIA AVE. 
C'OL'IDN, ~~ 92324 

\Tl': DAVID MARES 

Thank you, 

x-:;1);;;;: 'L 

O'.JUNl'Y OF RIVERSIDE~ -P.LAmITh-.;:; D~. 
•1080 ID7JN STRIBI', 9th FiroP 
RIV:'~SIDE, CA. g2507 

/1, I,,,, I, I, 1, i, "" ,I, .. I, i,, I,,, /11, I,, 1, I,,, i,, II 
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c~ G. Boyd & Associates, Inc. 
The Environmental Group 

p@tl!Wlt)ID 
28 August 1991 

TO: Clerk of the Board 
Riverside County Cupervisors SEP O 6 1991 

RIVERSIDE_C=NT 
PLANNING PcP 

Re: Alternative to Eagle Mountain_ Integrated Systems 
Honorable ~upervisors 

There has been much said about what whould be done to 
dispose of our Municipal garbage and totally elimina:e 
hazardous materials from going into our landfills regardless 
where they are generated. But regardless of the method we 
choose, any method that can do the job, is better than 
putting our problem into landfills and altimately co~taminating 
our water supply and the air we breath. 

Most of those in government, involved in waste mar.ag:ment, 
either seem to be spending much of their time lookinq at 
limited solutions to our waste oroblems, or alocatinc much 
needed funds towards short term.solutions , that late~ on 
only prove to be more costl y to the consumer and tax 
payer, then effective, gi ve little or no real soluticn 
to our municipal garbage problem, and only ends up as 
another way to contaminate our environment. Eagle 
Mountain is just another one o~ these so called solu:ions. 

The Environmental Impact Report on Eagle Mountain, is nothing 
more than 2000 pages of the same as any other EIR go~ernment 
agencies contract to have repaired. It addresses ev:r:• issue 
in the book under environmental, but has little en t~e issue 
at stake, what will be the results on our environmen: is 
Eagle Mountain.is designated as an approved lanc:ill, and 
is there any_ p-oven alternati ve s to having a lan~fil: at 
Eagle Mountain or any place else as far as that :s ccncerned. 

The California Environmental Quality Act points out "A Agency 
should not approve a project as proposed if there are any 
feasible alternatives available that would substantially 
lessen any significant effects that the project propcsed 
would have on our environment, if approved. 
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Page 2 
28 August 1991 
Ltr to Board of Superv isors & Councilpersons 
Re~ !Alternative to Landfills 

The CEQA says the meaning of 0 Environment 0 is the physical 
condition which exist within the project area which will 
be effected by the proposed project, and ~Feasible 0 is, 
capable of being accompl i shed in a successful manner within 
a reasonable period of time, taking into account economics, 
environmental issues, socal and technological factors. -

Alternative, according t o webscer, is a cho~ce betwe~ n two 
things , that one is false, then the other must be true. I 
can fine no place that proves the Eagle Mountain to be 
false, when it come down to if the project would have an 
adverse effect on any part of the environment if approved, 
but in the same respect, if the site was approved, is it 
true that it would have an adverse effect on the environ, 
ment within the area . Its difficult to determine either 
when you read the Environmental Impact Report, because 
there is so much non associated material covered in the 
report, its difficult to see and understand the true 
report if it is there. 

Example: The report covers Coating Solids, as if it 
were an explosive - when everyone in the coatings 
industry, knows when coating materials become hard 
and cured, they are inert and not explosive. 

Much of the Mi gation outlined in the report, covers 
every issue under the sum, within the environmental 
text books, but does nothing to show, how: potential 
environmental probler. associated with the project, 
can be prevented. 

I Ozone - Everyone, including SCAQMD, knows that a 
, landfill, and the environment associated withe 
f landfill, has much more effect on the Ozone than I :::~:::::::::o: ::,:::b:::to:.::::::o::wM::::::::~te 
····· from a. Disel trucks can malre e veryone sic:k, and 
f 200 of these trucks, plus, will not help those within I community around Eagle Mountain. 

~hen you read the Environmental Impact report, you soon 
realize that it convently left ou~ much, such as, "FAIR SHARE~ 
The amounts of money it would take to build the site, and 
the amounts of money each county and city have to gain, if 
they use the site. No landfills are not our answer, but is 
the answer for those who are too good to face the garbage 
problems in their own areas; 

(fat£/ ~~s 71:>/ 
Charles G Boyd l! ;i!!r~~~=~ig:l~~;~ia 92509 

:::~::•.·.····························································:· .: .. ..................... : :·: :rr:x ,, .. ,~· w.:-;: ,,. ,w,· y,,,·::::•<:~,,.,:::::w~·<· · 

SEE INCLOSURE ALTERNATIVE 
TO EAGLE MOUNTAIN 

- ------ -------------------
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Rec_,,diog 
ALTERi...,.ATIVES TO 

Augu.<.1 :::S. 19QI 

the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 

1:-.TRODtXJJOS 

Rcccnl dramatic shortfall.I have occurred in 
existing a.nd projec1cd la.ndfil! resourus 
oat.ioowidc . A.I a consequence, landf,U tipping 
(dumping) fees have rueo rapidly. r,.;,,,, EPA rulc.1 
for landfills a.re c:rpee1ec 10 hcig.b1eo the prob:~rr. 
t,v ((,rein~ lhc clcrnrc of manv sut--s1and;;,d 

. . . .. .. ......... . ···~ "" .......... .. - . : 
cn:i.oagcroenl legisla1ion has also reuntl~· t<~o 
p:L<.sed in ma.nv stares These la,..·s, "-·hicb arc 
cx~ctcd to be a r.JliC'c"'idc 1reod. f0r,-e 
corocnuni1ies 10 JdJrc ss thclf own solid "':is:c 
cfuposal problems -,.ith in a narrow ti roe period "',th 
mandatory rcrvcling s1ipula1ions. Uaforruna1eh·. 
developroeo1 aod in:r,lcm~ntl!100 of 1echool~c.:.: 
alternJtives seriously lags both tbe lllcreJs,r.s 
landfiU space problem as well as tbc oew le!;Js l;,:,,: 
1,met.bles. This ha5 created a substantial "'in.:c•_. . 
of-opp0rtuniry for project developmenl acti·-,1 ies 
"'hicb .pro,ide lon;-,crcn, cost -effective :iod 
eovironmen1aUy !,(IUod alternatives. 

An alternat i,·c which is currcotly gaining fa,or is 
the cstJblish!D cnt 0f "in1:grated· ·,1,·a.stc 
man,gcm:r.- fa.:iLt,cs . These facilities arc des ;;:ncc 
to cc,m~inc ,·.:iriou!- ""'~:= rnJ.nJg::-:ieo : 
1:chn.:,logics Jnd mctbodologi~s in one site io order 
to pr0,iJc ccooornies of sc.ak. more comprcher.sivc 
~e,-..i,-=s fc>r IC>C.11 c0mmuni1ics. and wnsolidat,-,n of 
,k,cl0pm:n1 ;;n.: r,n;;nciof_ costs and dfons Th.s 
c0nccp1 is in particular [J,·or ,n areJ.5 "'ith rjp1dl, 
e~pandlilg rorulatioo and llldustrial p.:i .... 1h 
roupled ,..,lh increasingly stringent disposal 
regulations. 

THE ISD.t,;.S_TRY 

The fundamentals of the solid waste 
cnanageroeot industry arc changing rapidly. These 
changes a.re global. The dTecu of these changes 
reach all a5pcC1.S of our economy, our environment 
and our ":ay of life. The fledgling awareoc:s.s of 
these changes by our coosuroers, media a.nd 
governments suggests lhal our socic:ty is ju.sz 
beginning lo coo.froal the absolute: o=icy for 
cornprebeiuive reslrudwg of our methods a.nd 
means of waste ma.nagemenL 

Uodersta.nding the fundaroentals of the solid 
waste management industry a.nd rec.ognizing the 
changes in each of them is important in order to 

uodcrsta.nd tbc c:ed for the de,·elopcnent 0( trul~· 
in1egrated "''a.SI: management S~"!>tems The 
folJo,..ing d~ioru identify and explair. a:ajor 
fJctors wrucb ar: a.ITecting this ind~~- ;,,.,d tbc 
dcvelopmc:01 of cew 11o-uie rnJDof:mcot 
ahcrcatives. E_x;:,;J.nation of lbeir impaci u;xic lhe 
llld~try. as wer as tbeir comple.r interr:latic,~~i"!>
•:l :,rif,c.1 the ~c:c for a.o integrated ;,pprc,, .:h. 11 

::-.anag:coent f;,.:wties as a rnilll~gcd -rul b~1..,ess 
C(• nupl and i; a~ ine,i1ablc c.:-mp0oec1 c: 1b: 
,urrcol :i.nd fu~: -... ·:ist: rr.ana;:men1 indui:."' . 

L.\.'"DFIJ.LISG/ .\L TER,-.;.._ TT\J:,5 

Wa5te dis!X,~ his traditiooilly beco a 1"::ili.z.ed 
probkm "'itb r:i'.ional solutions. lo the earh pan of 
1b c cent110·, i.:icineratioo w:is a si.cop:: and 
c,0oomic.il sol ·~ :.i00., 11oitb sac.i:a.-y la.ndfi.llinf as tbc 
0aly alteroaLi,: H0wever, stri.ogcot ern~iC'c.! la!""!> 
"'UC impleroez :cd l!l the la.c si:<tie~ aoc m~1 
incinerators ,.·:re forced to shut do"''ll dee to 
inabilirv to ~m;,1~· "-itb CIDI.S.S,'O!lS ..:-ctrol 
1: indard.s. c:._,:i._~queoll)', ~I at} ll.'.l:.;-u.1.i.nf 
t>.:.:.:;.cnc the d.is?v!-ai rnctbod 0f cboi~ . Ei!'.;ru to 
;,reic rve landri.;.; S;'l~ and coocero at>.:iu : c~:rgy 
,0n~ervati00 i.z:: fo.:used rn:01ioo oa r:.1-~ur~ 
rccc" cry/ rr.a5.!. -burn facilities . Tacse f;,-iliti:i burn 
unscparated. a::::i:nJ.JI, prepJJed "'·a5t: l!l c:,,d:r to 
g:n:ral: s1:= aod / or elccu,cirv. Opc:J:ic,r.al 
c,fr,culties enc;:- ·~~;cred b, tb~~ rypcs of f,.:i!.i1i~. 
J.S ,...,U J.S s,gn,G .:.J.J:J I problcrns a5.!.0Ciat=d .... ,;; 100c 
em~ioru aDC t0-cic a5h residue d.ispos.:a~ bave 
rcccotl~· shifted mention t0"•atd al.crnativc.! ,.·hicb 
bJve less adver..c i.copaCI OD the eoviroo.coo:.. such 
as Refuse Dc~·-e.l Fuel (RDF) or cocn~tiD£,. 
RDF facilit.ic.1 !-<::pl.late out coo-corob~tac-;:,s_ and 
rccyclat,le.s prior to cocnbustioo and produc.: more 
favorable em~ioos and les.s toxic ash. Com,.ostiog 
biologic..iUy de~ad::.s -...·:i.ste into borticultrual /land 
applications produel.5. 

Landfilling. in tbe cneaoti.coe , bas cornc uoder 
strong criticism due to incr~i.og a"'.ucoess of 
la.cdfilliog's al.mos! inevitable detrimental i.copad 
upoo groUDdwater supplies. Fewer tha.n 6% of tbe 
landfills i.o the United States me.a the oew 
Regulation D guideli.oes for dc.sigii and opcnLioo.. 
The EPA recogni.zc.s tbal it u only a maner of time 
before even the bc.sl desigiied a.nd ma.caged la.nd!ill 
leaks. As a co~uco~; greater atteatioa bas been 
placed upon the types of substa.nces being 
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deposited in landfilli . Sub-standard landfills arc 
being dosed. upansioc permits are being denied. 
and cxi.<tinf landfills arc filling 10 c.apacir,·_ Major 
costly upgrades are being required for most 
landfi.lk. Tbe dircel results are substantial 
rcductioru in a,.wablc space, and sl:;,Tod::et.ing 
tipping f= for heavily populated arc.as 11,,·hich have 
a high dependence upon land.Jilfuig. Tbe Lime 

•• .u _.; . . \, i. HJ..l ._ .• ... --.. ... -.u • ,_-J •- • -, .. 

for pro~r alternatives to be evaluated and 
implemented. G:>osequently, a crisis bas developed. 

TER!UTORl.-\1.lSM 

A new phenomenon which i.s occurring as a 
result of the current and impending land!iU crises, 
i.s regional tcrritoria.li.sro v.ith regard to available 
landfill space. For example, many s1a1es are 
investigating or have pa~cd legislation which 
restricts out-of-state waste. Other s,atcs are 
coo.sidcri.ng imposing heavy "host" penalty 
surcharges to out-of-stale dumpers. Protec.:ioo of 
regiona.J landfill c.apaciry appears to be becoming a 
state11,,ide issue rather than a problem left for local 
municipalities or privarc operatori . A5 a 
coo.sequence, development act in11es whic..'i are 
designed 10 cobaoce i.n-sta1e landfill c.aracir,·_ wbicb 
also lllou· hill compliance for su~re>unding 
c0mmuni1ics ,.;th mandate~- recyclinf · ~idclines, 
arc becoming bencr received politic.a.lJ~. logis1ic.aJl~
and environrnentaUy. 

IMAGE 

lmage bas al"'·ays been a problem for tbe waste 
management industry. It bcgiru 11,,itb the simple fact 
that was,e materials are unattractive at b--...sr. Unless 
forced to face the problem directly by law or 
circumstance, the public has traditionaU,· preferred 
to have ..,-as1e managcrocn1 ·ou1-of-sigh1, out-of
mind". Tbc sensory offe~vcocss of the product 
which i.s bandied and tbe sometimes demeaning 
image of those who handle it do lillle to enhance 
the .peruived images of CUITeot or future projects 
to the public. In addition, med.ia attention bas 
traditionally focused on enviro0.1Denta.l abu.ses, 
controversies be:ween developer1 or government 
agencies and communities, and long-standing 
affiliations of orga.niz.e<l crime members with the 
waste management industry. Tbe 'cash-based" high 
margin aspccu of traditional waste management 
practices often promote significant abuses which 

can have serious and loog-tertn impact for 
communities and /or regions. Unforrunately, only a 
sr:ca.ll body of law and few significant enforceable 
::~na.lt.ics exist with which 10 police the industry. 
Tbe lists of toxic substances oaiy gro"-;. and the 
C-0!.t for cleanup of m~a.1:cs or abu.ses i.s 
catastrophic. Coo.sequently, developcoent activities 
in=,itably foster protest rather than support, with 

' •. \.,.' - ~. 

are geoera.Jly favored a.s the soud waste 
ma.oagecocnt process of choice by 
cn ,-iroo.coentali.sts and consumen. Recycling 
projce1.s., however, have once been fro,,.lled upon 
~.c.au.se they lacked solid cconocoic benefits and 
required consistent subsidies in order to survive . 
Additiooa.lly, recycling advocates were frequently 
,ie·..-ed as radic.aJ aod/or eccentric and have 
consequently had difficulties establishing credibiliry 
i.n f10ancial circles. 

As waste managemecl acti,it.ies have 
progressed to enter the mainstream of our society, 
sc has their reputation in the professional and 
f,cancial arenas. lmpro,ing projc.c.t econoroics, a 
greater pool of quali~- industry talent and 
or,era1ors, and a vastlv improved depth of waste 
cr.a.oageroect experience for municipalities, 
environroeo1alis1s, developers and ftnllciers have 
brought improved credibiliry to the industry as a 
whole . Components of the indu.st~·. such as 
r=cvcling have bewroe high]~-coropetit.iv= industries 
i..r; thrn.~e\ves . Priva1e and inst.irutiooal investors 
h3,·e more conf,dence, comparative data and 
e,",'Crienc.c in this industry. Ste.ady growth in 
'llunicipal financings for solid wa.ste management. 
consistently successful i.nit.iaJ public offerings, and 
I.ht continued formation of substantial venture 
c.apital funds dedicated solely 10 waste management 
i.cvestmeot oppor1unicics, indic:.11e growing 
operience and positive sentiment reg:irding the 
substantial grov..tb and reruru oo investroeot 
potential of the industry. Municipalities., short of 
capital and eager to avoid the long and complex 
rrocess of gover0.1Dent sponsored development 
acti,ities, very often endorse privatization of waste 
management activities. Tbe dramatic increases in 
the prices consumers and mwiicipalities are willing 
or forced to pay for disposal of waste is a bonanz.a 
for many private developers. The success and 
attention received by many reputable 
entrepreneurs and businesses as a result have 
improved the credibility of the iDdustry as a whole. 

r . r. . 'fl(W11 -~- ~,,nrTATT$. rNC. 
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rm: Sl~fBY SYNDROME 

The :',;ot-ln-My-BJck-Yard (StM:BY) syndrome 
is a grov.-ing faelor in waste II,J.!lagemeDl. and it 
should Do< be underestimated i.o approaching Lhe 
analysis of any waste ma.oag,=ment project or 
industry ~gment. No one wants a v,-aste p=ing 
f acilirv io Lheir ov.-o back yard, and roa.sumers and 

- . .,~.: _;p . 
ban.Jes :i.gairut waste project.! for y~s. Recently, 
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S:-odr ome • Not-lo-My-Tert:i-of-OITice. lo the pa.st. 
the predominant political acti,iry ~atcd with a 
waste ma..oagemeot projeCI -..45 specific to the 
reg:ioo affeeled by Lhe projecL with little or oo 
eumprehensive involvemeot b~ more broad-ba..<ed 
political entities. Coa.sequeotly, uiov.·ledge of ool~
Lhe regional political variables was n~ for 
tbc development a..od completion or most waste 

however, coalition efforts., m ong and weU-G..canced This is DO longer tbe case. le tbe past dec.:id:, 
ecvironmeDtal lobbying. readily available pro boDo Lhe results of pre,iou.s abuses of natural re..;;our~ 
and CCDtingeocy legal ser.i=, a.ad a.ggre.s.5ive improper ...-as1e rni1llagemeot practi= and 
supportive media have given gre.at influence a.od i.ccre.ased understa.adi.og of the toxic or deu-imeotal 
credibility to NThIBY act.i,itie.s. C,:m~ueotly, the effects of "'3.Ste substances bave begun to add ligh t 
NIMBY syndrome cow repr=ts a significant risk to the far -reach.i.og a.ad la.sting impael of any " 'JSte 
for projeel development and "''3.Ste management maDagemeot aciivities. Politicians are no...- li.steoi.og 
acti,itie.s, especially ...-bere there is a perceived to tbe D~eds of a more global constitueDcy as more 
potential adverse impac! up,,."'O rommuniry and and more rommuni Li es add coo,ict.ioo a.od 
eovironmect. It holck, therefore, Lhat a proper resour= behind territorialism a.ad the NIMBY 
approach to ma.king a substa..ocial entry into the t~ome. New awarcoes.s b~- consumers as their 
solid waste ma.aagement market should ceote~ ~?(m~ties a.ad pur~-st.rings are affected. 
around mollifying Lhe NIMB Y risk fael or as ~~ h oupl ed with strong media focu.s on eovironmeot3.l 
as possible. while establishing a presence and\./• ~ue.s. have fueled Lhe evol ution of solid .. -as1e 
operating base. The easiest "'•" to do Lh.i.s is to rn:i.nagemeot into a g.lobal political platf.:i rm issue 
initially minim~ development act.ivities a.ssociated and coa.sequeotly int o a.o im;,ortant m~dium for 
v.ith burning. and e:nis.sions_ a.od to develop in.stead change. PoliLici aru are now forced to de:!.l with tb: 
Lhe components to a..o io1eg:rated solid was te problem becau.se it affects them from s.::, ma=~ 
management system that are embraced by most areis . The ~ face new r1.0:incial oblipti ons for 
parties, i.e., recycling and landfil! avoidance . dt.Spos..il alternatives or landfiU rosts . Tb:" a..l.w fac: 

A l0oger leno strategy for the iropkmeo tatioo 
or more com prebensive ca;,abilitie.s, such as 
incineration. if applicable., gi--e.s more time to 
properly addre.s.5 the potential i.mpael., such as 
coastruelioo or permitting delay~., which the 
:--.'I\fBY syndrome. could have upon Lhc placement 
of Lhese racilities. React advancu; io recycling and 
composting techJ.Oologies are mlucing the need for 
incineration. particularly with MSW. 

POLITICS 

The i.mpad of waste manag,:ment projed.5 and 
practices upon our environme.ot, rommunity and 
cost of living. brings them a.s issues into the 
political arena., especially if tax dollars are used for 
their implementation. Politicians have traditionally 
been reluctant to deal directly with the problem 
beau.se of the inherent cooJlict of wort-term 
political motivatioos, i.e., four er two year term, V1. 

the need for loog-term solutions; (NIMTO) 

leg.a.! and eo,-ironmco1al im~ratives " 'bicb ioclud = 
se,ere peoalties and image rq:~rcus.sions Fu:;aU, . 
the siu of 1be problem a..od the percei,ed impact i1 
-..ill bave upon future geo:ratioas is forcio~ 
politicians to move away from Lhe NP..ITO 
Syndrome and to make ofteo high prorllc ckcisioa.s . 

It should be highlighted that th.is is a DC" 
tJend, a..od significant policy or programrnatic 
changes are onlv recently being se:n. 
Consequently, where politics as a component of a..oy 
waste management proje.a "''a.S a oeces.saJ')", but 
limited, evil in the past. it is now ofte.o 
unrecogniud as a major factor which must be 
approached with oot only tbe same regi.:ioal 
insights as in tbe past, but also 11.ith more 
comprehensive understandi.og. for~gbt and 
resources. 

C. G. BOYD & ASSOClA TES, INC. 
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LEGISLATION 

Legislatioa affecting the solid waste 
managemeat industry bas beea slow to evol\'t. 
Some of the faders coatnbuling to thi.s have been: 
few precedcats a.s a base for a body of law; few pasl 
incentives to- die.late change; a.od poor 
understanding OD the part of legislators a.od 

. .. fj · -- . ~ e · 

magnitude of th~ waste disposal problems a.od aL<..:' 
with regard to a proper course of corrective and 
enforcement actioc.s. 

locreased political pre5..1ures for reform., 
coupled wi1b vastly improved cnviroruocota.1-impaa 

DOCUMENT 0040 

A ugusl 28, 1991 

adjuncts or alternatives to curbside. Curbside 
recycling programs have proven to be difficult to 
imp:Cmcct a.od properly enforce. The)· uc al.so 
ex-pec.sivc for the towruhips who mu.s! fund them. 
As a cons.cquccce, MR.Fs arc beeoming a popular 
alternative. Nooethcles.5., muo.icipalitie:s ue cow 
forced to develop, fund and operate !heir own 
recycling pla.ru and / or proce.s..sing faclitie.s, or to 

-"L ~r 

opporru.niry tor private dc,·clo;:,ers of ~{RFs or 
al1croati,·es, suc:b a.s integrated faciliti~ who can 
demonstrate their ability 10 meet the a-iteria for 
waste or recyclable procC.5..ling oul1De.d in !he 
legislation.. 

data bases., have allowed la.,.-makers, who a.re The f10al s1eps are SIIoog regulatioClS 
themselves now better informed , to take direct. cooccrning resource recover:· (inci.oeratioo a.od 
and, in many cases, substantive actioos. These power generaLioc), either in the form of mas.5-burn 
actioClS have taken many different approache.s. facilities or those uti.liz.i.og refuse-derived-fuel 
However, the objectives a.re the same • COClScr.-uig (RD~,..or. alternatively, composting. Mas.5-buru 
landfill space and protccticg the ccvironmcot. _. f~c~lfi,~.~occ the disposal system of choice, ha,·c 
Current and proposed solid waste managcmco~·•<"'t"t.~ (~k~uoc'icr criticism due to cmi.s.sioc..s qucstiOClS 
lcgislatioc acros.s the oatioo focuses oc scver:i..l V lo"-- and 1oxic ash disposal problems. Coc..sequcctJy, 
coosi.stcct steps toward the developmco1 of emphasis bas ~o placed on RDF-bascd resource 
integrated solid waste maoagcmcnt prog:ra.r:is recover, facilitie.s which proces.s the .,-aste into a 
which avoid landfuling aod minimize eo,1ronmco1a.l cleaner fuc~ reduci.og emi.s.sioc..s and ash. 
impacl. Compostirig bas gained favor, beC.lUS( compos1cd 

Firsl , poorly designed or manage d landfuls a.re 
being forced to closed and / or complv v.ith oe.,. 
standards, and oev.· laodfil.!s are sc,·ereh rcs1ricte.d 
This adds value to mC'dero well maoaged landlills. 
It also forces much gru1cr atteotioo on the 
COClScrvatioo and acquisition of furure landrill space 
by both municipal agencies and private landfill 
operators. This also pre.sects signific.an1 
opportuoitie.s for the developers of aJ1ernatives to 
landfills such as in1cgratcd was1e mJnagerocot 
facilities which re.cycle and reuse ·much of Lhc waste 
strearo . 

Seuiod, mandated recycling is become the 
corm. Solid waste management include.s recycliog. 
It may not be the largest compooco(, but it i.s the 
most palatable, and coc.sequently, the moSl hlcly 
first step. Current treads favor the adoption of 
nationwide maodatory recycliog legislation such as 
that which has aJre.idy been passed in numerous 
states, including California. Io many states, 
emphasis bas ~n oo either curbside source 
separatioo of recyclables, or for the establishmCllt 
of Materials Recovery Facilities (MRFs) as 

produci.s gcncra.!lv qualify as ·rc.c~.-cled· and 
emis..sions and ash components a.re minimized. 
Howe,·cr , regulations restricting = of the cod 
pre-ducts oft co .:oClStrain relian.:e solch upoo this as 
a dispo~I option . 

Other ooteworthy legislative acti,ities which 
a.re ba,uig far-reaching impaa on th~ solid waste 
management industry a.re; the rules on •off-shore· 
dumping of solid w~stc, which re.stria !he shipping 
of U.S. ·••JSIC to other cations and, the ban oo 
ocean dumpiog of se .. ·agc sludge. Both of these 
measures increase the need for additiooaJ laodfill 
space or disposal technology alternatives. Th.is 
legislation bas preceded the development of 
sufficieot viable tcch.oological alternatives. 
Coc.scqueotly, landfills have to bear the brunt 
initially. 

With thi.s in min cl, cons.crving La.odfill spa cc 
beeomes a.o even greater priority. For private 
landfill owners, several faders driYC t.b.is a.s a 
priority. The first is conservation of increased 
future value of landfill space. By diverting and 
selliog recyclables with cUITeot high economic 

r r. 'Rnvn ~ A<:<:nru-n:-.<: TNr. 
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values., landfill opcra1ors rcaliu CUTTcol enhanced 
value al the =c lime a.s !be~· keep space available 
for lu&hcr value fururc wa.s1 e streams. The second 
factor is coo.suva.tioo o( land.fill capJcity in order to 
accommoda1c a higher priced v,;i.ste product, such 
a.s sewage sludge, which will al.so have increase.cl 
fururc value. For mun.icipalitics., the main priorities 
arc the assurances of politic.ally a.od 
,. -, .;_,r , :u~a· · •:. -,-. ·• -

Io any eveol, integrated S)'!,tcms are viable a.od 
needed sol utioll5. 

TNSUR..\NCE/LIA B ILITY 

An in.sura.oce crisis is currently affecting roost 
bu.sines.ses a.od comumers. Tber:fore, ii is 001 
surpri.siog tha1 in.sura.oce should al.so be an is.sue for 
the solid was1e managemeol indu.stry. 
Ucifortuna1ely, several factors mah this issue more 
significant for those pursuing solid was1c 
managemeol activities. 

The first factor is thal an increa..sing arnou.o1 of 
the was1c generated 1oday is loxic and ,,.cry poorhR 
reguJa1ed. II is al.so logistic.ally difficul1 10 coo1rcy ~ 
and moairor the actual 0011,· and ul1i.-nare 
dc.sti.oatioo of much of our 11,-a_ste products. 
Insurance companies have di!ficulry quantJ;,1ng 
their liabilities. 

The second factor is thal tbe effects of 
mi.stakes, poor management, or abu.ses can take 
years to surface. New toxins are identified 
regularly. Co115eQueotly, CUTTeot dispos.1.1 
techniques may prove inadequa1e upoo future 
examination. l115ura.oce companies are oow faced 
wi1h potentially sizeable bidc:o coo1ingeo1 
liabilities. 

Thirdly, amid.st these UDcertai:i1ics., i1 is evideo1 
th.at the c.os.t of reparatioll5 for eoviroomeo1al 
damages will cooti.ouc to ~ Crom their already 
high levels. 

A.s a C0115eQueoce, insurers are ofteo reluaant 
to insure an}Uling but proven technologies and/or 
methodologies., limiting innovation. The high 
premiums for insurance can a.ffed. the ecooomi~ of 
a project. Most host com.mun.ities now demand 
considerable insurance for new projects. 
Consequently, when a.s.se5.Sing any projed. in waste 
management, insurability is a major risk which will 
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be directly rela1ed to the degrees of potential 
adverse impact the project may have oo the 
eoviro=enl a..od cornmun.il)', a..od the i.ohereo1 
follow-oo liability which cxi.st.s al every point al 
... -bich a '"'-a.sle product has b«:o in coo1act. 

An in1egrated was1e ma..oagemeol faci.lil)', 
u1i.lizing proven equ.ipmeol and methodologies., 

. . -
solutiull5. CooLingeol liabililies are mi.:umized a..od., 
a.s a coo.sequence , these types of facililies are 
insurable a1 rc:isooa.ble ex-peo.se. 

MARITT$ 

An importanl aspect of the uooomic •iabiliry 
of the recycling coropooeol of waste ma.oagcrncot 
syslems ha..s traditiooa.lly beeo the stabiliry of 
market.s for the resale of recyclable cornrnoditics 
sucb a..s aluminuro, glass, elc.. l.iofortu.oa.1ely, 
co115umer based recycling as an indu.stry is 
rel , oew, and maoy of these market.s have 

o o be uoderdevelopc-d and coo.sequeotly 
iable . In addi1ion, because the markets are 

oeu•, bu,ers of recyclables have bad fc,., purchase 
points. this of1eo rncanl 1ha1 recyclabl:s bad to be 
sbippe~ coo.siderable dis1ance.s a.od al g:r:.a.1 cost. 
Other more global factors such a.s 1be uoooroy, 
com petiliou amoog produe15., and evolving 
1ec.hnolo¢es, al.so affec1 1hese rnarkets . lo the pa.st, 
due to lower tipping fees from tra..sh dumpers, 
11,·as1e m::...cagcrneol projects which included large 
rec~:clinf compooeots dereodcd heavily upoo 
a..ol.icipated revenues from separated recyclables. 
\\'bee prices for these product.s Oucruated bea,-ily, 
or ,,.-hco markels dried up reriodic.a.lly, problems 
arose. 

Many of tbe recyclable market.s are now more 
ma1urc, and beoce more stable . Economic factors, 
eoviroomeotal lobbying efforts., a.od concerted 
efTort.s oo the parts of producers a..od governments 
to c.s1abli.sh rnarkets for recyclables ba,·e added 
stabiliry 10 the ava.i.lability of many markets and 
more arc developing. Prices, however, will cooti.oue 
to Ouctuate in response to global market factors. It 
is imporuot to realize, however, that dwindling 
landfill re.sources have receotly forced ma.oy 
reg:iooal landfill tipping fees up lremeodously. They 
have riseo in many areas to a point where the 
actual price for recyclables has become les.s 
important than the savin~ connected with the 

C. G. BOYD,.- A.<;c;QCIATT..S. INC. 
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avoida.oee of la.cd!illi.ng the recyclables. 
Co~qucctly, a sua1cgic approach which 
prioritiz.es the c:urrcnl.ly viable recyclable.s market.5., 
a.nd which also foo= oc b.ig.b Lipping f~ regions 
·11,berc "la.odfill avoidance ecooomia• work, will 
offer 2 lower risk market cell')' for project 
developers. 

....... ~ ,. .. 7 .· 

New 1ecb.nology for the managemec1 of rolid 
.,..asle.s has adva.oced considerably in the las1 
decade. Several clas.se.s of le.c.h.Dologies musl be 
evaluated whee add.res.sing a.n in1egrated rolid 
waste ma.oagement system. 

Tbc first is waste proccs.siog/rccyclins systems. 
These systems arc de.signed to integrate mechanical 
and ma.oual separation of the .,..aslc stream, 
diverting recyclablc.s into sale -ready form and 

DOCUMENT 0040 

A ugu.sl 28, 1991 

availability of ccd-markeu for the compost ba,,: 
been addr=d wi1h inc-ca5ing succe~. 

In all ~ rurnhy gu ara.n I= a.nd opera ting 
contra~ with perforrna.cee gul.fa.clU5 arc key to 
su=. Turnkey system ma.cufacrurers who hJve 
experience a.nd sufficiecl re.sour= ,.,th which 10 

guarantee a project Crom eonsr.ructioc through 10 
... _,. •• , :._ __ _ ,. ·---,... - .. ,.., · - lr-,r-- , .. ._ r.-.., .. ~ ... ,;- ,.., C 

lO rapid sbon-tcrm ;:,,:ccu-aGuc v: ~~ m;,nel. 

lo the past. problems bave arucc due to p,,.Xlr 
performance by new tedUJologi~ or due 10 
devclopmcot or eonstructioo ioe.xperienee, cosl 
overruns, ere.. However, Lhi.rd a.nd fourth 
gcccral.ion technologies a.nd experienced system 
developers arc cow readily available, and careful 
sclcctioc of the proper vendor / opera1or can mollify 
a majority of the project rules. 

proees.sing the majority of the remainder into fuel There is a great deal of activity currently being 
and/or compost substrate (Exhibit VT). To: directed toward more comprchcnsi,·c approaches 
complexity of this rompoccnt depends upon: tb: to rccyclablc.s mar\:eting by combining 
need to meet specific fuel / compost charactcrisl.ic :(~ufacrurir.g tecb.nologie.s as an adjWJa 10 

requirements a.od: the types and qualiry . ~;\ration. Ultimately, th.is could pro,idc major 
recyclables to be removed. The most ire~~~ cad.,..a ~· for more c.oc.sistenr a.nd dcpeccJblc 
criteria for evaluatiog any separa1ioc tecb.n~ ruyclable.s markets. Ho,,.,·ever, &om a pr0ject 
are: Is it proven tccluiology and will it work, day-in dcvelopmccr sr:uid?('in t. a.s • weU as an ir.itial 
a.od day-out 1 Most v.-astc produelS are extremely markc1 cou-y ~lratcgy, t.h.:5_ adds unne.cz..ssary nsl:. 
da.magi.og to an~~bing bur the sturdiest of Remanufacrurio~ tecb.nologie.s are ofteo first and 
equipment. Hca,-y-du~- compoo~nts and simplici~ se cond genera tion, aoc cod -product marke t~ arc 
of de.sign have prc,·co to be the key factors to the highly compel.ir ive . As a coo.sequeoce, ir.il.ial 
su= of proven waste processing recb.noloSY. reliance for tbe disposal of rU)clable.s must de;xod 
Other impo11a.ot co!liidcrations are; redWJdancy, upoo esrablisbed rccaru. 
availability of pans., operating and maintcca.oce 
costs., explosion systems, etc.. Tber arc qw1c a few 
vendors of these rype.s of tccb.nologie.s. 

Tbe second class is the burc_ \ystem. This is a 
mature indusU')'. Tbe keys here arc: ls the system 
"best available technology' which is proven and 
properly matched to the specific fuel product., a.od; 
will the system perform eonsislently for the life of 
the project fina.oc:ing within emissioc.s speci!icatioc.s 
that arc realistic for the future a.od inacasingly 
Slringect regulatioc.s. 

Tbc third class is com posting systems. 
Composting is a newer market Problems in the 
past as.social ed with th cse types of systems, such u 
processing time, odor and vermin abatement, a.nd 

As tbe industry develops., it is expected that 
integrated ,.-asre maoagemecl facilil.ie.s will also 
include and foster other disposal lccb.nologie.s a.nd 
s:,-stcms for materials such u hazardous "'..Ste, 
waste water, a.sh, etc. . Tbe valuc.s which can be 
achieved in econom ie.s of scale, handling a.od 
transpo11 efTiciencc.s and consolicL-itioc of siting and 
de\·clopment cIToru arc only reantly being 
realized by developers and local communities. As 
inc-cased dis~ oeed.5 bea,mc more immediate 
and individual solutions arc more difficult to 
implcmect, integration is more attractive. 

STTTNG 

Critical to su=ful solid waste management 
project development is the issue ol siting. Siting a 

C. G. BOYD & ASSOCIATES. ~C. 
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disposal facility can often talce many years and 
require millions of dollars for option.s., demographic 
studies, political COC1Sulting. public relation.s., 
environmental uses.sments, permits and carrying 
costs, etc., often without success. 

It should be noted thau.raruportation costs are 
a significant component of the cost of waste 
" :· . . - . ... . . ·, ·,, _: • . ' . . . '··"c•·,. : ,. _ . 
inevitably focused in areas which .,.;u mi.o.imiu 
these ·costs. This necces.sitates close proicimity to 
sources of waste and cad-markets or disposal sites, 
which are often close to populated areas. A!. a 
con.sequence siting becomes a delicate balance of 
economics and co1Dmunity opposition. 
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under the current circumstazices in the indusuy will 
be too narrow to allow a new deYCloper to 
a5.5imilate the full learning curve in time to 
~ablisb a proper markec presence. A "Team" 
a pp roa ~ using int er d.isci plinary shl.l.s of 
experienced industry players., byp= or 
ac.c.ellerates the learning curve in order to quic.k..ly 
ta.kc advancage of current development 

... , .., ; , ;,.-: Cp ~ ~ ... ,., i"'l"' • "f• f .. Jbi ~ 
....;Lb which to attrad a team of the highest quality 
profes.siooals, vendors, operators., etc. in order to 
move quickly and avoid an extended and expeC1Sive 
le.uoing curve. 

CONCLUSIO;-i 

In the past. many municipalities and There is currently a crisis of landfill space in 
developers were succes.sful in siting facilities the United Slates, particularly in California. 
th.rough sheer fmanci~ polit ical and legal strength. Development of alternatives lags current disposal 
However, with significant changes in atti tudes and dernaJ)'is. Politics, the NIMBY Syndrome, 
awarenes.s by vested interest parties, as well as - ~JetrLto'talism, and legislatioc are moving the solid 
success and experience in organized opposi~CJ\~) ~.~te management industry to,,,ard more 
efforts, many have subsequently failed in si~ ~ '- 1 ~m prebensive and integrated approaches to 
planned facilities . Emphasis bas now shifted toward solving the problem. This siruacion presents a 
more interactiYC and less adversarial approaches ..,-indow-of-oppommiry for the ti.mely development 
which often include profit sharing by the of integrated solid waste management sysrems in 
communiry and representacioc in the planning by several areas of cbc country where disposal 
community leaders, etc .. Planning is critic.al. It is demographies drive rug.Ii waste tipping fees a.ad· 
ofcen i.mportaot to utiliz.e experienced local where legislation forces the i.mplcmcntation · of 
re.s.ources to usist in fostering positive image. alternatives to b.ndfuling. 
Nonethele~ siting is difficull at best. witb generally 
long lead time and substantial costs and risks. 

THE LEARNING CURVE 

The complex nature of the solid waste 
management industry and the rapid changes which 
are occurring in within it present formidable 
information obstacles for those 'attempting lo 
analyze the variable necessary for effeelive project 
development and efficient market entry. The 
learning curve which is necessary to properly 
address each of the components of an integrated 

Risk management and a ·1eam· approach are 
crit ical elements 10 waste 1Danagemen1 project 
development efforts for a new de,-clopcr. By 
combining top-quality profes.sional resources a.ad 
experienced vested-interest parties, it is possible to 
accelerate the learning curve and cake advantage of 
current opportunities. By carefully addressing each 
of the critic.a.I components of the waste 
management industry io a sequenti~ but 
integrated approach, it is possible to manage the 
risks in.herent in a market entry effort. 

solid wasce management system is steep, and, The ; site is an exceptional site for an 
unfortunately, it is constantly changing. Industry integrated waste management facility. It offers 

. .. interdisciplinary experience and resources are significant advantages because it has in place many 
\ essential to an integrated strategic approach lo the features which address most of the issues and 
.\ industry and lo proper risk analysis. obstacles outlined above. The site allows new 
/ owners lo shortcut most of the risks and costs 
@ Substantial competition exists in the solid associated with waste management projects. 
\ waste, management industry. Consequently, the 
} window-of-opportunity available to developers 

ll C. G. BOYD • A.SSOCIA 1T.S. INC. 
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND 

WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 
RIVERSIDE. CALIFORNIA 9 2 ~02 

August 9, 1991 

Riverside County 
Planning Department 

County Administrative Center 
Riverside, California 

At~ention: Specific Plan Team 
David Mares 

DOCUMENT 0041 

P O B OX 1033 

TELEPHON E 171 4 1275 •1200 

FA X N O t714 l 788·9965 

Ladies and Gentlemen : Re : Specif i c Plan No. 252 
Easle Mountain 
Dated June 1991 

This is a proposal by Mi ne Reclamation Corporat i on to estab li sh a 
sol i d waste landfill operation in an open pit iron ore mine at 
Eagle Mountain , near Desert Center. 

This project lies outside of the Rivers i de County Flood Control 
boundaries, but we are reviewing i t as a courtesy to the County 
Planning Department. 

The specific plan and EIS/EIR documents propose a perimeter 
drainage system consisting mainly of long, large channels that 
would convey flow past the landf i ll and the town and discharge 
them east of the site. The northern perimeter drain would collect 
flows from the landfill surface and the northern canyons tributary 
to the landfill. The southern perimeter drain would collect flows 
from the landfill surface and the western canyons tributary to the 
1 andf i 11 . 

Flows tributary to the landfill from Eagle Creek are proposed to 
be collected and conveyed to the County/private road fork east of 
the town. Per the plans received on July 22, 1991 from CM 
Engineering, the drainage system is proposed to be constructed in 
three stages. The first stage would collect the flows as they 
enter the property and convey them to the westernmost part of the 
pit via a channel. The second stage would extend the channel and 
convey the flows to another area of the pit farther east. The 
system is designed so that storm flows will not come into contact 
w~th the landfill operation during these interim stages. The 
third and final stage proposes a series of basins which are 
proposed to function as flow by detention basins i n order to 
mitigate the impact on the downstream property owners. This 
phased plan should be better explained in the Specific Plan 
EIS/EIR documents. 
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Riverside County 
Planning Departmen~ 

Re: Specific Pla~ No. 252 
Eagle Mountain 
Dated June 1991 
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It is not if these channels are ~reposed to be 7,ned or not. For 
example, the specific plan, Page IV-14, refers to them as lined in 
one sentence and unlined in the next, and on Page IV-17 it states 
that both the northern and southern perimeter channels will be 
lined. In Appendi x 8 of the EIS/EIR it states that all of the 
channels will be unlined. These statements go bac k and forth 

2 throughout the various areas that d i scuss drainage. This matter 
should be clarified and be consistent through all of the 
documents. If flow velocities are found to be erosive, 1 ined 
channels will need to be constructed in order to offer an adequate 
degree of protection to the site. 

The specific plan states that dra i nage facilities will be designed 
to handle the 100 year storm flows. In various parts of the 
EIS/EIR documents and appendix it states that the site will be 
protected from the 100 year, 24 hour duration storm. We believe 

3 that a shorter duration storm will control in this site. 

The plan proposes to discharge both the ons ite flows and the 
tributary offsite flows east of the site. Energy dissipaters are 
proposed to reduce velocities to non-erosive values. The flows 
would then sheet flow in a southeastern direction. At the present 
time, the majority of the flows from this site, go into the East 

4 Pit where they infiltrate and evaporate. If the applicant 
restores flow patterns to their premining state, they may be 
assuming obligations to downstream property owners who may have 
relied upon the pit's oast flow attenu~tion . 

5 None of the documents makes any 
for any of the proposed drainage 
facilities will be maintained by 
topic should be discussed in the 

mention of maintenance mechanisms 
facilities. We assume that the 
the operators of landfill. This 
document. 

The documents and plans submitted by CM Engineers, with some 
corrections, are found conceptually acceptable for this level of 
review. We understand that detailed designs for the drainage 
facilities will be submitted when specific use cases are processed 
throu~h the County and we will then make specific recommendations. 

Questions concerning this matter may be referred to Zully Smith of 
this office .at 714/275-1213. 

Vey t;'[]Z 
~ HN H. KASHUBA 
enior Civil Engineer 

ZS : bjp 

1,,-::::::-:-:-:-:-:-:::-:::=,.-,~ • -, 



DOCUMENT 0042 

Federal Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 1409 

jIE~~llW!j 
JUL 2 6 1997 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Riverside, CA 92502-1409 

July 25, 1991 

Department of Land Management: 

1 We are extremely oppose to the propose dump site. The Los 
Angeles area wants to get rid of the air pollution, what 
makes them think that we want it here? Let them keep their 
and we keep ours. We get enough pollution from the Riverside 
and San Bernardino area with also getting it from Eagle Mountain. 

Please do not allow the dump at Eagle Mountain. 

/ Loui/ G:tierrez 
51 756 Jackson Street 
Coachella, CA 92236 

~MA- &a~b / Juana Gutierrez ? 
51-756 Jackson Street 
Coachella, CA 92236 
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COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 
GENERAL SERVICES AGENCY a . :,· . ~ ·.. : ·· - . 

2024 Orange Tree Lane • Redlands, CA 92374 • (714) 798-8570 • 422-1610 
~ I 

'11-:0:(. . I OR. ALLAN D. GRIESEMER 
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Ju 1 y 24 , 1 991 

Riverside County Planning Department 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

. @~llW~@" 
JUL 2 9 1991 

re: 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

SPECIFIC PLAN #252 EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL 
During the initial assessment, the potential for non

renewable paleontologic resources was noted and a Paleontologic 
Resource Impact Mitigation Program was developed for the Specific 
Plan and corresponding EIR. These documents contain no mention of 
the PRIMP and are thus incomplete. 

The completed documents must contain a PRIMP which includes, 
but is not limited to: 

1. Monitoring of excavation in areas identified as likely to 
contain paleontologic resources by a qualified 
paleontologic monitor. The monitor should be equipped to 
salvage fossils as they are unearthed to avoid 
construction delays and to remove samples of sediments 
which are likely to contain the remains of small fossil 
vertebrates. The monitor must be empowered to temporarily 
halt or divert equipment to allow removal of abundant or 
large specimens. 

2. Preparation of recovered specimens to a point of 
identification, including washing of sediments to 
recover small vertebrates. 

3. Identification and curation of specimens into a museum 
repository with retrievable storage. 

4. Preparation of a report of findings with an appended 
itemized inventory of specimens. The report and inventory, 
when submitted to the appropriate Lead Agency, signifies 
completion of the program to mitigate impacts to paleon
tologic resources. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Scott Springer · 
Site Records Manager 

i: Jnrd l.11 ~..; ~:11 . rv, -:;. •:. 
HA,mY r.~ MAYS 

l lll' Y ,'\dq ,n,~~rn:rvc orricl'r 
MARSHA TURD;; 
J0 1' 0 . MIKELS 

F1r!il Dist rict 2:.:-1c1ir :.~ ,_;-:_ ,-\ · . . ~ !~;t::DC. i·: 
S e,:~on d Dist rict L!, ~~~y ";, .. _1-: c: :-

Ti~itt! Ci:;11 -:·1 
.-:-1; ,.;r· h 011itr,ct 

~•C:--~ :-iT L HA"IIMOCK r:r·•1 (:i!; : :1•t 
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Mr. David Mares 

J. H. RECLAMATION, INC. 
P.O. BOX 243 

BLACK DIAMOND, WA 98010 
(206) 886-1060 

January 4, 1991 

Riverside County Planning Dept. 
4080 Lemon St. 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Dear Mr. Mares, 

DOCUMENT 0045 

IJ(G~ITW~~ 
JAN 11 i991 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

As I explained on the phone today, I have interest in 
1 the Eagle Mountain Landfilling proposal. I would appreciate 

it if you would put me on the mailing list for 
correspondence relating to the environmental review of this 
project. I am also interested in receiving a copy of the 
draft and final Environmental Impact Statement when they are 
issued. 

I appreciate your attention in this matter. 

Very truly yours, 
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There was no provision for adequate PA :?.nd it was aL-:iost ir.ipossible 
to hear the '50in:-s on. The a ~enda was fron:.t loaded ,,.,, i th a steady 
narade of naysayers-: belive that the chair should have . alternated 
sides to ~er.nit a ;"1ore balanced for:::at. 3asi~ally, the naysa: ·ers a-ppe2.re 
to be 'fat cats' ·N i th their well-known ' I've :$at ::iine-get your o,m' 
attitude as near as I coul'.i :iake out, :.:ost of the ar;u:nents that 
thev raised see7ed hi~hly s pecious and I didn't hear any proposed 
solutions to the basic croble~-just JILlBY! I would su~-est that ~ost 
of the~ probably made their pile in Southern. :ali~ornia and therefore 
co:-itributed to our present dile::ma in a variety of v12.ys. Jo es a:-:yone 
believe that we would have built the Fana:::a :c:.nc.l, :~oover Ja:.1 or the 
~:-a:".scont ::. nent2.l ;1.2. ilroad, etc. with ki.:d of think:..n,;;? 

I:,, ... ,,.,,, .. ,.,.,.,, .... ,,-... ...... ,,.,,.,. ... ,., .. ,.,,:c::,::c:::, __ .,,._ 
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3ureau of Land Mana ~e~ent 
Paln Spring s-South Coast ~esour ce ~rea 
53-500 Sarnet Ave., P.0.3ox 2000 
North F::.lnl Sprin~s, c.:.. 92258-2000 
Attn: :.:arianne ·:1 etzel 
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.:i.ef: :::a5 le ;,:ountain 
Pro j ect :~earing 
8/ 27/91 cit Fc:ilm 
J esert .; ity r:all 

~y na~e is Eutene ~. ~oess-I reside at 190 E. Jinchester : rive, 
itial to, '::ali.:'ornia 92 376 . , ./ :;:, hone nu.r:iber is 714-37 5- -5 256 . 

I ~a s one o.:' ~~~roxi~ately 235 for::ier l aiser Steel ::: or?orat i on 
em,loyees who at t ended the referenced putlic hearin~ . : represent 
::iv sel.:', bot:1 as an intereste-:'. -::,arty due to the f i nan ::ia l effect 
of this n~o i e ct on ~y retire~ent benefits and as a hi ;h ly c oncerned 
resident o.:' Sout he~n 2aliforni a for the ~ast 40 y ears. Durin~ t hose 
vears, I t a ve see~ ~v lo~al area ~o .:'ro~ lar~ely a-r i cultural u s es 
such as ·1::.ne•r=1.rds and c::. :rus :Toves to .:'airly -::'.er.se housin5 · ;i th 
c o~resnon1 inq urb2.n ~roble::is. Tt is ~recess is intensifying r::.:;:,id l y . 

1 I ::'ir=ly believe that this ~re j ect represents a very practicel and 
sensi'b le solution to ::he ex:re:·, ely i ::r'.)Jrtant ".):::'Oblem of solic •.-caste 
.-' isno s 2. l f or Southern :::ali:~ornia. No on e ·-•~o lives in this a rea can 
-:. ou':J t tr.e seriousness of waste c. i s:ios2.l. 3ec:ause o:~ our e'.rer c:-{ ... a :1din...: 
-::o-culation ;;. nd ou:::- ina::;ili t ,, to turn to i:1.ciner2.tion be ~ause of the -
~t~ endent :. ir :Jollution, we. don't have any ot~e:::- viajle answer t han 
land ::'ill. Folitically and ecolo ; ic3.lly, o c: ea;1. c: u.'7lp ins is an 2. ·cJsolutely 
i ~possible solution. 

Our current la~dfill sites are :::-~pi~ly bein; filled anc there are 
fe,., , if any, :;: ra ctic:.:.l future d isposal sites available. Cne only 
h2. s t o drive around our area to o:-serve t he ; ro·.-:in; :::. isi:-,cli:12.tion 
c f -:i eople to use nor:r.2.l, le::al Means to :et rid of their rubbish. 
Zver:· vacant lot or re::10te area is f2.ir ; 2.;.: e . .:.'he various c !12.r::. table 
or~anizatio~s that used to acce:it salva~able ~aterials hEve had to 
close c.ovm their collection centers bec:ause they turned into du:r.pin-; 
-:::-cu~d s. ~ny ~usiness that has the lar~e ind ust : ial size dumpsters 
~as to lock t ~e~ up or risk havin~ them filled ~ ith 'transient trash'. 
~his situation will onl~ ~et worse, i::' we ~on't take ac:tion now. 

llil "..' o t h e na ysay e:::-s I •.vould S2.;' that we as a n::.tion recently went t ,·,rou;h 
a :::. r9~arkable c:ha::.n of events in the ~id-~ast. As a retired uerson, 
\t ::: ,, ad the ti-e to listen to '?.n<:: on ~·r t :,e '-::uilc:un anc. c:ulr.1a:12.tion of 
~:f:~:::\:. that.,:'."2.=';.i~e ~t::~~ort,,.,~nown

1
a~ J eserrs~orn. ~ at~sods~vh, _t~; :n o;.t ._h orfrfenc. ous 

. -, :::_ ra, .. e o_ ..1ou_, 1.nq _:ior:as 1.n our ais ,Or"J. ~e 1.re ¥ 1.e.L s o~ .::ita , 
~.d':irals, 'enerals, political 'ex:Je:::-ts', ·:rez.:;:::onry 'e:cperts', ad nauseurr. 
te~t up a several ~ont ~s barra;e of ::.11 the disasters that we would 
surely ~::.ce if 1·1e :_;rocee•--ed on the established policy. ? ortunately, we 
~2.d a to~ notch ~orn~ande:::- i:1 th2 field, ~ac:~ed uu by some very able 
:::.nd r::oura ci:eous leade:::-ship 2.nc. ever:rone kr,o-.·,s how it turned out. .:.'hese 
people s2.w a -reat need anc did t~eir best to provide a solution • 
.:.'hat is exa~tlt what we raust do with our disposal problem-solve it! 
I belie':e that the Ea .::_; le ,,iountain Project o::fers a really sensible 
solution • 

. .:i.s re~ards' toni -:ht' s hearing, l think that the 'powers th=. t be' should 
be taxen to task. 

\\\\\:•:·=·=·=•:•:•:•=·=·=·=·= ·=·=··········································':: ::::::: ::: : : : : : : : : : : : : · · · ::~,-··:,:<:h~w:>·:::·,.»~::-~$~::'.=i~~::::;-,-4~,,,.. · 
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~~rn~- ~- -
Septe~ber 20, 1991 

Riverside County Planning D ment 
Sounty Administrative :ent • · 
4080 Lemon St. 9th ~loor SEP~ ~ _, Ref, Ea£le ~ountain 
Riverside, :A 92501 Project 
Attn, David ~ares 

Dear Sir, 

RIVER;;;e,;,;: \..v , , 

,.,LANNING OcPAR",r.~:.., , ' 

I do not believe that I will be able to attend the public hearins s 
on the referenced project, but I would like to express my views 
and thoughts on the subject. 

Ky nane is Eugene R. Boess-I reside at 190 E. ,l inchester Drive, 
Rialto, California 92376 • .. y phone nu.~ber is 714-875-6266. 

1 I represent myself, both as an interested party due to the fi~ancia l 
effect of this project on my already curtailed retire~ent benefits 
fro~ Kaiser Steel Corporation and as a hi ~hly concerned resident of 
Southern California for the past 40 years. Durin~ those years, I 
have seen our local area " o froo lar~ely a gricultural uses such as 
oran ~e ~roves and vineyards to fairly dense housin€ with a ttend ent 
urban nroble~s. This process is obv iously intensifyinz rapidly . 

I firr-,l v believe tha t this project represents a very practical and 
sensibl~ solution to the extre~ely i~portant proble= of solid wa s te 
r:"isnosal for Sout :1ern :2.lifo:-nia. :: o one wr.o l i ves in this 2.re2 ca :-i 
~onestl~ doubt the seriousness of w~ste di s~osa l. 3ecause of our ever 
exn2~din~ ~opula tio:-i a nd our ina~ility to turn to inciners tion be cause 
of the 2tten~~nt air ~ollution, we dont have any other viable s oluti on 
than l a n~fill. Folitiua llv ~~d ecolo:ically, ocean d~:pin~ is an 
a bs olutely i ~uossi ble a n s ·· ·er. 

Our current l and~ill sites are r a~ i~ly bein: filled an~ t h ere are 
~ew, i~ any , practica l f uture dis posa l sites a va ila ble other t h~n 
.::.::.. le ; ountain. C,ne only has to drive around our ar e2. to observe the 
·r ow in · disinclination of people t o use no~:al, le : al ~eans to - et 
rid of t he i r r ubtish. ! he va rious cha rit.:;. b le or aniza tions tha t used 
to ::.. cce?t salva:;able ~ateria ls have had to close d own their c olle ~t : on 

er.ters be -: ause t hey turne ·· i nto d'.l: .p in:; ·-rou:-,".s. "::,very va ,:a:-it lot 
or re .·. ote area is fair 5a::ie. Any busi:-iess t h.:;.t :1as l a r ~· e i ndut :· i :-:. 1 
size du~psters ha s to lock the~ up or risk havin: the filled with 
'tran ~i e:-it trash'. 7his s i tu~tion will o~ly ,et worse i f we d o:-i't 
t 2. k ':'- action :10,,. 

I was a ble to 2.tte:11 t he 3U" public hearin:; on Au. Tu.st 27, 1991, ~t 
the Fal~ ~e s ert :ity Hall. At t hat h"arin ~, the ~ain ar~~ :ent see - e~ 
to be !". I ·3y, backe j up with s -::: ecious ar.; ur,ents and st:. te ents a bout 
alle-ed s a ~!~Y concerns. So fa~ as I was able hear, no real resolution 
o~ our trash ~isrosal ~roble~ , ~hich is r apidly approachin ; a :risis 
i"'l ~y oni"'lion, was offerect. ~::is ctile-::12. is :-iationwide a:cor:.i:-i- to 
·~h~t I re~~ or hear i n t~e · ·ectia. We are unique in that we posF~ ~s :. 
~olut i o:-i that that c~n ~ ! i- ~1e ·2~t~~ f :irly ~ui~kly ~tu rea so~able 
~:::inri~ cost ·-:i-:h :-1ini -:::. l e:-ivi"Oire "'l t ; l risk. 

Cne o~ the usu.El 'solutions' o~~er~d is th:.t,overuse~ wori •e~u:a tion" • 
.. o re:.l ~ ~s ··e".' ::.s ~~ovi~ed, but who can atf'rani buzz word. Its ri -:.ht 
up there '.': it~ ·.- oG, - . otherhood and the l1. :; • ...:o:-isti tution! 
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The other neat 'solution' is recyclin; . ?ro~ what I read ant see, 
that one is a real lon; s~ot. Experience across the country reveal 
E:reat proble'.lls in : etting public co·:;:il .-_ ance. I su·:;est that its 
in line with the lack of public acceptance of the !5 ~ph speed 
laws-no amo'..!nt of preachin.-- or 'education' has really •,,orked. ':'he 
basic econo:-::ics of ~andlin-, sortin-=: anj ".)re:::2.rin- salvable ·,at er ials 
a re out o! line with existing -arkei valu~s 6r the co~~odities. 
This is ~urther i ~tensified by the downward price pressure on these 
c o::r;o-:'ities '::>v a lar ,;: e incres.s e in their availability due to t:1e 
re ~yclin.-- e:fort. Its like our current ~ater situation in s o~ e 
re'.",ects. Everyo~e wa s ur ,ed to conse:-ve w2.tsr t:e~ause o: our 5 
year drou-ht anrt eno•1 zh did to effe~t con3iderable savin~s in usa~e. 
At la 2t count, al- ost all water Q~encies are raisin - their rates 
to ,ake u;:> !or the inco~e short:~11 . -

Instead of playin- the do~ chasin~ its tail ;a~e , I ur;e that t~e 
Pl'.=nnin- .-::o·::-,ission re~o .-: end a favora'::>le vote on this issue ty 
the ~ivers id e ~ounty 3oard of Su~er~isors. 

Sincerely, 

z.:.__ /'. ✓ - '?----.---. 
.;:;u -- e-'1e R. Boess 
190 :C:. ,inche!:ter ...:r. 
~i ~lto, s~ ~2376 
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Gilbert D. Sellan 

44 Pebble Beach Drive Rancho Mirage, CA 92270 (619) 324-8549 
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Cit}' of Palm Spri11gs 

Department of Community Development 
Planning Division 

619-323-8245 
FAX 619-323-3314 

August 29, 1991 

Mr. Joe Richards, Planning Director 
Riverside County Planning Department 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Mr. Russell L. Kaldenberg 
Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs South Coast R.A. 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
P.O. Box 2000 
North Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

RE: Review and Comment of the Draft EIS/EIR for the Eagle Mountain 
Landfill Project 

Dear Messrs. Richards and Kaldenberg: 

The City of Palm Springs Department of Planning and Zoning has 
completed its review of the DLaft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the proposed 
Eagle Mountain Landfill Project. Considering the scope of the 
project and its resulting regional impact the City has decided to 
review this project from a regional view point. Additionally, the 
City urges the Bureau of Land Managrnent (BLM) and County of 
Riverside (County) to carefully evaluate the more localized 
environmental impacts . 

The City Council will review this project when the issues raised in 
this letter have been responded to in the Final EIS/EIR. Due to 
the complexity of issues which need to be evaluated prior to taking 
a position on this project I ask that the Final EIS/EIR be made 
available to interested parties 4 5 days prior to any scheduled 
decision meetings. This would include the BLM's Decision Options 

:::::_ .... ·.·.·.··'··· .:.: ... :.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.: ........ :·:·:·:·:·:·:· · · · · · · · ·::::: · · · · · · · · w;· · ·,,· ::::~~·,:···•~:•;~·•·❖·.-.·❖, .... .,. •w, ,3 .. , .. . 
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Document and/or the County Planning Commission hearing on the Final 
EIS/EIR. This will enable the Palm Springs City Council the 
opportunity to fully evaluate the project and its impacts prior to 
taking a position on this project. 

Specific areas which I would like to comment on include air 
quality, growth impacts, and socio-economic impacts. The following 
issues need to be more fully evaluated in the Final EIS/EIR. 

l. Air Quality. As currently proposed the project will result in 
a significant air quality impact . In reviewing the air 
quality text and specifically Table 26 it is apparent that 
even with proposed mitigation measures air quality impacts are 
enormous. Emission reductions need to be increased 
substantially or the project should be scaled back. The 
EIR/EIR should evaluate an alternative which reduces air 
emissions significantly . 

At this time it is unclear what specific impacts this project 
will have on the Coachella Valley. What are the anticipated 
emission levels in the Coachella Valley for each pollutant 
type and how will this increase relate to State and Federal 
standards? 

Most of the mitigation measures do not address the level of 
commitment by Mining Reclamation Corporation to implement the 
specific measures. Mitigation measures which contain language 
such as "as is feasible'', "should be" and "shall prepare or 
have prepared, a study " need to be more specifically defined 
in order for the City to determine mitigation measure 
effectiveness. In addition, specific commitments towards the 
use of methane gas for generation of electricity, vehicle 
fuels, MRC railway electrification and other uses need to be 
made now, as opposed to deferring to future studies. 

f 5 2. Growth Impacts. Will this project make sufficient capacity 
I available to Riverside County and, more specifically,& the 
~ Coachella Valley to accommodate future refuse needs? This I issue should be explained in detail and needs to be 
\ quantified. If the project is approved the disposal needs of I the County should be accommodated. 

- 3. Socio-economics. The economic impact upon the County needs to 
f 6 be fully documented. The information contained within this 

t:::;:»»f:«•·~_l::l::: section of the EIS/EIR is not sufficiently detailed to 
~ evaluate public fiscal impacts. A full fiscal impact analysis 

of this project should be included in the public record if a 
I¼ statement of overriding consideration is being considered . 

::,:::•:·:•:•:•:•:•:•.•-·.························=-:.: . . :.:.:.::: :·::::::. , .• . ..••..• ·•:•:❖:•·❖yA?X,:~/.,.,>:::'}'-
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We thank you for the opportunity to respond to this project and 
look forward to your consideration in response to this letter. 
Please send the City a copy of the Final EIR, any future public 
hearing notices, Decision Documents, staff reports, and time frame 
for the public review period for Final EIS/EIR. 

Sincerely, 

Ai+R~ 
DOUGLAS R. EVANS 
Director of Planning & Zoning 

DRE/js 

CC: Mayor 
City Council 
City Manager 
Supervisor Larson 
CVAG 
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JOHNSON + JOHNSON 
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 

August 30, 1991 

Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs - South Coast R.A 
63-500 Gamet Ave. 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

RE: Draft EIR/ EIS - Eagle Mountain Landfill 
Project 

Gentlemen: 

DOCUMENT 0051 

27450 Ynez Road 

Suite 200 

Temecula. CA 92591 

(TI4 ) 676- 1604 

FAX ( TI4) 699-3117 

The referenced document concludes that the many additional daily train trips resulting from 
the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project would not create significant impacts to at grade 

1 railroad crossings. We hereby submit our opposition to this finding; at least as it penains 
to the at grade crossing along the Southern Pacific Railroad corridor through the City of 
Banning. We maintain that significant impacts will result from the increased level of 
railroad traffic, and that proper mitigation is the funding for at least two railroad under 
passes at existing at grade crossings (Sunset Avenue and 22nd Street) within the City of 
Banning. 

2 

3 

The additional train movements through the City of Banning generated by the landfill 
project are likely to have a number of potentially significant impacts on the City and its 
residents if the at grade railroad crossings are not reconstructed as underpasses. From a 
primary safety standpoint, emergency service response time will be greatly lengthened for 
cenain areas cut off by the at grade crossings. Also a hazard will be created, as the number 
of train and motor vehicle accident at these crossings are cenain increase. Additionally the 
frequenc.:y and duration of the traffic congestion involving at grade crossings will expand to 
unacceptable levels as a result of the increased train movements. 

Beyond the safety and traffic issues noted above, the increased train movements without 
reconstruction of at grade crossing will have significant socio-economic impact on the City 
of Banning. The City will essentially be bisected and physically and mentally "cut off' from 
itself. Imponant commercial, industrial and residential areas on the south side of town will 
no longer be integrated with the northern section of Banning. The overall vitality of a City 
attempting to deal effectively with difficult economic and social forces is at stake. 
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Page two 
Bureau of Land Managment 

In view of the clearly identifiable significant impacts of the landfill project generated train 
movements to at grade crossings, we strongly recommend that construction of railroad 
underpasses be funded as mitigation. The Sunset Avenue at grade crossing has already been 
studied and planned extensively for a railroad grade separation. The Project Study Repon 
(PSR) for the Sunset Avenue railroad underpass has already cleared Caltrans review, 
making this location a logical choice for mitigation funding by the Eagle Mountain project. 

We urge that you acknowledge the significant impacts documented herein, and include 
construction funding for the Sunset Avenue grade separation as appropriate mitigation. 

r::YA.~ 
David J. :~, AICP 

DJA/ps 

:::::,,,:,::::::•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•: •:•.··························:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.;.:< .• ;: · ;-;~w,w' .. ·,·::··•:•···:::·:::x❖?-:i:WH-,~:,,;c .... ~ • z 
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY 
FIRE DEPARTMENT 

210 WEST SAN JACINTO AVENUE • PERRIS. CALIFORNIA 92370 
.) (714) 657-3183 

GLEN J. NEWMAN 
FIRE CHIEF 

August 21, 1991 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Bob Coale, Technical Director 
Mine Reclamation Corporation 
Pal~ Springs-south Coast R.A. 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
P.O. Box 2000 
North Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Subject: Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 
County of Riverside Specific Plan #252 

Dear Mr. Coale: 

The County Fire Department has reviewed and commented to the Draft 
Environmental Impact statement and report. As specific and 
detailed project information is discussed, follow-up questions and 
concerns need addressing. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

What other 
anticipated 
Project? 
Department. 

type of industrial/service land uses can be 
that are attracted by the Eagle Mountain Landfill 
These potential service demands concern our 

Having responsibility for hazardous materials within Riverside 
County, we are concerned about container leakage and container 
upset. The Eagle Mountain Landfill Project representative 
stated at the August 20 meeting in Palm Desert that the 
containers would not be leak resistant. 

We recognize your commitment to preclude hazardous materials 
from entering into the containers prior to transport to the 
Eagle Mountain Project. We also understand that the County 
Health Department will be responsible to coordinate the 
inspections to ensure compliance. 

The fire protection mitigation measures listed several 
mitigating factors. The co, system interests us, and we would 
like to have detailed calculations for on-site storage of co,. 
The co, use and transportation measures also need further 
clarification. 

We are concerned about emergency medical responses required 
for the landfill project. CUrrently our personnel in the 
Eagle Mountain/Desert Center area are trained to the Emergency 
Medical Technician and First Responder levels. The Lake 



-~ :~ t?. 

I 
I 
~t 

:iii! 

::1:: 

DOCUMENT 0052 

Tamarisk Volunteer Fire Company does staff a transfer 
ambulance/rescue based in Lake Tamarisk. We should anticipate 
all types of EMS incidents related to this project that are 
appropriate in landfills. 

Early in the progress between the hearing process of this project 
5 and prior to the implementation, we need to discuss the fire 

protection commitment of participating in the Eagle Mountain County 
Fire Station funding by Mine Reclamation Corporation. This dis
cussion, your commitment and the formal adoption of the contract 
by the Board of Supervisors should commence as soon as possible. 

Please contact me at our Perris Headquarters at 210 West San 
Jacinto Avenue, Perris, CA 92370, at your earliest convenience. 

ELV:bbm 

Sincerely, 

_d _&,.,~_ 
· _.,, GLEN J. NEWMAN 

Chief 

cc: Russell Kaldenberg, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

:;:;::•:•:•:•.············:·: .·.·. ·.·.··········=·=· : .. = . . : .. : ....... :.:.:.::::::::::::::::::· .. : ......... r ,::~::::·:•·•:r:::·•·•·•·•:~ * -~~:·••••~::~: .. -:r:•?~:=::~.-;.~~::-··. ..,,,,,. ... . 
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Cathedral City 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

August 27, 1991 

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 
Bureau of Land Management 
400 South Farrell Drive - Suite B205 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

RE: Eagie Mountain Landtiii Project DEiS 
(BLM-CA-PT-91-015-2200) 
DEIR/ State Clearinghouse No. 8908413 

Gentlemen: 

r · 
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The following comments on the draft EIS/ EIR are being transmitted for consideration 
by the Executive Committee and the Energy and Environment Committee in September. 
This is a regionally significant project designed to serve the major solid waste disposal 
needs of Los Angeles, Orange, and portions of San Bernardino/ Riverside Counties. 

Although the direct impacts to Cathedral City are relatively minor and pertain to rail 
transport along the Southern Railroad lines through Cathedral City, long term quality of 
life impacts throughout Coachella Valley are significant. If the ·regional solution is a 
remote landfill site, then the Valley's local cities and unincorporated areas should be 
extended a reasonable opportunity to participate in the program as a long term solution 
to solid waste disposal needs coupled with AB939 efforts. 

There are three areas of concerns to Cathedral City - Edom Hill Landfill closure, 
emergency response, and noise impacts. 

[~ 1. Edom Hill Landfill Closure - Development in Cathedral City, Desert Hot Springs, and 
} unincorporated lands is rapidly expanding toward the existing Edom Hill Landfill. 
::::: Transportation and land use planning conflicts are already beginning to surtace. 
~:;··,t_r~~ Some real estate investment opportunities are souring for major developments in the 

area, partly due to the presence of the landfill. These conflicts were expected with 
@ the assumption that the Landfill contained a limited useful life and would be phased 
:-: out. If the project is implemented, there is an opportunity to phase out the Landfill 
l_l:[_i:l. in an accelerated manner regardless of the remaining capacity. A new, centrally 

located transfer station could be constructed wfth the revenue collected by the 
County. 

Nefther the Edom Hill nor the Coachella Landfills are ideally suited to the long term 
needs of the Valley. A more centralized program integrated into the AB939 
strategies is needed now. The catalyst for such change may be the County's 
apparent commitment to the Eagle Mountain project. If the proactive commitment 
tor closure of the Landfills is not made concurrent wfth the Eagle Mountain project, 

P.O. BOX 5001 • 68-625 PEREZ ROAD • CATHEDRAL CITY. CA 92235-5001 • 619 / 324-8388 • FAX: 619 / 324-4816 

!llll ·'·'·'·'·'·'·'···'···'·'·'···'·'·'·'·'·'·'·'··· ,,,,,,,,:,,=,=====··-· .... ·=·==·· ...... ... , .... ·-·1/mr,w,., -~--~,;;~>:❖:-»y,:: A;@,":?-. , 
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U. S. Department of Interior - 2 - August 27, 1991 

the Valley will be doubly affected. Landfill closures can take years with inaction. 
For example, there is no evidence in the County Solid Waste Management planning 

process that indicates near term closure of the Valley Landfills. There appears to 
be a perception that the Valley communities can maintain the status quo into the 
future with implementation of AB939 programs. 

1 Therefore, we recommend that concurrent with any approval of the Eagle Mountain 
project, the County of Riverside initiate formal action and commit to closure of the 
Edom Hill Landfill within an accelerated period. This time period should be 
determined through preparation of a Closure Feasibility Study and Cost Benefit 
Analysis. The report should also address the impact for local waste contract rate 
structures. Further, said closure should be reflected in the ·county wide Solid Waste 
Management Plan· (AB2296). Finally, we recommend that the EIR/EIS include 
preliminary discussion of these topic areas in "Project Alternatives" and as possible 
mitigation measures. 

2 

2. Emergency Response - Rail transport activities along the Southern Pacific rail line 
will affect a three mile corridor through Cathedral City. The draft EIS/EIS implies 
that the City would absorb emergency response costs and responsibilities resulting 
from: 

a) accidental spills; 
b) fires in the right of way; 
c) odors from spills; 
d) clean up of strewn debris; 
e) possible exposure of individuals to some hazardous waste not screened at 

transfer stations; and 
f) lack of fire truck and emergency vehicle accessibility to tracks. 

Granted, these hazards already exist. However, with limited resources local 
jurisdictions can no longer be expected to absorb such costs. Industry must accept 
t'1ese responsibilities partic:;larty where there is a regional benefit. The following 
mitigation measures are recommended: 

a) responsible parties shall reimburse the City for costs resulting from emergency 
response; 

b) all spills should be cleared from the area within 24 hours and the area returned 
to their pre-spill/accident condition; if not done promptly, the City may opt to 
clear or clean up the area and bill the responsible parties; and it would be 
desirable to require an guaranteed escrow-type fund for such eventual 
situations; 

c) all-weather emergency access should be provided to the railroad right of way 
at two or more points within each mile segment; 

d) fire hydrants should be provided along the railroad right of way; and 
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e) cars should be tagged to have verifiable information as to their contents and 
hazardous rating. 

3 3. Noise - Finally, due to anticipated increased rail noise (average CNEL) by 0. 7 dBA, 
all residential development may have to provide increased setbacks at least 500 feet 
from the railroad tracks or establish more substantial buffers be set back. There are 
two potential major residential projects planned for the area immediately adjacent 
to the railroad right of way. 

The City of Cathedral City General Plan policies require, where possible, all 
residential development be designed to not exceed an exterior noise level (average 
CNEL) of 65 dBA to achieve an average indoor noise level standard of 45 dBA. This 
maximum level is not necessarily desireable to residents in quiet suburban 
communities like Cathedral City but is a suggested State and Federal standard when 
areas are affected by incompatible noise generators such as railroads, airports, 
freeways/arterials, etc. Community leaders will continually be pressured by affected 
residents to "do something" about the noise. Therefore, the proponent should 
participate in the construction of appropriate noise barriers (roughly one to one and 
a half miles in length) at such time that the residential development plans have been 
refined and developer entitlements are acquired. A mitigation monitoring measure 
should be incorporated into the EIR/EIS. 

In closing, the County of Riverside and the proponent should immediately address local 
environmental concerns outlined above - closure of the Valley's landfills and 
establishment of a central transfer station, direct emergency costs to the source and 
mitigate incremental noise impacts along the railroad corridor. 

Sincerely, 

; ·/:J~ 'f..: VC'f6-f 'Robe A H, lery 

I :::~be~ ~ ~• Ci~ Council 
{ Riverside County Board of Supervisors 

Coachella Valley Association of Governments 
Robert A Nelson, Riverside County Waste Management 
Bruce W. Uedstrand, City Manager 
Jere Kersnar, Assistant City Manager 
Bud Plender, Director of Community Development 
George Truppelli, Fire Chief 
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M E L B A L L E N 

15-995 Terry Drive 
Sky Valley, CA 92240 

{619) )29-7278 

September 4, 1991 

~U OF LA.ND MANAG:EMENT 
Palm Springs - South Coast Resource Area 
400 South Farrell Drive, Suite B-205 
Palm Springs, CA1ifornia 92262 

RE: EAGLE MOUNTAIN SITE FOR LOS ANGELES GARBAGE 

Gentlemen: 

I 
c,-; 

I attended the August 27th, 1991 meeting a.t t~ 
Palm De~ert City Hall concerning the proposed use of-. t~♦ 
Eagle Mountain excavation for dumping millions of tons of 
refuse from the Los Angeles area. 

A.f'ter hearing an hour and 45 minutes of testimony 
by very knowledgable people, who had their facts and stat
istics right up front, I am of the conclusion that this 
projects pollutions would overwhelm its benefits. While 
listening, my first thought was "why bring in more pollution 
when we can't get rid of what we already have?" 

And if the idea of lining the pits with plastic is 
so feasable, why don't they use all the aggregate pits going 
un-used in the Los ~eles County area? Or is the probabil
ity of a leak where millions of people reside more repul.sive 
than an area where ONLY thousands live? 

Just the idea that the desert could be any more 
contaminated that it is now should have stopped this trash 
project at its conception. 

Listening to the applause after each speaker, it 
was easy to conclude that the majority of the audience was 
NOT IN FAVOR of the potentially disastrous project. In fact, 
the onl.y people speaking in favor of this project were the 
retirees from Kaiser. I believe that was because of a chance 
of monetary gain if this project was installed. 

Knowing that the CO:u-tA.C Trash burning project is 
nearing completion, (which I also opposed), makes me think 
it is futile to hope the BUI will forego its backing of the 
Ea&le Mountain dumping venture just for the sake of making 
money. Sooner than later, we will run out of dumping space! 
We must look NOW for a clean, safe replacement. 

Sincerely, 

Mel Ba1len 
Past Chairman/Member 
Member of Sky Va1ley 
Member of Sl..-y Va1ley 

of CS.A. 104 
Homeowners Association 
Chamber of Commerce 

MB/vjb 
CC: Supervisor Larson, Secretary of Interior Lujan, Washi.ngton,DC 
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.... rq ~ 
To : Russell L. Kaldenberg, Area Manager--Bureau of Land ~ement, 

Springs-South Coast Resource Area, Palm Springs, California ,: ., 

From: Chief--Branch of Engineering and Economic Analysis 

Subject: Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 

Pe.Im 
. :i ' 

- .-·: r.' 
·c; 

The Eagle Mountain Landfill Project is a big reminder of society's '' throw
away" lifestyle. Our Nation's raw materials are being consumed as products 
and discarded as waste in massive quantities . Additionally, significant 
environmental problems arise as a result of this growing consumption and 
disposal. Acceptable solutions must be identified and implemented whenever 
and wherever possible. This massive, long-tenn, state-of-the-art Eagle 
Mountain Landfill is perhaps one such solution for the Southern California 
area. Unfortunately, along "ith the solution of one of soci et~, •s problems 
come sacrifices. We must remain cognizant of these sacrifices to kno~ when 
their cl..Dllulati ve impact creates a cost societ)· can no longer bear. 

Sacrifices will occur as the result of the Eagle Mountain Landfill. By 
i themselves these sacrifices most likely do not outweigh the benefits to the 
~ Southern California area. One resource area where sacrifices are being asked 
?f: is the Nation's mineral endowment. It is all too easy to overlook the 1.05 
:;::: percent of domestic iron ore reserves at Eagle Mountain, nearly one-third of 
t::\:_r.:\•:_\=:. which \,:ill most likely never be minable as a direct result of the landfill. 
-: Although this may seem an insignificant amount , the fact is that our Nation's 
,:!~ total mineral reserves are made of just such deposits, with one-half percent 
; here, 1 percent there, and 5 percent somewhere else. 

~ In all fairness the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project is only one small , .. !: contributor to a much larger problem. This is the cumulative impact that 
\,\:f:!:\: occurs when many of these deposits are lost to mineral production by various 

land management decisions. Establishment of nuclear waste repositories, 
expansion of National Parks and Military Reservations, continued proposals of 
wildernesses, designation of habitat protection areas, even urban developnent 
all contribute bit by bit to the removal of our Nation's mineral endowment 
from possible developnent. 

~,., ......... .... ,,, .. , ... ,.• .. ·.·.~· .. '•··""'""'""""''".,,,_. ""'., , 
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We coomend Mine Reclamation Corporation, Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc., the 
County of Riverside, and the Bureau of Land Management for their willingness 
to work with the Bureau of Mines and for their courage to present this mineral 
resource issue in a relatively unbiased IIIBruler in the Environmental lmpect 
Statement. Detailed, factual, straightforward presentations such as this 
provide a great service. They assist agencies, such as the Bureau of Mines, 
to piece together the total impact so that decision makers across the country 
are made aware of the significance of the sacrifices being imposed on our 
dom~stic mineral resources. 

cc: Robert Anderson, BLM Ca!.ifomia State Office 
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August 27, 1991 

!t iRi~ MBa~ta!~T many problems with the proposed landfill 

1 1, Are the cities where the trash originates doing all they 
can to recycle? If they are recycling newspapers, glass, and 
aluminum, are they also composting yard waste? 

2 2. How much pollution will the trains and trucks generate 
each day? What will it's effect be on the people of the 
Coachella Valley? The trains and trucks generate pollution 
both ways, and they have to return empty. 

3 J. Will the landfill contaminate the ground water? 

4 4. Is there iron ore remaining at Eagle Mountain, and will 
we ~t to mine it again sume day? 

The desert should not be used as a dumping ground for ::>t"l
0

. ~ 

people's trash. W~ urge the Supervisors to weigh these 
issues carefully before deciding, Let's not be lured by · 
the prospect of easy money, only to find out later we've 
created a serious enviornmental problem. 

Since!"ely, 

Maurice, r,larilyn, & Joshua Beidler 
P.O. Box J04 
La Quinta, Ca, 92253 

t/) ., ,..., 
"'Q 

I 
(J'\ 

:
c.r. 
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RUSSELL D. BUTCHER 
Soufll-•&· C•llfomla ".,,,. .. metln September 5, 1"391 -,, 

RE: DRAFT: EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL 
EIS/EIR 

Palm Springs-South Coast Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, California 92258-2000 

Dear BLM Staff: 

National Parks and Conservation Association, a 263,000-mernber 
nonprofit organization, founded 72 years ago to promote the pro
tection, enhancement, and public understanding of the National 
Park System and related public lands, appreciates this opportunity 
to review and respond to the draft Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 
environmental impact statement and report. 

While we acknowledge the importance of finding a suitable site 
for a major Southern California nonhazardous solid waste landfill 
and while we acknowledge that "recycling" a former open-pit mine 
for such a purpose is a potentially worthy con·cept, we are never
theless convinced by environmental issues discussed in the docu
ment that this is not an environmentally sound location for such 
a massive solid waste facility--adjacent to a major unit of the 
National Park System, Joshua Tree National Monument; and adjacent 
to several areas being recommended as worthy of addition to the 
national monument and/or to the National Wilderness Preservation 
System. 

Among the environmental concerns raised 
posed Eagle Mountain Landfill Project at the 
open-pit iron-ore mine are the following: 

(1) As the EIS document points out 

by placing the pro
old Kaiser Steel 

(p. 413), 

"The analysis indicates that in the absence of mitigation, 
the project impacts will exceed increments at the Joshua 
Tree boundary for all three pollutants for which increments 
have been established: nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, 
and fine particulates •... three other concerns of the National 
Park Service should be noted. First, .•• the increases of 
nitrogen oxides •.. may worsen ozone concentrations within 
Joshua Tree National I-1onument. Second, increases in air 
pollution may adversely affect soil chemistry •••. Finally, 
the fugitive dust and other particulate emissions from the 

National Parks and Conservation Association 
Box 67, Cottonwood, Arizona 86326 

(602) 634-5758 
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2-NPCA re draft Eagle Mtn. Landfill EIS/EIR 

project would contribute to the increase in desert haze ..•• " 

1 Given the unlikelihood of adequate mitigation measures, we 

2 

strongly oppose the placement of this massive operation next to 
one of America's premier desert national parks. Air quality 
degradation from the Los Angeles Basin already compromises the 
national monument. We urge that such a major commercial venture 
virtually on the boundary of Joshua Tree National Monument would 
risk unacceptable air pollution impacts upon the areas fragile 
desert flora and fauna, and would also degrade the quality of 
experience for visitors. 

(2) As the document points out regarding an even more 
alarming environmental threat (pp. 514-515), 

"The potential impact of windblown debris, incl,,ding dust 
and litter, from landfill operations, is a significant con
cern shared by Joshua Tree National Monument and BLM staff .... 
Seasonal storm patterns ... pose a particular concern. The 
summer rainstorms frequent in July and August are character
ized by .•. strong isolated winds. The storms are intense and 
the prevailing winds from the south and southeast could scatter 
litter we.11 into the Eagle Mountains, the Pinto Basin area 
[within Joshua Tree National Monument], and beyond." 

While we note that the document says "the refuse will be 
compacted then covered on a daily basis with a six-inch-minimum 
layer of coarse tailing," we urge that it would not be possible, 
with a continuous operation, even under ideal conditions, to 
avoid windblown debris from escaping from the dump site and being 
carried far and wide across park and wilderness landscapes. Given 
that much of the surrounding land lies within the National Wilder
ness Preservation System, it would be impossible to ever recover 
such debris, since motor vehicles are banned from wilderness areas. 

We urge that the threat of windblown debris presents a totally 
unacceptable risk to Joshua Tree National Monument, as well as to 
adjacent proposed additions to the national monument and/or to the 
national wilderness system. Over a period of years--and this pro
ject is proposed to extend over at least 100 years--these adjacent 
park and wilderness lands could become a vast wasteland of scatter
ed debris--unsightly,and dangerous to native wildlife, as well. 

(3) As the document says (pp. 521 & 527), 

"As the landfill nears completion ..• , a portion of the landfill 
would exceed the elevation of the northern ridgeline of the 
Eagle Mountains and would be visible from the eastern portion 
of Pinto Basin (within Joshua Tree National Monument] and 
could detract from the wilderness characteristics of the area." 

'.~~~::,:-:-: .:-.·.·.·. ·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.············ .=.=.·.·· .. : .•. -.=.=.= •. =.=. ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ·..- ·,::r · • • ·,:.• · · · · .. · ··••·••·•~c:·::•;i❖:-::*w..::r«*::,.»~o/J. 
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3-NPCA re draft Eagle Mtn. Landfill EIS/EIR 

3 We strongly oppose a commercial visual intrusion into 
the viewshed of Joshua Tree National Monument. The natural, 
pristine landscapes of Joshua Tree should in no way be compro
mised by a massive waste facility such as this. 

(4) As the document points out (pp. 188-191 & 277-288), 
there are two possible Joshua Tree National Monument expansion 
proposals--both in the vicinity of the proposed landfill operation: 
(a) BLM's Pinto Basin Wilderness Study Area ·(WSA), comprising some 
4,000 acres, which would bring under National Park Service protec
tion the only part of Pinto Basin not presently within Joshua Tree 
National Monument; and (b) Much of BLM's Eagle Mountain WSA, com
prising some 50,000 acres (including the Pinto Basin WSA). This 
area would be transferred to the monument under federal legislation 
pending in Congress. There is also the Coxcomb Mountains WSA like
wise being proposed for addition to the monument. 

Whether these lands are added to the monument or become BLM 
4 wilderness areas, their integrity as unaltered natural places 

would be greatly compromised by the proposed Eagle Mountain Land
fill Project. This would be particularly true for the Pinto Basin 
WSA and for much of the Eagle Mountain WSA. 

5 

It should be mentioned, further, that much of the lands being 
proposed for addition to Joshua Tree we-A-~ctually once a part of 
the national monument. They were unfortunately deleted in 1950 
and a(E,worthy of being re-united with the monument once again. 

(5) As the document mentions, a waste dump 1 such as the 
proposal, inevitably attracts scavenging birds, such as ravens. 
As a result of an unnatural vast increase in the raven population 
in the area of the dump, there would also be a major unnatural in
crease in raven predation of young Desert Tortoises--a federally & 
listed endangered species. We oppose this scenario. As the docu
ment states (pp. 594-595), 

"A potential increase in the regional raven population could 
occur as result of the establishment and operation of the 
Eagle Mountain landfill project. Ravens are known to prey 
upon juvenile tortoises and have the potential to impact 
the tortoise populations at both the local and regional 
level [including within Joshua Tree National Monument]. 
Increased depredation of tortoises would be a significant 
cumulative impact." 

stat 

While the document also indicates that a raven killing program 
could be initiated, we oppose the whole idea of causing the 
raven population to increase throughout the Joshua Tree National 
Monument region, which in turn would trigger a slaughtering of 
many of the birds. 
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4-NPCA re draft Eagle Mtn. Landf i ll EIS/EIR 

These are but the most obvious concerns we find to date 
regarding the proposed regional solid waste dump. There are 

6 other possibilities, as well, includi ng noise impacts that 
could penetrate into the park and wilderness lands--impairing 

7 the quality of visitor experience. And there is the potential 
for night light pollution extending into the national monument 
and wilderness areas. 

The bottom line, from our point of view, is simply this: 
we ·do not view a huge, regional waste processing and repository 
facility, such as the proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill Project, 
to be a compatible adjacent land use to a unit of the National 
Park System. Not only would this gigantic operation, with 
massive transportation facilities by railroad and truck, be 
located a mere 8,000 feet, at its closest point, to the boundary 
of Joshua Tree National Monument; but its activities pose sub
stantial threats of air quality impairment, of windblown trash 
directly impacting the pristine desert environment, and of some 
direct visual impairment from within the monument itself. 

We urge, therefore, that the Eagle Mountain site be deleted 
from the possibilities for siting this Southern California solid 
waste facility·. 

RDB/prb 
cc: Dave Moore, Sup't., 

Joshua Tree Nat'l 
Monument 

Lucien C. Haas, 
California Native 

Mr. & Mrs. Francis 
NPCA Headquarters 

d?~~kh;z~A---
RusseirD. Butcher 
Pacific Southwest Regional Director 

Plant Society 
M. Wheat 

\\\\\,-,-:-:-:-:-:-:-:---------.·-w-•,•,•,',',W,',.,, .. :::::::::::::::::: :: ·'"' ... ??=@6W».~ 
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DOCUMENT 0060A 

17-640 CORKILL ROAD • #58 • DESERT HOT SPRINGS, CA 92240 • (619) 329-5399 

Sept. 4, 1991 

Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs - South Coast Resources Area 
Attn: Marianne Wetzel 
P.O. Box 2000 
North Palm Springs, Ca. 92258-2000 

Dear Ms. Wetzel: 

Consider this letter as a protest voice against the 
proposed land fill at Eagle Mountain. We in the desert 
chose to be away from the big city and escape their conjested 
and polluted environment. Their waste is their problem, 
let them bury it in their own back yard. 

We will take care of our own refuse but we do not intend 
to be a garbage dump for the greater Los Angeles-Orange 
County area. 

Admittedly it is a serious problem, but people must 
realize that their waste products and environmental damage 
cannot be transferred to their outlying neighbors. They 
produce it, they enjoy the benefits of big city life and 
it is their responsibility to take care of their own nest. 

We get enough of their pollution in the air that blows 
into what used to be our picture perfect, smog free valley. 

Very truly yours, 

Tom Glenn 
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17-640 CORKILL ROAD • #58 • DESERT HOT SPRINGS, CA 92240 • (619) 329-5399 

September 11, 1991 

Kay Ceniceros, Supervisor 
4080 Lemon Street 
Riverside, Ca. 92501 

Dear Supervisor Ceniceros: 

This letter is about the land fill project. According 
to an article in today's Desert Sun, you are still keeping 
an open mind on the issue. Hopefully this letter will convince 
you to oppose it. 

There is no question that the proposed land fill will 
cause pollution, and further degrade our desert environment. 
To weigh the financial benefits against the environmental 
degradation is not the real issue here. 

So the county will receive some money, that is truP, but 
what vill this money accomplish? Possible prenatal care for 
those unable to pay is, on the surface, a noble idea, but is 
it wise and is it equitable to the millions that will be effected 
by this decision. I use the term millions because the project 
will extend for 100 years; with the increasing population in 
this area and the time span involved - yes, many millions will 
be effected by your decision . 

A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

I submit the folloving for your consideration: 

The refuse is generated in Los Angeles and Orange Counties 
and therefore it is only just and fair that it be disposed 
of in those counties. 

Many of us have left the cities to escape their pollution. 
By doing so we have given up the benefits a big city has 
to offer. We made a considered judgement: give up the 
city benefits to escape it's pollution. It is not fair 
that we now must become their garbage dump. 

Generations yet to come will suffer the consequences of 
this land fill through air pollution and ground water 
pollution. 

There is no way to guarantee that toxic substances will 
not be mixed with the regular refuse, thereby exacerbating 
the degree of dangerous pollution. 

:::::_:_:_:_:_:_:_:_:_:_:_:_:_:_:_._:_:,:.:.:.:.:;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: .... :,w;:,:,~:,:,;,.,;- ✓-: w w ... ·.::":"•"::'».::::> ❖"fq,r,um•1( 
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DOCUMENT 0060B 

We must finally come to realize that the slight benefit 
of additional revenue must not be considered as a plus 
or a mitigating factor. If a project will produce pollution 
and degrade the environment the answer from our government 
representatives must be an emphatic NO. 

The old cliches of "well no one got everything they wanted", 
or, "it was the best compromise we could reach", have 
no further place in issues such as this. 

It's a bad project: it will have far reaching detrimental 
effects into the twenty-second century. It must, therefore, 
be defeated. 

I urge you to consider this matter in light of today's 
deteriorating life-style and the tremendous negative effect 
it will have on future generations. 

Please oppose this with all vigor. 

Very truly yours, 

--. / .. 777 

Tom Glenn 

:::::.: ... ·.·.: ... :.:.:.:.:.:.:.:::::::.:.:,:_:,: .. :.: ... :. _:_.::;:::::;:::::::::::: ··::;:;:;:;:;:;:·:·:·:· • " •• " :-:-:❖·:z::::-:-:-r. ~N ■ >j" =t:• ?-:f.f:::;:'; .. ❖:!-"~~~J~i-.r..r---rA"M®" 
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Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast Resource Area 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
P.O. Box 2000 
North Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

ATTN: Marianne Wetzel 

Dear Ms. Wetzel, 

DOCUMENT 0066 

Sept. 6, 1991 

Having attended the public hearing regarding the EIS/EIR on the pro
posed dump at Eagle Mountain, I feel that praise is due the BLM 
representative who did such a good job of conducting a hearing under 
very difficult circumstances. 

While I can understand and sympathize with the position of the Kaiser 
retirees who came in busloads to the hearing, I am convinced that the 
proposed dump will have a very negative impact on the entire Coachella 
Valley as to air quality and has the potential for serious contamination 
of ground water in the Palo Verde Valley. I have friends in Indio who 
are Kaiser retirees, ✓.living on a much lower income than they anticipated, 
but they are opposed1~he dump proposal as it now stands. 

I believe that the EIR acknowledges the negative impact upon our valley 
of additional numbers of diesel trucks, diesel powered machinery at the 
dump site and more diesel powered trains. If the proposal were for the 
use of alternative-fuel-using vehicles, such as methane, solar power 
or other possibility, perhaps electric trains, the plan would be nuch 
less of a threat to us. 

Additionally, studies have shown that landfills are not the way to 
dispose of trash, particularly in the dry southwestern area of the 
United States. In other countries and other parts of the United States 
progress and profit is being made by mining landfills and recycling the 
material that has been dumped in the past. Los Angeles could do that 
as well as going into the recycling business, which has also proven to 
be profitable in many areas. 

:1:1: •·· Riverside County i ·s just beginning to do something about recycling and 
J could do much more of it. Much of the trash that now goes to dumps 
\,_\,\,_\,!,_ could be composted and used by agriculture and gardeners in the valley. 

Initially, this could have a price tag but in the long run it would be 
~-::: profitable and beneficial for our air quality, for our farming and gar-
j dening,which could be done with less resort to chemicals, and would 

j',,.·_1,,,_

1
'==.·_1,:,:_!'=,, :::u::o:::::t:::et::::::1:

0

w:::dg::u::ew::::•way out for Los Angeles. 
Riverside County would have a financial gain,at least temporarily, 
But we bequeath to future generations the problem of what our selfish I ~~:;,~~)~:· :::::· PLEASE DO NOT APPROVE THIS PROPOSAL !I 
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U.S. Depail 11 .e.rt of 
Transportation 

Office of The Secrelory 
of TronsP0(TOIJOn 

Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast R.A. 
63-5 o·o Garnet Avenue 
P.O. Box 200 0 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

To Whom I t Ma y Concern: 
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400 Seventh St. . SW. 
Washington . D.C. 20590 

The Department of Transportation has reviewed the draft 
environmental impact statement and Riverside County Specific Plan 
#252 for the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project in Riverside County, 
California. We have no comments to offer. 

This Office coordinated with headquarters offices of the Federal 
Railroad Administration and the Federal Highway Administration in our review. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

&*:'~( / 75-d~ 
Eu~ne L. Lehr 
Chi'ef. Environmental Division 
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3u~~au Jf Land ~anageme,t 
Palm S~rings-South Coast RA 
63-500 Gar,et Ave. 
N. Palm Springs, CA, 92258 

Attn: Marianne Wetzel 

Dear Ms Wetzel, 

5 Se::i: 1991 
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I am a resident of Desert Center and owner / operator of a 
local farming company specializing in the cultivation of jojoba. 
As such, my fate ~nd the welfare of my family is linked 

intimately with the quantity and quality of the valley's ground 

water reserves. In our operation we have always striven to 

preserve this essential resource. That is why we farm only 

jojoba, a crop which requires only a fraction of the water 

that other crops such as asparagus or cotton need. In addition, 

we utilize only drip irrigation to more efficiently apply the 
water we e xtract from the aquifer . 

j I am very concerned about the proposed landfill project at 
1 Eagle Mountain. Many of the conclusions drawn in the Draft 

I 1a :::::::,:;:::~:::~P::~::~:~~:::~:::::::~:::~~n::::::::~~:~::::::: fi 
l:_1:1.r.!. mitigation measures are far from adequate. Although the design 
; 1b of the liner is not described, I have heard that the liner will 

t be a composite of plastic sheeting over clay of some thickness. I ;::!:::!'::,':, '::~,~~::~!:n:'::::,::: :~:;:~:,':,::~gs:~::.~:ation, 

I ~~I:;;~;:~f ff '.::~:~:!::;1:,f i:~~!::~;:;:!~:i~:i~~:~~:;;;:F::::::. 

!L,,,,,,,. . , -- -~~ : : ~:.~,:½¼~-=::: ~ .. - ------ -- --
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water will not be ruined in our lifetime, but do we want to 

leave a legacy of polluted and unusable water to the people who 
come after us? 

Another aspect of the project which worries me a lot is 

the problem of flooding and the proposed perimeter drainage 

system. One Jf the salling ~Ji1ts repe3ted emphasized by ~R: 

about the suitability of thds site for the~ prJject is that large 
amounts of leachat: will not be prodJ:ed du: to the aridity of 
tne area. From what I can understand about the leachate col
lec t ion s ystem described in the Specific Plan,it is n~t sized to 

2 h3njl3 large volumes of lea:hate. How:v~r, please visualize 

a scenario wherein the northern perimeter drainage canal fails 
during a torrential summer thunderstorm (a breach in the northern 
perimeter drainage system must be considered a real possibility 

at some point in time). In such a situation there will be up to 

3 

several hundred acre feet of water dumped into the fill site 

itself. This water ~ill not remain on the surface of the fill 

material but will percolate rapidly into the fill material and 
begin to leach downward. At this point the fluid becomes 

leachate. If the leachate collection system lacks capacit y to 
remove this fluid once it pools up against the liner at the 

bottom of the fill, then it could potentially be forced through 

the liner. Remember, the liner is a plastic over clay composite 

in only certain parts of the fill area. It is very concievable 

that leachate could escape containment and collection under con
ditions like I have just described. 

The most white-washed mitigation measure to protect the 

ground water quality is the suggestion that pollution detection 

monitoring wells will be an effective tool in recognizing and 

treating ground water degradation. Once the pollution shows up 

in the monitoring wells, there is realistica1ly nothing that 

can be done about it. By that time the process is essentially 
irreversible, even if the landfill never accepts another ton 
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of refuse. Variations in baseline water quality data . will 
probably not register in the detection wells for at least 40 or 
50 years. By that time the fill site will be close to half 

full (according to MRC's 100 odd year capacity projection ) . If 

If toxicities are detected in the monitoring wells the a rupture 
or series of ruptures in the liner must be assumed to have oc-

4 curred. There will be a continuum of leachate working its 
way downward through the fill material and out the ruptured 

liner for decades after the dump is shut down. There is no 

practical way of stopping this phenomenon. In addition, if 

MRC is shut down due to water quality standard violations, 

they will not likel y be in a financial position to even contem
plate such a monumental cleanup effort. 

5 This project is riddled with technical flaws, from potential 
6 ground water pollution, to certain air quality degradation, to 

7 cooscienceless wildlife habitat compromises, to unjustifiable 

8 traffic safety risks. But beyond all of these definite and 

9 

tangible shortcomings there is a further overriding reason for 

not permitting this project. This project is socially wrong. 

It does our society a disservice by allowing us 100 more years of 

being thoughtless about our generation of waste material. Prop

onents of the project say this is a moot point because recycling 

and waste stream reduction measures are already mandated by law. 
I disagree. The necessary radical behavioral changes our 

society must make if we are to avoid being poisoned by our own 

refuse cannot be mandated. We must educate, we must provide 
economic incentatives for large scale recycling and re-use 

programs, and we must demonstrate the social benefits of respon

sible waste management. To give the Southern California area 

another 100 years of convenient and relatively inexpensive 

waste disposal is the exact opposite of what is needed to solve 

the problems relating to our overwhelming refuse production. 

It is my hope that the SLM will act with conscience and 
vision and not permit this project to happen. No amount of 

short term financial gain can justify the almost certain demise 

of one of the last pure environments in the United States. 

I ~/4;4 
'.~'.~'.:.:•.·.·.·········································· .-. ··········=====::::::::::::::····::···· .. ·-· ....... <:=:-..:::-=;.:~:-~:-:-:-·::❖:::r-:·~))-:::::-:~~~* e~:-;-.u_.-;:;.:?-z~ 
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1 

From 

llffCEIVfD 
S£1'1191 

REcoN 
Se p.16.1991 03:54 PM 

9.r?.JT. ~I""'"• 
f06t8 lfot.el1a Avenue 

Anahel111, Calir. 02804 
Tale: 714 758 1555 F'&x: 714 758 1550 

September 16 , 1991 

Bureau of Land Managem,nt, 
63-500 Garnet ~ve., 
P,O, Box 2000, 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Re: :Proposed lagle Mountain Trash Dumping . 

We do not appr.ove of your plan to dump Los Angeles' trash into 
Eagle Nountain .tline . 

We feel that Los Angeles should take the responsibility for 
getting rid of its own trash and not dump their trash 1n another 
county. There are t:00 many other II l ternati ve method11 available 
and are readily implemented. 

Pyrolitic conver-sion of t:raah is a !1r11t choice. Thia method 
converts the t~••h to usable onargy and reduces the re1idual1 to 
the landfills f 99,. The ey1tomu aro totally •nclo11d and poae 
no bad environ ental problema, In addition, 1maller plant• oan 
be placed nearer to the aource of the trash, possibly at. an 
existing transfer site and converted th•r• with only a •mall 
amount. of 1nert · mater1al t.o be removed. This inert material may 
be recycled or used in other applications. 

What does Los Angeles plan to do if the Cran1ton Bill pa11e1 a, 
Eagle Hount.a1n1f111 then be a National Park? 

rf you would like to 
call, write or tax. know more about pyrol1tic conversion, please 

sfoerely, 0 
~:}~:~~ 

PQl 
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RIVERSIDE ccmm PIANN'OO DEPART?mn' 
BmMJDA IXJNES OFFICE 
79733 CClJN'lRY cmB DRIVE &JITE E 
BERMJDA IXJNES CA 92201 

John R. Warner 
P.O. Box 387 
North Palm Springs 
CA 92258-0387 
September 121 l99l 

RE: EAGLE MroNTAIN IANDFILL - HEARINJS 9-18-91 and/ar ll-13-91 

Dear Mr. David Mares, Project Planner: 

Like a majority of the residents in the Coachella Valley, I would 
not be in favor of the transportation of such large volumes o£ 
ga:-bage t1l1"Dugh our portion o£ Riverside County. 

Further, once the trains arrived at the Eagle Mountain pit, arry 
spilled or uncovered garbage would attract all sorts o£ birds and 
desert critters. 

Another approach, which might be worth .further examination, would 
be to incinerate the garbage in L.A. County at one ar more of 
their current land fill sites. With ''Waste to Energy" in mind, 
they could generate electricity with the heat produced, then sell 
the electricity to s.c.E., who will eventually need same for L.A. 1 s 
electric cars and trains. Currentzy-, 7r1J. of the air pollution in 
the L.A. Basin is .from cars, busses and trucks. 'Olree per ·oent o£ 
their pollution is .from electrical power generati ng plants. The 
increased use of electric cars, which are 95 % to 100 % poll.ution 
free would provide an excellent trade-off for extra polluti on !ram 
burni.,g the garbage 

The disposal of the ash residue of the garbage could result in only 
one train every day or two. While it was travelling to and from 
Eagle Hountai n Landfill, a second train could be loaded. 

The biggest complaint for such a system would be the a:ix pollution, 
but with proper engineer:tne, scrubbers, filters, and/or electro
static precipitatars, the elimination of particulate matter could 
be accomplished. The stack gases would be primarizy carbon dioxide. 
Would this increase global warming? Please read the attachment 
regarding same. 

Z;~ezyR~~ 
(7J~fm R. Warner 
V cc: ~pervisor Kay Ceniceros 

Supervisor Patricia Larson 
Russell L. Kaldenberg, Area ?-tr. HIM 

'!.1 

,-. 
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~: :::D 
· ,, 0 
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GWBi\L WARMim, FACT CR FICTION 

John R. Warner, P.E. 

DOCUMENT 0076 

M.lch attention is being given to ''Global Warming". How much is 
truth and how much is fiction? 

Reports of computer silllllation with increasing quanties of Carbon 
dioxide, co2, show a gain in the "Global Warming" effectJ 'While 
computer s:illlul.ation with Sul.t'ur dioxide, so2, show greater renection 
from clouds and "Global Cooling"• S02 is formed when fuels, such 
as coal or oil.s that contain Sulf'ur, ire .burned. so2 is also the 
main culprit responsible for "acid rain"• 

Other reports show an increase in temperatures around urban areas, 
and also show a slight decrease in temperatures in remote rural areas. 

Air is comprised of Chcygen molecules, two atoms of ())cy'gen, o2, and 
Nitrogen molecules, two atoms of Mitrogen, N2, with the ratio of 
Oxyr.en to Nitrogen molecules at about one to four. '!be molecular 
weight of o2 is 321 far N2 is 28, and the blend of the two gases is 
equivalent to about 29. Carbon dioride, CO2, has a molecular weight 
of 44, and is thus heavier ~ ~• 

When co2 is produced as a product of combustion, it is heated,ex
panded, and rises into the higher a'bnosphere. As it rises, it cools, 
and does not necessarily stay up there, particularly with cooling at 
nir,ht, when it drifts back down to earth. With about two thirds of 
the earth's surface as water, the odds are in favor of the CO2 being 
lapped up by the waves of the ocean, seas, lakes, and/or rivers. 

A recent "Smithsonion" editorial mentions that, 1130 % of what is 
currently being produced apparently fails to remain in the atmosphere 
or oceans and cannot yet be accounted forl" However, the April 1991 
"California Geology" magazine has an article on ''DIATOMS", which have 
a beneficial influence on our Envi.rorunent. 

~--:!,:_r:i::i:: ''Diatoms in the world's oceans have a pro.found Et~ct on our environ-
~ ment, both in our oxyeen and food supplies. Di.atoms use carbon dioxide 
•· and water in photosynthesis to convert the · carbon and hydrogen to carbo-

!_:l•:_\,:\::j:_ hydrates Wit.b energy absorbed from the sun. Cbc:;ygen is produced as a 
. by-product and is released. Because carbon dioxide is the principal 
it gas responsible for global warming through the "greenhouse effect, 11 its 
f conversion to oxygen by diatoms plays a fundamental role in moderating 
..... our future climate. It is estimated that as :imich as 60 % of the o:xy-
\.[_j\_ gen in our atmosphere is derived frail the oceans; this oxygen is 

largely due to the actiVity of diatoms. It may not be the rain forests 
that generate most ot our oocygen but the tiny diatan. n 

( SEE ovm ) 
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''Diatoms are also the foundation of the oceanic food chain; they are 
the staple food for krill, tiey shrimp-like crustaceans. Krill move 
in immense schools sometimes several miles across and containing 
millions of individuals. These schools become the feeding grounds 
for a very diverse group of animals known as suspension-feeding 
vertebrates. Whales, tadpoles, sharks~ ducks, fl.am:!.ngoe:s, ·and maey 
varieties of fish are among the aniJnaJ.s that feed on krill." 

The co2 that arrives back down on land instead 01' water, :is converted 
to 02 cy ·trees, bushes, and grasses with an assist fl-om moisture and 
sunlight. 

How did all of this occur before man industrialized? Volcanic erupt
ions and massive lightning-induced forest fires released the co

2 
into 

the atmosp.~ere; at times the quantities then were greater than now. 

So With co2 being spewed into the atmosphere, around the clock, fl-om 
combustion sources, how lonr, does it stay up there? As cold as it is 
up there, it is ~obable that it starts its ret.:rn tr:.p nown to earth 
as soon as possible on a continuin~ basis. 

Thus, is "global 'Wal'?llini?" a "red herr:inP, 11 , to enable certai."l !',Toups 
to push for their 11al!enda 11 ? Or, is it akin to Don Quiote tilting at Windmills? 
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HAUDCK HOFFMAN 

73-425 HIiitop Road. Deset Hat Springs. CA 92240-7821. (619)329-0223 

September 4, 1991 

Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs - South Coast Resource Area 
P. 0. Box 2000 
North Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Dear BLM folks, 

Attention: Marianne Wetzel 

This is a response to the proposal to transport garbage from the Los Angeles area to the 
proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill by train and truck through the Coachella Valley. 

I oppose adding this hazard to the already vulnerable Coachella Valley area I do not believe the 
Environmental Impact Study and Report sufficiently weigh the possibilities that things will go 
wrong. The system is described in terms that assume it will usually work as intended. Normal 
human experience provides no basis for such an assumption. 

The containers are expected not to leak. (Ask any plumber about leakless contains.) 

The trains are expected not to crash. (But remember the railroad catastrophes at San 
Bernardino, the Sacramento River, and Ventura County, all within the last year?) 

The people who will actually handle the garbage (as opposed to the people to drive the trucks 
or run the trains), who are by definition low wage people, cannot be expected to be perfectly 
conscientious nor powerfully intelligent and capable. (They are bound to be human, and their 
choice of work implies some question about their overall competence.) 

The proposed separation of hazardous from non-hazardous waste will also be dependant on 
undependable people and systems. (Look at what appears now in any of our local dumps. The 
separation is fairly good, but far from perfect.) 

The experience in other landfills ~Is into question the expected rate of decomposition. (Several 
recent studies show that recyclable materials do not decompose as expected when buried.) 

Most significant to me personally-I live near Highway 1 O and the railroad. Several hundred 
additional diesel truck plus 15 to 20 diesel locomotive passages per day wl contribute to our 
already growing smog and pollution problems. 

PINs9 do nat permit the propond garbage transport through the COIIChela V&ley. Like 90% 
of the financially disinterested people who spoke at the August 'ZT BLM meeting in Palm Desert 
(the financially interested naturally liked it) I beg you to save us from the effects of this proposal. 

Respectfully, 
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...... --n • n -· - ·-l 1rrER SAN GABRIEL VALLE\! 
/\, \LI N IC/ rAL WATER__ DISTRICT 

September 17, 1991 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Cost Resourc:: Area 
400 South Farrell Drive, Suite B-205 
Palm Springs, California 92262 

DOCUMENT 0078 

SUBJECT: 
COMMENTS ON EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 
DRAIT ELR 

Gentlemen 

Enclosed for your infonnation are various Resolutions adopted by the Board of Directors of the 
Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District pertaining to landfills that may apply to the 
Eagle Mountain Project. 

Resolution No. 3-89-253 opposes expansion of existing or construction to new class III landfills 
in the San Gabriel Valley, Resolution No. 7-91-285 supports the concept of a waste-by-rail 
export project and Resolution No. 8-91-287 urges extreme precautions be ta.ken in the 
transportation of toxic chemicals in the San Gabriel Valley. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft ELR. 

Very truly yours 

a\bl,J-6--fil~ 
Robert G. Berlien 
Gent;ral Manager 

ch 

Enclosures 

11310 VAUEY BOULEVARD • EL MONTE, CALIFORNIA 91731 
PHONE. (818)443-22971(213) 283-2400 • FAX: (818) 443-0617 
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RESOLUTION NO. 3-89-253 

A RESOLUTION OP THE BOARD OP DIRECTORS OP 
THE OPPER SAN GABRIEL VALLEY MUNICIPAL WATER 
DISTRICT RECOMMENDING CHANGES TO THE SOOTH 
COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT'S DRAPT 
1988 A.IR QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN 

WHEREAS, the South Coast Air Quality Management District has 

5 published a Draft 1988 Air Quality Management Plan with the stated 

6 purpose of setting forth a comprehensive control program that will 

7 lead the South Coast Air Basin into compliance with all Federal 

8 and State air quality standards; and 

9 WHEREAS, the South Coast Air Quality Management District has 

10 requested comment on said plan; and 

11 WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Upper San Gabriel Valle ~ 

12 Municipal Water District has reviewed said plan with special 

13 emphasis on proposed control measures which may affect water 

14 quality; and 

15 WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Upper San Gabriel Valle~ 

16 Municipal Water District firmly opposes the expansion of existing 

1i or construction of new Class III landfills over the water bearing 

18 aquifers in the San Gabriel Valley as a protection against future 

19 groundwater quality degradation; and 

20 WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Upper San Gabriel 

21 Valley Municipal Water District has received opinion that the 

22 "dewatering" of biodegradable solid waste may be beneficial 

23 in improving both water quality and air quality compared to 

24 traditional landfill techniques. 

25 Ill 

26 Ill 

27 Ill 

28 Ill 



DOCUMENT 0078 

I 
I 
I 

1 I I 
I NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF 

2 THE UPPER SAN GABRIEL VALLEY MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT as follows: 

3 

4/ Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District hereby reaffirms its I 

Section 1. 
That the Board of Directors of the Upper San 

5/ opposition to the expansion of existing or the construction 

6 // of new Class III landfills over the water bearing aquifers 

, ;/ in the San Gabriel Valley. 

s1/ Section 2. 
That the Board of Directors of the Upper San 

g // Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District hereby recommends 
11 

10 that "dewatering" be considered as a control technique for 

11 immediate implementation for all biodegradable solid waste 

12 1 to be landfilled or transported within the South Coast Air 
I 

13 1 Basin. 

14 / Section 3. That the Secretary of this District shall file 

15 / a certified copy of this Resolution along with copies to 

16 the members of the Governing Board of of the South Coast 

li Air Quality Management District. 

18 / 

19 

Dated this 1st day of March, 1989. 

,.--
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1 STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

2 COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

3 UPPER SAN GABRIEL VALLEY 

4 MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 

5 

6 I, Jessie M. Keswater, DEPUTY SECRETARY, of the Upper 

i San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District and of the Board 

8 of Directors thereof, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the above and 

9 foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of Resolution 

10 No. 3-89-253, which was duly and regularly adopted at a 

11 regular meeting of said Board of Directors, held March 1, 

12 1989. 

13 Dated this 3rd day of March, 1989. 

14 

15 

16 Deputy Secretary 

Ii SEAL 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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RESOLUTION NO. 7-91-285 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF 
THE OPPER SAN GABRIEL VALLEY KlJNICIPAL WATER 
DISTRICT SUPPORTING TBB CONCEPT OF A 
WASTE-BY-RAIL EXPORT PROJECT FOR DISPOSAL 
OF NON-HAZARDOUS SOLID WASTE 

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Upper San Gabriel 

7 Valley Municipal Water District in its Resolution No. 3-89-253 

8 opposed the expansion of existing or construction of new Class III 

9 landfills over the water bearing aquifera: in the San Gabriel 

10 Valley; and 

11 WHEREAS, it is recognized that an urgent need exists to 

12 identify and implement non-hazardous solid waste disposal solutions 

13 to Southern California's growing landfill crisis; and 

14 WHEREAS, several waste-by-rail export solid waste disposal 

15 projects, that include recycling and remote disposal, have been 

16 proposed as a long-term solutions to the landfill crisis. 

17 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF 

18 THE UPPER SAN GABRIEL VALLEY MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT as follows: 

19 Section 1. That the Board of Directors of the Upper San 

20 Gabr i el Valley Municipal Water District supports the concept of a 

21 waste-by-rail export project for disposal of non-hazardous solid 

22 waste . 

23 Section 2. That the Secretary of this District shall transmit 

24 a copy of this Resolution to all parties expressing an interest in 

25 the long-term solution of the landfill crisis. 

26 I I I 

27 Ill 

28 Ill 
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Dated this 17th day ot July, 1991 

ATTEST 

.~~ 
SEAL 
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RESOLQTIOH NO, 8-91-287 

A RESOLUTION OP TJIB BOARD OP DIRECTORS 
OP TJIB UPPER SAH GABRIEL VALLEY KtJB:ICIPAL 
WATER D:ISTllICT tJRG:IBQ ErrllEKB PRECAUT:IONS 
BB TAltEH IB .TJIB TllAHSPORTAT:IOH OP TO%:IC 
CBEK:ICALS :IB TJIB SAH GABR:IJl!L VALLEY 

WHEREAS, the recent Sacramento River spill and its unknown 

7 health dangers demonstrate the vulnerability of the environment and 

8 public heal th to the hazards due to transportation of toxic 

9 chemicals; and 

10 WHEREAS, major transportation corridors including railroad and 

11 freeway systems used in the transport of toxic chemicals cross the 

12 San Gabriel Valley over and adjacent to water conservation and 

13 recharge facilities such as the San Gabriel River and Santa Fe 

14 spreading grounds; and 

15 WHEREAS, these water conservation and recharge facilities are 

16 extremely vulnerable to toxic chemical spills due to their close 

17 proximity to the transportation corridors and the very porous 

18 nature of the sand and gravels in the spreading grounds which 

19 provide a direct and immediate conduit to the groundwater aquifer 

20 supplying drinking water to the one million residents in the San 

21 

22 

Gabriel Valley. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF 

23 THE UPPER SAN GABRIEL VALLEY MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT as follows: 

24 Section 1. That attention be called to the public health 

25 hazard present in the San Gabriel Valley due to the vulnerability 

26 of the San Gabriel River and adjacent groundwater recharge 

27 facilities from toxic chemical spills. 

28 
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1 Section 2. 
That new federal regulations require full 

2 identification of all toxic materials carried on any mode of 

3 transportation and that an itemized list be attached to the 

4 carrier. 

5 

6 containers for transportation. 

Section 3. That toxic materials be stored in double-walled 

7 
Section 4. That the newly created California Environmental 

8 Protection Agency complete health effects studies for all 

9 questionable chemicals. 

11 copy of this Resolution to be transmitted to the State Secretary of 

12 Resources, the State Department of Health Services, the State 

13 Environmental Protection Agency and any other agencies concerned 

14 with the protection of the public health and environment. 
15 

16 

17 

Section 5. That the Secretary of the District shall cause a 

Dated this 7th day of August, 1991 

lS ATTl'!ST 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 SEAL 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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August 13, 1991 

...,. ····-~ - ·-
California Environmental Protection Agency 
l l02 Q S trcct 
Post Office Box 2815 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Attention: Mr. James Strock 
Agency Secretary 

Gentlemen: 

DOCUMENT 0078 

The Board of Directors of the Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District wishes to 
express its concern over the number of toxic material spills recently, both State-wide and in the 
San Gabriel Valley. The San Gabriel Valley is especially vulnerable to this type of hazard due 
to the geology of the groundwater basin (porous sand and gravel) which provides a direct and 
immediate conduit to the groundwater aquifer. The groundwater aquifer is the sole source of 
drinking water to about 90% of the one million residents in the Valley. 

Accordingly, the Board of Directors has adopted its Resolution No. 8-91-287 (copy attached) 
urging extreme precautions be taken in the transportation of toxic chemicals in the San Gabriel 
Valley. They have directed this Resolution be sent to you for your consideration. 

If there is any way the Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District can be of assistance 
to you in achieving better protection from toxic material spills, we would be happy to be of 
service. 

~~ ti Very truly yours , 

% 1't~L~-.k~ 
l Roben G. Berlien 
i;~~ 

·x General Manager 

RGB/plg 

attachment 

·1310 VALLEY 8OUL£v..;.,10 • cc 'JIONTE . .:,.L,FORNIA 9F31 
•f<ONE C81814A3-2m ·, 2131 ,83 -2400 • ;.i.x ·818\443-0617 
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78-105 CALLE ESTADO - LA QUINTA, CALIFORNIA 92253 · (619) 564-2246 

FAX (619) 564-5617 

September 19, 1991 

.,., 
c:: 
~,.J .. .,., 
:i -

-:- -:-,-.., 

Russell L. Kaldenberg, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs - South Coast R. A. 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
P.O. Box 2000 
Palm Springs, California 92258-2000 

Subject: Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 

Dear Mr. Kaldenberg: 

w 

The City of La Quinta wishes to go on record in opposition to the 
proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill Project as currently proposed. 
The City Council took this official position at our meeting of 
September 17, 1991 based on the following reasons: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The project as currently proposed presents a threat to the 
integrity of the underground water supply. 

Pollutants created by the transportation of waste materials 
into and through the Coachella Valley threaten the air quality 
of the Valley. 

The project poses an unacceptable risk of a major accident or 
spill on the highways or along the rail system. 

We hope that you will give our concerns your sincere consideration 
when this matter comes before your Board. 

Si[J~ 
JOHN J. PENA, Mayor 
City of La Quinta, California 

MAILING ADDRESS · P.O. BOX 1504 - LA QUINTA, CALIFORNIA 92253 

-: ;.; 
...... 

·. , l/ 
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Sept. 18, 1991. 

1 As a Riverside County resident I urge the Bureau of 

Land Management to oppose the Eagle Mountain ?roject. 

Sincerly, 

~~ 
I,lyrt Griffin 
17840 Riviera Dr. 
Blythe, Ca. 92225 
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,,We ~uilmlt£ rota Qlonstntdion Wrcrors Qlounril 
JERRY P. CREMINS 

REPLY TD: PASADENA OFFICE 

September 18, 1991 

Ms. Marianne Wetzel 

of aialif ornia 
Ch.an ered by 

■UII.DING AND CDNITAUCTIDN TAADU 
DEPARTMENT 

of tit, 

AFL • CID 

~0 

Unitej States Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs - South Coast Resource Area 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
P . O. Box 2000 
North Palm Springs, California 92258-2000 

RE: PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CALIFORNIA 

Dear Ms. Wetzel: 

:-:-~ ~:a,. : ... • 

w 
!::!2 
c.,., 
rT , 

" N 
0 

FLOYD HENKE 

~': :::tl 
.·;; :Tl 
~ \~) 

This office appreciates the opportuni ty to submit the State Building 
and Construction Trades Council of California official position on 
the above referenced proposed project. ~;~ w 

j~ 1 A review of the EIR/EIS submitted for the Eagle Mountain project 
cw raises serious environmental issues. Without a doubt, the project if i approved will have a negative impact on our desert air, ground water, 
0 vegetation and animal life for generations beyond the 115 year life-
@ span of the landfill. The state taxpayers are faced with a refuse 
I time bomb which will cost billions of dollars to rectify while Mine 
:,~: Reclamation, Inc. enjoys all the f i nancial benefits, without concern 
t for the long term injury to California. 

!.\ The State Building and Construction Trades Council is primarily 
~ interested in creating jobs for individual members, however we must 
@ go on record as being in opposition to the Eagle Mountain Landfill 

project. The few jobs created by this endeavor is outweighed by the 
enormous environmental risks facing future generations of working 
Californians. 

297N. Marengo Ave. 921 -11thStreet 
Suite 200 Suite 400 I :r:TI,4'E,: ·,EE!!' 

\\\\\ ..... :.:.:.:.: ... ·.··············:·:·:·:·:·:·.:: ... :.:.:: ... :. : ····· · · ··· · .. ·:- .. · · · · · · ·: :-:•:•''{/. 1/{:~W«❖=(n;❖>:::•.❖"Z:-:~.>.>·..a:::: ,-i,,ri'.<'-"'-' 

8400 Enterpnse Way 
Suite 104 

Oakland. CA94621 
(415) 638-1015 

FAX 14151638-3138 
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Thank you for the opportunity for input. Please call if you should 
have any questions. 

JPC:mmo 
opeiu#JO 
afl-cio 
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BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL 

KENNETH BELL 
"'f:SIOt:NT 

September 18, 1991 

OF SAN BERNARDINO AND RIVERSIDE COUNTIES 

A. F. OF L • C. I. 0 . 

1074 E. LA CADENA DRIVE 

RIVERSIDE. CALIFORNIA 92501 

TELEPHONES, 17 1 41 684- 1040 . {7141 82~0867 

Ms. Marianne Wetzel 
South Coast Resources Area 
P.O. Box 2000 
North Palm Springs, Claifornia 92258-2000 

Dear Ms. Wetzel : 

DOCUMENT 0084 

JOE PEREZ 
[Xl:CUTIYE KC"'ETAllltV 

This Council has reviewed the draft of the environmental report for 
the proposed Eagle Mountain Land Fill Project, (specific plan # 
252) that was proposed for the United States Department of the 
Interior Land Management, and the County of Riverside Planning Department. 

As one of our primary functions we have always been in favor of 
projects that would create jobs, however, never have we advocated 
the creation of jobs at any expense. Although the report appears 
to be complete, there are some issues that we are highly concerned 
with. One of these issues is the possibility of the contamination 
of millions of acre feet of water of water directly beneath this 
site. Another concern we have is the total disregard of what could 
occur to our highways in the form of immense added traffic. We 
feel that this project could become a profound environmental disaster. 

This Council and it's more than thirty seven affiliated 
construction trades unions, with a combined membership of more than 
thirty five thousand people would like to go one record in opposing 
the proposal, to have garbage hauled from Los Angeles, California 
to Eagle Mountain, California. 

Sincerely, 

~ .~~;) 
'5oe Perez 
Executive Secretary 

JP:tlm 
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P. o. Box 2628 
Palm Springs CA 92263 
Sept ember 15, 1991 

Riverside County Board of Supervisors 
4080 Lemon Street 
Riverside CA 92501 

Dear Supet"Visors: 

Re: proposed Eagle Mountain excessivewastefill 
at Desert Center CA 

A country which generates excessive solid and toxic waste, 
makes waste into a sinister profitable (for a FEW people) 
business, and tries to baainwash American voters into 
believing WASTE IS GGOD FOR THEM ••• 

A country which buries its enemies alive and tells the world 
that burying enemies alive MAKES THEM FEEL GOOD ABOUT 
THU"!SELVES ••• 

is a country too similar to Germany in the 1930s, South Africa 
under apartheid, the Ottoman Empire, other sadistic 
dictatorships. 

In "The U. S. Military's Toxic Legacy", William Ruckelshaus, 
CEO of Browning Ferris Industries and former administrator 
of EPA, is quoted as having said: 

"Of course all landfills will leak. Our 
instincts tell us that, whether it is 
10 years, 100 years or 1000 years .... vvery 
landfill will leak in the sense that some 
liquids will come down through in periods 
of high rainfall or oth~r occasions." 

REDUCE USE. •• REUSE •• • RECYCLE STOP ALL WASTE 

That's all EACH OF US has to do ••• NOW. 

••• NOW 

Veey sin~::~~ 
(Mrs. John Harte) J 

cc:~ureau of Land Management 
Los Angeles County Board of Supenisors 
Orange County Board of Supervisors 
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P.O. Box 682. Walnut CA 91788-0682 
21201 LA PUENTE ROAD 
WALNUT, CALIFORNIA 91789 
Telephone (714) 595-7543 
FAX (714) 595-6095 

C:ITY- OF 'V'v'A.LNUT 
September 12, 1991 

Ms. Marianne Wetzel 
Bureau of Land Management 
400 South Farrell Drive, Suite B-205 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

Dear Ms . Wetzel: 
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RAY T. WATSON 
Mayor 

H. THOMAS SYKES 
Mayor Pro Tem 

"BERr' ASHLEY 
WILLIAM T. CHOCTAW, M.D. 

DREXEL L. SMITH 
Council Members 

Thank you for the opportunity to study the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
and Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill 
Project. It was most comprehensive and informative. 

As a member of the San Gabriel Valley Association of Cities, Walnut has taken an 
active interest in the problem of declining landfill space. Walnut was the lead 
city in fostering the initiative taken by the San Gabriel Valley Association of 
Cities to search for solutions to the was~e management problem. 

In 1988 Walnut was also one of the first cities to initiate a recycling 
program--long before such action was mandated by the state. The Walnut City 
Council was acutely aware that landfills had become landfull. on an average, 
each residential household adds 96 pounds of trash into the landfills each week. 
As a result, all citizens can hold themselves partially responsible for this 
problem now confronting society. The City of Walnut Ad Hoc Waste Management 
Task Force has proposed ways in which the average citizen can combat this 
crisis, and has determined that a primary objective is to implement a public 
education program to make all people aware of what they can do in this fight 
against trash inundation. Walnut is currently involved in this kind of program. 

Cities in the San Gabriel Valley are personally concerned about the waste 
management problem. Onhappily for our residents, 60 percent of Loa Angeles 
county trash is landfilled in the San Gabriel Valley. Walnut has experienced 
having landfills located adjacent to its northwestern and southeastern 
boundaries. Therefore, the Walnut City Council feels that it can speak with 
some authority on the subject of the impact of landfills upon its residents. 

Members of the Walnut City Council, myself included, have toured both the Mine 
Reclamation Corporation at Eagle Mountain and the Waste Management (Rail Haul) 
site at Amboy. After reading the 600 plus page volume of the draft 
Environmental Impact for the proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill Project, I spoke 
with Gary Kovall, President of Mine Reclamation Corporation, to obtain 
clarification about certain items. 

I ::::::::: :-:-:-:-:-.•.•.·.·.··································=·:·:·:·:: .. : . . -: .• ,:,: .. :.: •••.. ::: : • ·:: • ",'❖❖~\ • ..., .... ,,. ..... : ••• ~ ....... ..... ~=?»»LfJ'•:: X 
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Ms. Marianne Wetzel - 2 - September 12, 1991 

In reference to page 39 of the draft E:R, I am concerned how long it will be 
before Phase II will be implemented after the implementation of Phaae I. Mr. 
Kovall could not give me a definitive answer. 

Pages 518 and 519 refer to the type of lighting which will be utilized. I 
suggest that you investigate metal halide lighting for this project. A few 
years ago the City of Walnut performed an extensive investigation of various 
types of lighting systems for some of its parks. Aa a result of this study, 
staff and the City Council were convinced that metal halide was the state of the 
art in the lighting field and represented the newest technology. It is designed 
to illuminate only the intended area and there is very little spillage. It is 
also energy efficient. Thia lighting system has been successful in meeting the 
conditions we desired, and the resident■ in the surrounding neighborhood have 
been pleased with the reaults. 

Relative to the proposed locations of transfer stations as indicated on page 152 
and page 539, it is imperative that you be aware that the Walnut City Council is 
adamantly opposed to a transfer station being sited in the City of Industry 
between Fairway Drive on the west and Temple Boulevard on the east. By virtue 
of the trust placed in them by more than 29,000 residents, the Walnut City 
Council must be vitally concerned about our citizens" welfare which would be 
negatively impacted by such aide effecta aa noise, traffic, pollution. Walnut 
residents have already experienced adverse effects resulting from the BICK 
Landfill located on its northwest boundary and Spadra Landfill located on its 
eastern boundary. 

The Walnut City Council is enthusiastic and supportive about possible 
time-saving measures that can extend the landfill solution to the waste 
management problem until a more feasible disposition can be implemented. 
However, it is not practical to exchange one set for problems for another. 
Therefore, it is important that all aspects of any interim solution be 
thoroughly explored to make certain that it is beneficial and will not contain 
unknown detriments to our constituency. I will appreciate any further 
explanation you can provide which will answer the queries contained in thia 
letter. 

Sincerely, 

/2~ 
Bert Ashley 
Councilmember 

BA:bs 

cc: City Council 
City Manager 
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CITY OF BLYTHE 
220 NORTH SPRING / BLYTHE, CALIFORNIA / (619) 922-6161 

September 17, 1991 

Bureau of Land Manaceaent 
Palm Sprinc, - South Coast 
63-S00 Garnet Ave. 
P.O. Box 2000 
North Palm Sprlncs, California 

92258-2000 

Re, Earle Mountain Landfill Public Comment 

Dear Sirs, 

The entire Blythe Cf ty Council would like to ro on rec~rd 
concernfnc the detrimental l111pact possible by the above project. 
That is why Vice Mayor Tom Farrace, City Mancer John Donlevy, 
Assistant Public Works Director Charles Hull, and myself attended 
and verbally opposed the above project at the Desert Center public 
hearin& on Aucust 28th. Soae of the points we related are as 
fol lot.ts. 

One aajor concern our staff has explored, fs the •what if" 
concerninr the rroundwater rrad!ent from Earle Mountain. From a 
number of sourees; the cIR's fro111 the Sundesert Nuclear power 
renerattnr station, and the Chucltawalla Correctional Facility, and 
the State Rerister for underrround wells, It was conclusively 
established there', al ■ ost a ~00 foot drop In rroundwater elevation 
towards the Colorado R!ver. The Earle Mountain LandHll EIR/EIS 
only addressed a 10 ■ !le radius around the pit. While it ■ ay take 
an untold number of years for any contaminates to ever reach a 
potable supply, riot !ntroduclne the haz.ard to becln with, ■ icht be 
a better answer . Keepine in mind there is no such thfnc as a 
perfectly Cle.in wasr-e strea11, anythinr that reaches a rarbare truck 
will probably aake to the landfill and potentially to the 
croundwater . 

Considering the •state of the art" liners available today, how safe 
are they in a severe seismic event? 

The State has ■ ade a tre11endous statement in the develop11ents of 
the correctional facilities just vest of our valley. They would 
also be in line should rroundvater contamination occur. 

Increased rail and highway traffic to transport this amount of 
rubbish to a point so111e 200 ailes fro ■ where it's eenerated to 
Earle 11ountain, is absurd. The associated costs will of course be 
passed on to the consumer. but the fuel required, the air polluted, 
and the safety concerns on the hirhway vith increased truck traffic 
and rail crossinrs see ■ seriously detri•ental. 

~!:!!,.,.:-:-:-:-:-:•.·.·.·.································ .. : .... : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : · · · ·: ·-;:~;.;.;,;.;:.-~;;.·,•.;.·:r:'::·❖:•·:·:·"'W:'. 
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DOCUMENT 0087 

FROM 

Pare 2 

Bureau of Land Management, 
Public Comment 
Earle Mountain Landfill 
September 17, 1991 

SEP. 17. 1991 9:51 AM 

While the prevailinr southerly winds will tend ro blow most 
objectional substances away froa Blythe, there are very certainly 
other co ■munities, <Lake Havasu and Parker Arizona) more directly 
downwind. Granted Havasu is quire soae distance away, but consider 
a lonr burning, smolderinr fire, vectors such as flies and 
mosqultos, and the ever present aroaa of a landfill. In addition, 
all of this could be trapped in a localized basin which could hanr 
over the Desert Center area. 

Assembly Bill 939 has soae sincere roals for recyclinr a portion of 
this state's waste stream. Why not rive this prorraa a chance? If 
a 501 reduction in the current estimated 20,000 tons is achieved ln 
ten years, then a aore realistic 10,000 tons of waste would ro to 
the landfill. Then a1ain, is it possible that the ■oney spent now 
on ·developinr and llnin.r this proposed pit, would be better spent 
In devclopin.r zero waste prorraas? Coapostin&, full scale 
recycllnr, and incineration, arc all possible alternatives. 

Whatever we can do to make this ultimately a better world for all 
of us, instead of compromisina It for our nelrhbors ts the answer. 

Sincerely, 

~~ Doris Morran 
Mayor 

p 1 



DOCUMENT 0088A 

DEAR LAND YACHT HARBOR 0Wt4ER, 

T!-HNK WE 0.RE HEf-1DEC, FOR TROUBLE . SERVICE AREA 51 RECEIVED 
,i; .,:1_ :' , 00/J FRO!'! MRC, " THE LANDFILL PEOPLC: " TO HELP THE SERVICE 
Hf-'...EA '!"..:tKE CARE OF OVERDL1E PROBLEMS WITH OUR WATER AND TREATMENT 
F' LANT. YOU r-'r.AY NOT KNOW, l.JE ONLY RECEIVED $25,000 NOT OUR 
N(•KMAL $~0.00(.J. AND MY GUESS IS THAT NEXT 'LEAR WE WON ' T RECEIVE 
.-'tr-;'-{, L·JE WIL:.. RECEIVE ANOTHER $ 227 , OO(J FROM MRC, THE NEXT YEAR 
S!/ 92. WE I.JILL BE IN REAL TROUBLE IF WE DON ' T GET THE LANDFILL 
IN FOR T:--lE YEHR 92/93 . I AM WR.!:TTNG TnIS LETTER TO ASK FOR YOUR 
SUPPORT IJN THE LANDFILL IN EAGLE MTN, P-ND TO WRITE LETTERS IN 
?.UP PORT TO THE ADDRESS BELOW. I SUPPORT THIS ONLY IF MRC GET' S 

1 A Cc.EAN ENVIRONMENTAL Il"tPAC:T REPORT. A.ND THAT A LARGE A.'10UNT OF 
THE FUNDS DERl VED FROt~ THE LANDFILL STt'.'.tY HERE IN DESERT CENTER 
EA•3LE l1TN, FOR RELIEF OF THE LARGE ASSESSt1ENT AT LAKE TAMARISK 
AND CONTINUOUS SUPPORT, ALSO THE CLUSHIG OF THE COUNTY DUMP A.ND 
RELIEF OF TH1=iT ASSESSMENT. FUNDING FOR THE SCHOOL AND LOCAL 
SHERifF, THESE ARE ~TUST A FEW OF THE THINGS WE CAN GET OUT OF 
THIS. THIS IS MY PERSONAL OPINION AND NOT OF A.NY COMMITTEE OR 
ADVISORY BOARD . 

SI NCERELY 

KENNETH STATLER 
F'CI BOX 159 
DESERT CENTER 
CA 82239 

WRITE TO ; PATRICIA [CORKYl LARSON 
?.O . DRHWER 1330 
INDIO, CA . 82201 

ALFRED A. 11c:CANDLESS 
SUITE 165 
6529 RIVERSIDE AVE. 
RIVERSIDE, CA 92506 
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DOCUMENT 0088B 

DEAR SENATOR PRESLY, 

1 I AM WRITING THIS LETTER TO ASK FOR YOUR HELP AND SUPPORT FOR 
THE EAGLE MTN LAtWFI LL . OF COURSE, WITH A CLEAN ENVIRONMENTAL 
l MP ACT REPORT . I FEEL THfiT WE HAVE 70% FOR AND AD OUT 20" 
UPPOSED AND 10% UNDETERMINED. 1 CAN'T HELP BUT THINK THAT THIS 
WILL BRING A GREAT ECONOl1IC GROWTH TO DESERT CENTER, LAKE 
TAMAAISK, AS DILJ THE RETURN TO CUSTODY, THE LARGEST EMPLOYER IN 
OUR AREA. I THINK THAT THERE ARE MANY GOOD THINGS TO COl1E OUT 
OF THIS. AND MAYBE SAVE A DYEING TOWN. ENCLOSED ARE SOME COPES 
OF A PETITION WE HAVE CIRCULATING. 

SINCERELY 

KENNETH STATLER 
P . O. BOX 159 
DESERT CENTER, CA. 92233 

'.~'.~'.:. :-:-:-:-:-:-:-:•:•:•:•:·:•:•:•:•,•,•,•,• ..... •:•.•.❖.••·•···:·:-:.:.:.:.:::::::::::::::: :::::::·::: O:'N••·:~:::::::-::z.:-:-:-=::-•:•·:~••~~;•::r;:--:9'.W~...,....,.q/,~/h 
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DOCUMENT 0089 

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 

PARKS DEPARTMENT 
4600 Cresrmore Road, P.O . Box 3507, Riverside, CA 92519 • (7 14) 275-4310 

PAUL D ROMERO 
Director 

September 12, 1991 

Russell L. Kaldenberg, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-
South Coast Regional Area 
P.O. Box 2000 
North Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Dear Mr. Kaldenberg: 

Draft Envirormental I■pact Report/Envirormen~al I■pact Statement for the 
Eagle Mountain Landfill Project (Specific Plan #252) 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the aforementioned document . We 
offer the following cooments: 

Trails 
--OU r draft l 0-year Parks & Trails Master Pl an proposes a parkway /regional 

trail corridor located north of the Salton Sea and traveling in a 
east/west direction . Upon review of the Eagle Mountain EIR/EIS, we have 
identified that our proposed parkway/trail will cross the Eagle Mountain 
rail line. Please contact Jeff Weinstein of our office for further 
information. 

Habitat 
R1verside County has completed the first phase of its multi-species 
planning effort. The product of this planning effort is the Draft 
Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Strategy (MSHCS). The MSHCS is still 
undergoing review and cooment and is available for your review . We 
suggest that specific pl ant and wildlife concerns be addressed to the 
California Department of Fish and Game and/or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

Historical 
We feel that the historical analysis was adequate and thorough. 
mitigation measures as outlined are satisfactory. 

If you have questions, please call me at 714/275-4310 • 

The 

~ 

%. ~:t:~~ I ~~~v~ 
Project Planner 

KL/2427M 

c: Joe Richards, Director, Riverside County Planning Department 
Paul D. Ranero, Parks Director, Riverside County Parks Department 
Elmer W. German, Deputy Director, Riverside County Parks Department 

:;:;::·:•:•:•:•:·:•:•:•.··············· ..... ·.··············=··· ••••• ••••••• : : : : : : • : : : : : : ·,::: :: ~ •• :;-,::r::-r ::::::• · · ;~:::,:~u ·•~•mw.:=::-~;Z❖·>:::j....-❖~ 
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Janet Cook 
3707A Oak Creek Drive 
Ontario CA 91761 

September 15, 1991 

Russell Kaldenberg 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs - South Coast R.A. 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs CA 92258-2000 

Dear Mr. Kaldenberg: 

DOCUMENT 0090 

This letter is in reference to the Eagle Mountain 
Landfill Draft EIS/EIR. Based on an analysis of this 
report, interviews with county solid waste officials, 
SCAG documents, we conclude that the project will 
pump nearly 3000 tons of pollutants into the air each 
year. 

This report does not tell us how much fuel the trains 
will use. Or what effect such a heavy consumption of 
fossil fuel will have on the federal tr~de deficit. 

How will this project impact the Joshua Tree Monument? 
How well will the revetation blend into the natural 
environment and how long will this take? How will this 
project affect the tortoise habitat in the area and 
how many tortoises will be lost when they are transplanted? 
What are their prospects for long range survival? 

I hope you will consider these issues when making your 
decision regarding this proposal. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Sincerely, 

-~~ 
Janet Cook 
Member, Sierra Club 
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DOCUMENT 0091 

CITY of DESERT HOT SPRINGS 

September 16, 1991 

Bureau of Land Management 
Attention: Marianna Wetzel 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Ms. Wetzel: 

Please accept this letter as an official notification from the City of Desert Hot Springs, 
California regarding the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project. 

Our review of the Environmental Impact Report, our attendance at the Public Hearings in 
Coachella Valley, and our discussions through the Coachella Valley Association of 
Governments have failed to convince us that this project will not have any detrimental 
effect on traffic, air quality, water quality, and the general quality of life in our desert. 

Therefore, it is the consensus of the City Council of the City of Desert Hot Springs .!l.Q1 to 
support this project and ask the Bureau of Land Management's assistance in preventing 
this project from being located at this location. 

Thank you. 

Re 

lenn Crowson, City Manager 
ity of Desert Hot Springs 

GC:jh 

c.c. Mayor and City Council 

FAX NUMBER (619) 251-3523 

65950 Pierson Blvd. • Desert Hot Springs, California 92240 • Telephone (619) 329-6411 THE SPA CITY 
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AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 

1542B Civic Drive, Suite 200 • Victorville, CA 92392 • 16191 243-8920 
Fax No. (6191 243-8925 

September 9, 1991 

Mr. Russell L. Kaldenberg 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-SC R.A. 
63-500 Garnet Ave. 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA. 92258-2.000 

DOCUMENT 0093 

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDIN 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
MANAGEMENT GROUP 

CHARLES L. FRYXELL 
Air Pollution Control Officer 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENr/REPoRT 
FOR Tm: EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFUL PROJECT 

SCH. No. 8908413 

Dear Mr. Kaldenberg: 

The San Bernardino County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) has received the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 
Eagle Mountain Landfill Project (EMLP). Review of the DEIS/DEIR concentrated on intrabasin 
transport of air pollutants. Intrabasin transport of air pollutants entering the San Bernardino 
County portion of the Southeast Desert Air Basin (SEDAB) are not quantified, and transport 
impacts on downwind air districts are not assessed in the DEIS/DEIR. In addition, cumulative 
impacts including the Rail Cycle Landfill, Hidden Valley Landfill, existing landfills, and 
intrabasin transport are also not discussed in the document. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETI1NG 

The proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill Project is located in the northern portion of Riverside 
County, just a few miles south of the San Bernardino County boundary line. The location falls 
within the desert portion of Riverside County, which is within SEDAB. This portion of 
Riverside County is under the_jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD), while the desert portion of San Bernardino County (District) is under the 
jurisdiction of the APCD. Due to the proximity of the District to this area of Riverside County 
and the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), the southern portion of the District experiences 
overwhelming air pollution transport problems originating from these areas. 
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DOCUMENT 0093 

Eagle Mountain LP. 2 

1 Following the assessment of the DEIS/DEIR, APCD staff determines that Section III(D) does 
not discuss or describe the air quality impacts of the EMLP on the San Bernardino County 
ponion of SEDAB. Section III(D)(3) and (4) need to be re-evaluated using data from the 
District's Twentynine Palm air monitoring station. Section III(D)(6) needs to discuss the APCD 
Air Quality Attainment Plan (AQAP). 

AIR QUALITY IMP ACTS 

Pollutant Transport 

As a result of the proximity of the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project to the southern ponion of 
the District , the pollutant transport problem prevalent in the southern pomon of the District will 

2 be made measurably worse. To adequately address this concern, the DEIS/DEIR should identify 
and discuss, to the extent possible, all sources of potential emissions that would result from the 

3 proposed project. Section IV(D)(l) of the DEIS/DEIR needs to discuss, assess, quantify , and 
mitigate intrabasin transport impacts on the San Bernardino County portion of SEDAB. Section 
IV(D)(2) needs to assess intrabasin transport impacts on ambient air concentrations in downwind 
air districts . Intrabasin transport should also be assessed to describe the percentage increase of 
transport air pollutants entering the San Bernardino County portion of SEDAB. 

Appendix E, Interbasin Transport discussion is limited in its description of transport routes 
identified by the California Air Resources Board (ARB). Appendix E discusses interbasin 
transport impacts on the Mojave Desert due to the San Joaquin Valley transport corridor. 

4 However, intrabasin transport impacts on the Mojave Desert from the Riverside County ponion 
of SEDAB are not discussed , quantified or assessed in the document. 

5 

Cumulative Impacts 

Section V(B)(4) of the DEIS/DEIR needs to assess cumulative air quality impacts resulting from 
existing and proposed regional landfills and associated uses in both Riverside and San Bernardino 
counties. In addition , cumulative impacts should assess intrabasin transport impacts on the 
District. 

Mitigation Measures 

$ 
.$: 6 Upon a detailed identification of all potential emission sources, APCD staff recommends that 
ff; 
i ~~~=~~;edr:~eg~r°~U::s~:;a:~. id:~:~~nd:~;~~~:!11:~!e= :!~~=;~:: 
[9. will result in either preventing or drastically reducing intrabasin emission transport. 

:~:::, .... ·.···························· _: _ _. __ ._:_._:_:_:_._:_:_ .:::·:;:;:::::::::·::::::::::::::::::::.:-:: · · · · ,,. ;1·;;,.::,~·•:·:•:w•:•·~::w .:>·:·-:::;::::~:,rfM.1«;.:::: 
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CONCLUSION 

The San Bernardino County portion of SEDAB is designated non-attainment for PM
10 

and 
Ozone. Interbasin and intrabasin transport exacerbates air pollutant exceedances of state and 
federal air quality standards, thus impacting downwind air districts. From January 1991 to July 
1991, the state ozone standard was exceeded on 35 days, and the federal standard was exceeded 
on 5 days at the Twentynine Palm monitoring station. Based on this information, the APCD 
recommends further environmental analysis of intrabasin transport in the DEIS/DEIR relative 
to this District. 

APCD staff concludes that the proposed project will result in significant pollutant transport 
problem in this District, and recommends that the Bureau of Land Management consider and 
respond to the concerns, and implement the recommendation expressed in this Jetter. APCD 
staff appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project. If you 
have any questions regarding our comments, please direct them to Tom Guevara, Air Quality 
Planner, at (619) 243-8921. 

Sincerely, 

CHRISTIAN N. IHENACHO 
Supervising Air Quality Planner 
Planning and Technical Services Division 

CNI:TG 
(tg/eaglemto.ltr/9059 1) 

CC: Kayode Kadara, Deputy APCO 
Tom Guevara, Air Quality Planner 

l,,,,,,,,,,.,:;;;;.,.,.,."',,,.,,.,m-.. 
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Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast RA 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Attn: Marianne Wetzel 

Gentlemen: 

DOCUMENT 0094 

September 10, 1991 

As propert y owners of Chuckwalla Valley for 32 years - the 
past 17 years here at Lake Tamarisk - we would like to state 
that we are very much in favor of the proposed Eagle Mountain 
Landfill. We certainly don't want to be counted with the 
groups opposing the project. We are aware of and have 
received a copy of the Environmental Impact Report. 

For many years I have been involved in well drilling and am 
familiar with the water situation here in the valley, and I 
feel there is no way the water can become contaminated. 

We are not concerned with the truck traffic that will be 
involved, and can't understand the objections of Coachella Valley. 

As far as the material being dangerous that is put in the 
landfill - it certainly will be monitored - which is more 
than can be said of the existing county dump site that is 
used without any supervision. That site has been there for 
many years without any objections from local residents. 

We urge you to approve this landfill. 

Very truly yours, 

.//?~i~ ;1t/d/ $ Lh-{w~.?!/ 
Robert E. and Ruth M. Anderson 
P. o. Box 495 
Desert Center, CA 92239 
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To: 

From: 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

FISH AND WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA FIELD STATION 

Ventura Omce 
2140 Eastman Annue, Suite 100 

Ventura, California 93003 

September 23, 1991 

Area Manager, Palm Springs-South Coast Resource Area, 
Bureau of Land Management, Palm Springs, California 

Office Supervisor ~. d-L,____ 
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental 

Impact Report for the Proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill 
Project, Riverside, County, California 

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the 
referenced document, which describes the potential impacts of 
establishing a landfill for nonhazardous waste in an abandoned 
mine pit near the town of Eagle Mountain. Our comments have been 
prepared under the authority, and in accordance with, the 
provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 
401, as amended; 16 u.s.c. 661 et seq.) and other authorities 
mandating Department of Interior concern for environmental 
values. 

The proposed project would occupy approximately 4,695 acres with 
the landfill covering 2,272 acres. An additional 1,045 acres 
would be designated as open space where flood control facilities 
would be located. The remainder of the project area would be 
used for storing recyclable materials, container handling, and 
process areas. Recyclable materials would be held on-site until 
there is a suitable market for the particular resource. 

The proposed facility would receive up to 20,000 tons of solid 
waste per day from sites around southern California. An average 
of 16,000 tons would be transported to the mine by trains to a 
junction with the mainline near the northeastern corner of the 
Salton Sea. From that point, the waste would be transported along 
a 52-mile long spur by a rail system operated by the proponent. 
The balance of the waste would be carried by trucks. Access to 
the landfill would be along Eagle Mountain Road from Interstate 
10. 

As part of the proposed action, the Bureau of Land Management 
(Bureau) would participate in a land exchange with Kaiser Steel 
Resources, Inc., which owns much of the land in the landfill 

l:::l_,_,_,_,_,_,_,_,_,_,_,_,_,_,,,,,,,_,_,_,_,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,--_ .. _ ..... ,, ............ ,,;,/-❖.,,.~ .... ❖~~;:;;1- ... :c: 
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area. The Bureau would transfer approximately 3 , 271 acres of 
publicly owned lands in the Eagle Mountains to Kaiser. In 
return, the Bureau would receive title to an unspecified amount 
of land along the railroad line from the junction near the Salton 
Sea to near Interstate 10. These lands would be incorporated 
into a natural area being developed by the Bureau in the Salt 
Creek area. The Bureau would also issue right-of-way permits for 
use of haul routes in the project area. 

The Service offers the following comments on the proposed action: 

1 Recyclable materials. The Service believes that arrangements 
should be made for storage of recyclable materials at the 
transfer stations within the southern California wasteshed. 
Storage within the wasteshed would be appropriate because: the 
materials would have already been sorted at this point; it should 
provide greater incentive for reuse; there could be energy 
savings in transportation; and it would reduce the probability 
that these materials would be deposited in the landfill and 
shorten its active life. The final environmental impact 
statement/environmental impact report should discuss storage as 
an alternative to the existing proposal. 

2a 

2b 

Desert tortoise. The Service will address impacts to the desert 
tortoise through consultation with the Bureau, as mandated by 
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. For the purposes of 
this review process, it would be useful to provide a summary of 
the numbers of tortoises, burrows, and scats found along the 
railroad and road. The summary should include the number of 
burrows that would be directly destroyed by construction 
activities. 

The Service is concerned that the proposed landfill may result in 
an increase in the number of common ravens in the project area. 
We will address this issue more specifically during the 
consultation process with the Bureau. However, an expanding 
common raven population would be detrimental not only to the dt 
and the Eagle Mountain scrub jay, but also to many other species 
of small vertebrates. We are concerned that the measures 
proposed in the draft eis/r to reduce the attractiveness of the 
landfill to common ravens would be inadequate. For example, 
covering of trash only at the end of the day would still permit 
day-long feeding. Perch site reduction would be extremely 
difficult as common ravens frequently sit on the ground and that 
type of perch is very common. The Service recommends that the 
closure of the nearby county-operated landfill be vigorously 
pursued and that additional measures, such as prompt removal of 
large road-killed animals from the truck route, be evaluated. 

Desert pupfish. As noted above for the desert tortoise, the 
Service will address impacts to this species through consultation 
with the Bureau. The Service believes that, at a minimum, state 

:?.:.:.:,:,:,:,:,:_:_:_._:_:_:_:.:.:.:.:.:_::: ••••••••••••• :::::::::::::::::::::::::::·· ••• ••••••• :,~ =:-:•.:. ·;: 'XN::?;:• ... •• ~.---- :.;-.-:«:;::-Z:❖'! .. »r::z ~ 
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of the art safety guidelines would be used on the railroad in the 
vicinity of pupfish habitat and that regular inspections would be 
made of the trestle crossing the creek. 

The final environmental impact statement/environmental impact 
report should note that the surveys conducted by the California 
Department of Fish and Game are standard management practice for 
this species and do not constitute mitigation for the proposed 
action. Finally, the draft document states that a flood event 
resulted in a large reduction of desert pupfish numbers in the 
project area. The final environmental impact 
statement/environmental impact report should note that this is a 
common occurrence in streams inhabited by this species and 
recovery to pre-flood levels is expected. 

Alverson's foxtail cactus . The Service believes that the 
proposed mitigation for this category 2 candidate species may 
reduce the adverse impacts of the action. However, impacts to 
the areas where the cactus would be transplanted should be 
minimized. These areas should also be restored in a manner that 
would facilitate development of natural plant communities that 
are capable of reproduction. We also encourage the proponent to 
replant cactus in areas that may be temporarily disturbed during 
construction, such as along road ways. Finally, step 6 on page 
466 of the draft environmental impact statement/ environmental 
impact report seems to indicate that all of the cactus which 
would be disturbed by construction may not be replanted. If this 
is the case, this impact should be very clearly noted in the 
final document. 

Major washes and drainages. Desert washes often contain plant 
species that are of high value to wildlife. The final 
environmental impact statement/environmental impact report should 
commit to avoiding these species, particularly palo verdes, 
ironwoods, and smoke trees, through the participation of 
biologists during construction planning. Flagging of areas to be 
avoided should be a minimum requirement. The mitigation section 
should also commit to complete restoration of these species in 
areas that are disturbed by construction. 

Surface drainage/flooding. The Service is concerned about the 
potential impacts of litter and other wastes being carried in 
flood flows from town areas and landfill work sites into natural 
drainages downstream of the project area. This debris could 
attract common ravens, cause injury to wildlife, and, if waste 
oil is involved, result in contamination of soil and vegetation. 
The Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan notes on page II-15 
that flows of this nature would be routed through an oil skimmer 
which would remove grease, oil, and soils from the runoff. The 
Service believes that this mitigation commitment should be 
clearly stated in the mitigation section of the final 
environmental impact statement/environmental impact report. A 
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monitoring plan should also be developed to monitor the 
effectiveness of the mitigation measure. Alternative plans, such 
as routing this water through the wastewater treatment plant, 
should also be investigated as contingencies. 

9 A monitoring plan should also be developed and implemented that 
addresses the effects of erosion at the outlets of the flood 
control channels. Remedial measures that could be implemented if 
erosion occurs should be identified. 

The Service will provide more detailed comments on potential 
effects of erosion on natural drainages and other impacts to 
desert washes and vegetation during our review of the public 
notice for a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit. 

This concludes our comments on the draft environmental impact 
statement/ environmental impact report for the proposed action. 
If you have any comments, please contact Ray Bransfield of my 
staff at (805) 644-1766. 
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Pamopanng Organizaoons: 
Commun1111s United tor 

Salt Trun Managtmtnl 

F oundat1on for int Prestrvauon 
011n1 Sama Susana Moun111ns 

Friends of Caballtro Canyon 

F rienas of Pico Canyon 

Frienas of Towsley Canyon 

Kagel Canyon Civic Assoc:1a11on 

Mainers and O1nt~ 
Aga,os! lht Dump 

~!ort~ 'h.!!ey Ccahtion 

R,agt Tra,I Park Trusi 

Santa Clanta C1uzans· 
Trans00r1a110n Assoc1at1on 

San,a Clanra C1v1c Ass0C1a11on 

Sania Clania Oak Conservancy 

Santa Clania Organ1za11on for 
Planning the Env1r0nm1n1 

San ta Clan11 Valley Canyons 
Preurvauon Comm111tt 

San,a Susana Mountain 
Par• Assoc:iauon 

Save Our Sylmar 

Founding Members: 

Ed Ayres 

9-19-91 

~~t n : ~ariane Uetzel 
BL /·i 
N. Pa l Ll Springs, Ca . 

Re: Eagle Mountain Draft ZI R 
Specific Plan f2 52 

Dear Madame: 

A5 with ar:y project as monun:ental in size ~s Ec.gle 
Mol;ntz in, envircrunental irr.pacts will occur and r-:ust 
be mitiga~ed. Our support fer your Froject is con
t1ngent en the icclusicn of these mitagatio~s in th~ 
coctr~ct and permitting precesses. Our tlree maJor 
z.reas of cor:cern are water pollution, a i r pc,lluticn 
a1:d er:da1:gered ~pec:ies wr.ich we will discu~s 1ndi.
v1dually in the following paragraphes. 

Glenn Ba,lay 
Rona Berger 
Allan Camaron 
Frank Co1 

1 Our ccncern~ wth wat~r p0lluticn icvolve polluting 

Mary Edwards 
Jin H1n11.s10n 
Ann lrv,n 
Vera Johnson 
J,11 Kla11c 
Marsna McLean 
Ariana Maao 
Chio Meyer 
M,ke Ormsoy 
Karen Pearson -Hall 
Lynne Plamoec• 
Sue Vola 
Roo Zaooie 
Anna Z,hak 

the ~qu1fer ant alluvium with le~chc:hate acd pcll~t-
,;.,ng the C"oloraco River Aqued11ct wit!-. lar;dfill dust. 
It s~~ms according to your ~rait EIR t~at the portioc 
of the pit you intend to beg1r. fillicg is well above 
the water table acd the m~t1gatir.g measures of fine 
nane tailir.gs, a plastic liner and pi.:.rnps to zypr.on 
off leachate ac:cun:ulatir.g at the base of the: lir.er 
will insurE an ~bsolute minimum of leak~ge. We were 
however Vf::ry concerr.ed about tt.e filling C.'f the lcwest 
pc,rt1on of tr.e Ee.st Fit ~s it seems obvious frcm ir.
fcrmaticn in th~ EIF that tr.is z.rea of the pit 1s e~thcr 
below thE water table or mir.inc activities h~ve frac
tured the bedrock to ~llcw wat~r seepage. Thus it 
,,ould seem that any escap1 ng leachate would immed.:.atcly 
contaminate tt.e water table. As this porticn of the 
pit 1s to be filled last ar:yway , we request that it be 
seperated from the current permitting process an~ tte 
applicant be required to apply fer an expansion permit 
1n 65 year~ when it is needed . In ~hart, we suppcrt 
cnly the: Reduced Landfill Cperat i onz Alternative cf 
tt,e Draft EIR. This sepcrate permitting would allow 
arr.ple ~imc to cbserve the effic1ericy of the licers in 
the oth~r portion of the pit and identify an~ solve any 
1.,nfcrseen -.:atE::r pc,lluticn problems which may crise and 
requ1re new technologies. Giving a permit new for an 

23942 Lyons Avenue, Suite 103-353 • Newhall, CA 91321-2444 • (818) 845-7652 
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are:a that is net irrJ11eciate:ly needed and has cbviouE serious 
problems is not in t~e pLblic"s beEt interest becau~e it elimi
nates the option cf requiring any new, more: modern technclooies 
during a ft:.ture perm:. t process er stoppin<; a project •,;hich m<1.y 
bt, cat,sing se:ricus harrr:. 

We are also very concerned about t~e pcssibility of contaminated 
iancfill dust ~lo~inc;; into the Colorado River ~gueduct. WP re&l
ize that at the point which it rr.ost closely apprcaches the land
fi 11, the aqueduct is covered by encasement in concrete, but ac
cording to questions asked at cne cf tte sccpjng sessions, a 
porticn a~ little as ~000' away is net covered. Blcwing dust 
is a ~eriou~ problem at both Sunshine Landfill and Lepez Canyon 
Landfill in the ncrthern San Fernando Valley , so cur group is 
well-aquc.inted with this issue. Our re:corrJ11endatior: in this area 
is that the aquetuct be com~letely encased in concrete within a 

twc mile rc.dius of the landfill to eiiminate any possibility of 
contamination by air-borne pollutants or crganisms. 

Our second major £rea of concer~ is air pollution. The increase 
~n true~ an~ train tratfic in cdditicn to landfill gas~s will 
certainly bave a maJor impact on the air ~uality in the area 
as it does in Lh County. We are pleased tc see that state of 
the art technology will be used tc capture ghses. W~ stron~ly 
suprort tbe apllicant's plan tc convert landfill ga~es to elec
tric pcMe1 anc then rLn the trains on their Epur with eiectricity. 
Br·c.vo! Wh2.t a ~rec,t idea! We ,;ould fLrtber like: to Eugc:_;est the: 
use: of trucks powered by the r;ew LNG system \;i th which l:ni ted 
Parcel Ser,·ice is experimenting in Eeveral major cities. Or 
pcrhc.ps the n,ethane: cot~ld t:e used as wi tn the tra:.n by lay inc;; 
a sort cf trolley track around the landfill on which electric 
trucks could rt:.n. This would alsc cut down o~ the road dust. 
Not usuing ~iesal trucks would eliminate a larqe scurce of pol
luticn and every effort shculc be made in this area 

On the issue cf a i r pclluticn , we wculd also like to know ~hat 
pollutioc standards are: being exenpted due tc landfills be~ng 
designc.tec as a 'essential service' and request a detailed re
s~onse tc this question. We would like to state ti1Et the 'es
sential service' designatior: shc,uld in no way elim:.nate the need 
for mitigation in the above areas. 

As the pit it~elf has alreacy desirratEd its irrJ11eciate environ
ment, our main concerns with endan~ered species are focuset in 
the ,,recs which will be:con:e tJ-.e tran£.fer anc.: stc:rac:e s:,te:: anc. 
any ne~ ra:.l constructicn. Cur:.ng initial co~stru~tioc of these 
s~tes we feel tne i~fact on endang~red sp~cies would be ~ost 
effic~.ently mi ti.gated c;y their rerr,ovc:l ar:d re:loc;ation c.S st:per
visec by? full-tim~ biclogist. Beth plants and anirrals shculd 
only be re-locat~d at a time most propitious tc their survival, 
i.e., plants should be relocc,ted durini;; dormancy c:t a time 

23942 Lvons Avenue. Suite 103-353 • Newhall. CA 91321-2444 • (818) 845-7652 
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11 

indicatEd by the biologist anc. tortoises shculd be relocated 
~uring the winter ~1th artificial burrows being built for them 
(a£ Chevron d!d fer the Kit Fcx) ~ntil tt.ey £re ~blE to build 
tt.eir owr,. Af the c.plli.cc.nt has plarnec., ne-,w Wc.ter so1..:rces 
away from thE landfill should be located er created for the 
c:.isplaC"ed ?.ig Horr, Shcep. An c.warencss proc;;rar,1 for cor,structior. 
workers, lane.fill employees and resident farulies should be 
1r.st1-uted to familiarize workers with the endangered bicta 
c.nd the impcrtance of its survival. Then any such bicta lo
catEd in thE pit co~ld also be ide~tifiec. an~ removEd. We 
recommer..d askir.g the De-,sert Sterra Club :...f tt,ey would bE: 
w1ll1r.g tc assist with such~ prcgr£m. 

Mitigation measures sho1..:ld cf ccurse also include restcratior. 
of a previously damaged 5en5itive enviror.mental area ir ancthE:r 
le.cation or the complete pcrserv£tion oi such ar: area. It se-,ems 
the lar:ds the BLM .,,ill obtain frcm Kc, ise-,r Steel in the Salt 
Cr£ek area would fill part of this bill. However, as these arc 
lar.ds beir.g obtained at the loss of cr1t1c&l h&bitat areas in 
BLM Desert Cor:servat ior. Area lands arcunc. tht: lar.dfill to be 
tr~nsferred to Kc.iscr St.eel, there is really ro stte ~itigatior. 
heLe. The Dratt ElR seems to treat this land swap as site m~
tagation and offers no further envircnmcntal r£stcratior. or 
replacement. Frar.kly, WE think you're letting the applicant 
get away with 'murder' here and that some further ~1t1gatior. 
ought to bE required &sit is on other prcjects. Further, 
land exchargeo frcm the Desert Cor.servation Areas should havE 
attached to it thE: coven~t that it r.,ust rernair: as r:at'l:raJ cper, 
spc.ce and &s undistr~bed as possible other than tte constructicn 
of a necessary read and drainage system. No h1..:nt1ng cf Big 
Horn Sheep should bE allowed ar:d no ORV use or ~1n1ng c.nd drill
lng shoi.;ld be perm~ttEd ir: these ,reas or in the buffer zone 
arounc. the lar.d fill Just c.S it wo1..:ld r.ot have been pErmitted 
hc,d these lar.ds remained in the: De5ert Conservation Area. 

WE strongly L\r.ge thE creation cf a rr.1t1gat.ior: mor:itcrir:g pcnel 
1ncluc.1nc men-.bers of the: local c.omr.uni ties anc:. desert. envircn
mental groups c:.lor:g w:..th the USFK anc:: other c.gar.cies n,,med in 
the EIR. The inclu~ion of these groups ir: th~ Mo~itcring Pro
gram r:.andatEd by AB318G will ir.sure compliar.ce ir. the: above 
c,reas as will a5 enhancing community support aI'!d understanding 
cf tre project. 

In «cddi tic,n tc the abc.ve t.hrEe issues, cor.unents were- mace by 
sever,.l of our members visitinc the site tt,at the e-,lement.ary 
school shculd be moved a...-ay tram th«:- lar:dfill. As the pan:nts 
may wish tc have their children close at any cost, this decision 
should be left ~P tc the:m, but the pros and cons of thu issue 
should be explained and a new school site offered. They also 
f£lt that a high ~chool site will b~ needed and should be 

23942 Lyons Avenue, Suite 103-353 • Newhall, CA 91321-2444 • (818) 845-7652 
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6onated by the applicant at a loc&ticn away fro~ th~ site. 

12 We wuuld also like clarificatior. on how hospital wast~s are tc 
be hanaled at ~he site anc wh&t if any low-level radioactive 
materials will oe recieved. Please clarify at what level cf 
rEdiation tle new standards will now consider a radioactive 
material to be non-haz&rd0us. 

13 

14 

We ,,_.ould like to close our cor.-·.mer,ts by re-i teratir.g tr,at ;.e 
do SUFport the &pplicant ' s project with the above mitigaticns. 
Unfcrt~nately Southern Californians are r.ow qenErating an 
enormous amouct of trash and something has to be doce w1th it. 
It Just ~ak~s good enviror.mental sense to p~t it in ~n area 
tha~ is already degraced by m~nir.g activities rather thar. into 
w~at little rem~ins of urban open space.wildlife corridors 
and wetlands in the Sant~ Susanna , Santa Munica and San Gabriel 
Mountair.s. Howe,;ver, the comment c.btained from the comr.1un1.ty 
1n your scoping sessicns End draft hearings which stated they 
shculd not have tc take Lh's trash when LA dcesn't evec re-
cyr·le rings all tco true. Therefore recycling cf all reusable 
mater1als at transfer stat i ons is essential. It is an identi
fiaole wEakress in this EIR thEt material recovery facilities 
(MRFs) are not more t~orcughly _conceptualized as they are a 
ma j cr critical link ir. this process. We strongly supp~rt the 
applic&nt's ir.tenticn stated ir. the DrEft EIR uf net acceptir.g 
waste frcm communities wh1.ch co net recycle all reusable mater-
10 ls. We , ;ould also like, a written c;·uarar.ttee frcm tr:e ap
plic&nt that no recyclables will ever be lan~filled. It is 
1mpEr1t1ve thEt w~ raise the awareness cf ir.diviuals and cf 
ccmmt:ni t1e5 abc,ut the necessity of recyclir.g ar:d source reductior: 
ar:d ttis would certainly be a ~ay - of accomplishir.g trat. 

lhack-you very much for your tirre and the opportunity to com
me~t or. this EIR. 

s1nLlely , ~ (/);;( / / 

/ ,/ ·;ti(~ 
-~~beck 

Co-Secretary 
1-ASF.R Ccali ticn Groups 

cc: BLM, 
County of RivP.rside Planning 

23942 Lyons Avenue, Suite 103-353 • Newhall, CA 91321-2444 • (818) 845-7652 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast RA 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Attn: Marianne Wetzel 

Dear Ms. Wetzel: 
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Natural Resources 
Defense Council 

1350 Nw York Av, .. N .W. 
W.ush,ngton . DC 20005 

202 783-7800 
Faz .:,n 783-5917 

The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), a public interest 
environmental organization of over 164,000 members and 
contributors nationwide, including 35,000 in California, 
appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Report (DEIS) for the proposed 
landfill project at Eagle Mountain, California. 

We are extremely troubled by the inadequate level of information 
presented in the DEIS. Often the most important questions are 
not addressed, or are given cursory treatment. Important 
information and recommendations contained in the appendices and 
attachments are not referenced in the summary document. Factual 
assertions in one portion of the document are contradicted in 
another. 

1 Another deficiency is the failure to analyze all reasonably 
foreseeable impacts of the proposed re-opening of the railroad 
and widening of the road. These impacts will reach well beyond 
the 200-foot right-of-way, as has been ackrowledged by the Bureau 
itself with regard to the desert tortoise. 

2 Third, the DEIS proposes to rely on mitigation measures to reduce 
unavoidable impacts, yet fails to provide the full description of 
mitigation measures and their likelihood of success which is 
required by the National Environmental Policy Act. 

3 Finally, we question the decision to address the environmental 
impacts of the population increases in the nearby town, where 
l andfill workers are apparently expected to live, in a separate 
environmental document. This approach prevents an informed 
e v a luation of the cumulative and synergistic effects of all 
aspects of the proposed project. In our comments, we will 

1The DEIS does make passing reference to other studies showing 
average tortoise density is reduced up to 800 meters from major 
roadways. 

-tO W.tst 20th Sl'r"t 
Nw York. Nru, Yo rk 10011 

212 727-2700 
Fuz 212 727-17':'3 

71 Sl?Mlson Slr<tl 
San Franc1SCD, CA 94105 

415 777-0220 
Fu415 495-5996 

fl 7 South Oliv, Slrut 
Los Ang,les. CA 90014 

213 892-1500 
Faz 213 629-531!9 

212 Merchant St .. Suitt 203 
Honolulu . Hawai'i 96813 
808 533-1075 
Faz 808 521-6841 



4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

DOCUMENT 0097 

suggest what some of the impacts associated with increased human 
habitation in the area might be. 

After careful review of the DEIS and other sources of information 
pursued by us to fill in gaps in the DEIS, NRDC concludes that it 
is inappropriate to place a project of this size and nature at 
Eagle Mountain. We recognize the temptation to use large mining 
pits for storage of the voluminous waste generated in southern 
California. However, Eagle Mountain itself and the 
rights-of-way of the access railroad and road are in areas 
obviously too fragile to permit such use. First, the landfill 
o~erations would damage habitat for many sensitive species, most 
of which belong to species or larger taxonomic groups which are 
suffering severe declines. Second, the proposed action would 
result in significant intrusions into two "Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern". How can the Bureau possibly reconcile 
such intrusions into areas set aside for special management to 
benefit sensitive (now officially threatened or endangered) 
species? Was re-opening of the railroad contemplated in any 
detailed management plans developed for these ACECs? Finally, 
the proposed landfill is on the very border of Joshua Tree 
National Monument and its operations will result in visual, air 
pollution, and noise intrusions as well as affect wildlife in the 
Monument. Under the circumstances, we wonder that the Bureau has 
considered for even a moment that Eagle Mountain was an 
appropriate site for a landfill. 

However, if the Bureau intends to continue consideration of the 
site for landfill use despite such strong arguments, it must 
rectify the many weaknesses in the present DEIS. Examining only 
the question of possible impacts of the project on sensitive 
wildlife and plant species, the DEIS provides inadequate 
information on which to base an informed judgement. These data 
gaps must be rectified by further studies. 

Our comments will focus on the probable devastating impacts of 
the proposed landfill on vulnerable species of wildlife and 
plants, part~cularly the desert tortoise (Gopnerus agasslz/1), 
California leaf-nosed bat (Macrotls callfornlcus), Townsend's 
bat, Plecotus townsendll, and the Alverson's foxtail cactus 
[Escobar/a (Coryphantha) vlvipara v. alversonll]. However, this 
focus does not imply that we are not concerned about other 
environmental impacts of the proposal. 

Regarding the desert tortoise, desert pupfish (Cyprlnodon 
macularlus) and Yuma clapper rail (Rallus longlrostrls 
yumanensis), BLM has a legal duty under the Endangered Species 
Act to "utjlize [its programs] in furtherance of the purposes of 
this Act," said purposes being principally to bring about the 
"conservation" of listed species. "Conservation" is defined by 

216 u.s.c. §1536(1). 

-------------------------
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the Act as "the use of all methods and procedures which are 
necessary to bring any endangered species or threatened species 
to the point at which the measures provided pursuant to this Act 
are no longer necessary.•3 Opening a new landfill on the edge of 
important desert tortoise habitat, with the resulting increase in 
human and raven activity in that habitat, runs directly counter 
to that legal obligation. The same obligation applies with 
regard to the pupfish and rail. We object particularly to the 
cavalier treatment given by the DEIS to the possible impacts on 
the Yuma clapper rail. 

Regarding the other "sensitive" species, it is BLM policy to 
extend to all species which are candidates for listing under the 
Endangered Species Act the same protections as if they were 
listed. Such candidate species known to be affected by the 
landfill include the California leaf-nosed bat, the Alverson's 
foxtail cactus, and the Orocopia sage. Another species which may 
be affected by the landfill is the Townsend's bat, Plecftus 
townsendll, a species of special concern in California. The 

10 DEIS contains inadequate information on which to base decision 
regarding the threat posed to these species, but it is certain 
that local populations will be effected, in the case of the leaf
nosed bat and the cactus, probably severely. 

11 The DEIS itself concedes that there will be severe impacts on the 
Nelson's bighorn sheep. 

Desert tortoise (Gopherus agasslzll) 

As you may know, NRDC has long sought both to improve the BLM'S 
management of th~ California Desert Conservation Area generally 
and to reverse the decline of the desert tortoise. We joined 
with the Environmental Defense Fund and Defenders of Wildlife in 
petitioning the Department of Interior on May 31, 1989 to list 
the species as endangered. We have commented on resource 
management plans and grazing management programs affecting the 
tortoise. And we participate on the Raven Technical Review Team 
which is currently charged with devising a program to reduce 
raven predation on hatchling and juvenile desert tortoises in the 
Desert Tortoise Natural Area. 

3 16 u.s.c. §1532(3). 

4DEIS, Appendix F, "Biological Technical Report for Eagle 
Mountain Landfill Project," p. 55; hereafter, App. 
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It is universally ac~nowledged, including in the Bureau's own 
ample documentation, that the desert tortoise has suffered 
severe population declines throughout its range, particularly in 
portions of the California Desert, as a result or human 

12 disturbance. The proposed landfill project will cause increases 
in several of the types of human disturbance already shown to 
have contributed to the species' current perilous status. And 
these increased threats will occur in one of the few portions of 
the California Desert where the tortoise population has so far 
suffered relatively less than elsewhere in the California Desert 
from these impacts. 6 

13 The impacts of greatest concern to us are the increase in raven 
predation, which will most likely lead to the same crash in 
reproduction as has already occurred in the Western Mojave; 
increased accidental killing of tortoises on both the proposed 
railroad and road; increased deliberate harassment or killing of 
tortoises by employees of the operating company, drivers of 
delivery vehicles, residents of the expanded town and their pets, 
and members of the general public who may utilize the improved 
road; possible introduction of the upper respiratory syndrome or 
other diseases as a result of increased human activity and 
possible unauthorized release of captive tortoises; and 
exacerbation of habitat fragmentation with resulting increased 
susceptibility to chance ecological and genetic effects. 

14 

ravens 

The Bureau itself has documented rapid increases in raven numbers 
in portions of the California Desert and has established the link 
to human activities. BLM has also documented that the highly 
adaptable birds concentrate on easily available seasonal food 
sources -- including landfills, roadkills, trash and pet food 
associated with human settlements. However, birds relying on 
these human-provided food and water sources also take small 

5in over 15 years of published research results, 
Tortoise Habitat Management on the Public Lands: 
("Rangewide Plan"), and other materials. 

the Desert 
A Rangewide Plan 

6According to the Bureau's California Statewide Tortoise 
Management Policy, Table 2, p. 12, there is no livestock grazing 
at Chuckwalla Bench; and the impact of raven predation, 
vandalism, illegal collecting, and the cumulative effects of 
small or large surface disturbances is currently "low". 
Killings by being run over on roads or by off-high-way free-play 
is "moderate". While these evaluations have been challenged by 
some experts, it is clear that these widespread threats to the 
tortoise's survival are measurably less acute at Chuckwalla Bench 
than in most other portions of its range in California. 

\\\\\ X'" ""'X'''0~, 
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animals such as hatchling and juveniles desert tortoises where 
they are available. 

In its "Review of Preliminary Environmental Assessment for 
Selected Control of the Common Raven to Reduce Desert Tortoise 
Predation in the Mojave Desert, California," released in 1989, 
the Bureau cited alarming data regarding the effects of raven 
predation on desert tortoise recruitment. BLM-funded studies i n 
the Desert Tortoise Natural Area (DTNA) ACEC attributed 79% of 
deaths of hatchling and juvenile tortoises to intensive raven 
predation. In 1979, predation had noticeably reduced the number 
of tortoises found in size/age classes 60-100 mm ( 3- 7 yrs ) . By 
1988, predation had affected all juvenile and immature s i ze / age 
classes. Adult tortoises still laid eggs, which hatched, as 
shown by the presence of very small tortoises , but the juveniles 
cannot find sufficient cover from the ravens to reach maturity. 

The DEIS recognizes that the proposed Eagle Mountain landfill 
will probably result in an increase in raven numbers. As noted 
in the DEIS, ravens will be drawn not just to the landfill, but 
to carcasses along both the road and railroad. Ravens can also 
be expected to congregate around windblown trash which escapes 
the landfill and the enlarged town where landfill workers are 
apparently expected to live -- facts not mentioned in the DEIS. 
The expanded human population in particular will provide 
increased food in the form of litter and pet food, water sources, 
perches, etc. Since the townsite is on the south side of the 
landfill, it is that much closer to important tortoise habitat. 
In fact, the DEIS notes that tortoise sign was faun? in the flat 
area south of the townsite on BLM "selected" lands. All ravens 
drawn to the landfill, road and railroad corridors, anat:own wil l 
be within foraging distance of Category 1 tortoise habitat in the 
Chuckwalla Bench ACEC. 

Exacerbating the raven predation problem at Chuckwalla Bench ACEC 
would be extreme folly. As we noted above, the Chuckwalla Bench 
ACEC is currently described as having a "low" incidence of raven 
predation, although it is still sufficient to skew age/class 
structure. 8 The DEIS promises to control predation on hatchling 
and juvenile desert tortoises by monitoring raven numbers both 
before and after opening of the landfill; using a "passive raven 
control program" (including burying trash daily, destruction of 
raven perches and nests) if raven numbers increase; and 
investigating the feasibility of closing the Desert Center 
landfill (currently used by ravens); altering landfill 

7 App., p. 51. 

8Dr. Kristin Berry, pers. com. to Faith T. Campbell, 12 
September, 1991. 
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practices; 9 and finally, if the above mitigation efforts prove 
inadequate, killing fledged ravens. ,o 

This discussion of mitigation measures is completely inadequate. 
NEPA requires that if the agency proposes to rely on mitigation 
measures to control unavoidable impacts, it must fully 
demonstrate that those measures will be effective. The DEIS 
completely fails to meet this standard. Most importantly, it 
makes no mention of the political and other hurdles which have to 
date completely blocked efforts to reduce raven numbers in the 
DTNA. As a member of Raven Technical Review Team (TRT), we can 
cert i fy that any efforts to kill ravens (including probably 
destroying eggs) will be opposed by organizations representing 
humane concerns and will be difficult to explain to the public at 
large. Worse, responsible federal agencies which must issue 
permits for such activity have shown no willingness to face up to 
this pressure. The TRT has found that the Bureau has failed to 
carry out the most modest but absolutely essential steps. It has 
not monitored raven populations in the DTNA to learn how quickly 
they recovered from the aborted control program carried out 
briefly in 1989. BLM has not established a monitoring program to 
prove definitively that ravens from nearby landfills also travel 
several miles over the desert and feed on tortoises at the DTNA. 
The staff person hired to design and implement the raven control 
program has been diverted to other duties. Nor has the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Serv i ce put pressure on the Bureau to address this 
known cause of significant mortality of a threatened species 
under both agencies' jurisdiction. A final complication at Eagle 
Mountain would be the possible need to implement raven control 
inside a unit of the National Park System. Under these 
circumstances, NRDC cannot accept bald assurances that an 
effective raven control program will be instituted at Eagle 
Mountain in a timely fashion. 

access railroad 

Tortoises have been shown by both previous surveys (Berry 1984 ) 
and those carried out for the DEIS to be most numerous along the 
railroad right-of-way south of I-10. While the overall decline 
of the tortoise throughout the California Desert means that 
current tortoise population densities must be lower than the 100-
25 0 animals per acre found by Berry in 1984, the data from the 
earl y 1980's at least indicate potential densities if current 
pressures on the tortoise are reduced. As noted above, it is 
BLM's legal obligation to reduce such pressures, not increase 
them. 

9 App . , 84. 

lODEIS, pp 446-452. 
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20 NRDC repeats our contention that surveys of only the 200-foot 
right-of-way are insufficient to determine the number of 
tortoises in the immediate vicinity of the railroad. The DEIS 
concedes that individual tortoises will probably be crushed by 
trains carrying waste to the landfill, but we cannot estimate the 
number because of the inadequate survey. Nevertheless, given the 
rapid decline of tortoise populations throughout the California 
desert, such individual losses are of concern. 

21 The worst impact of reactivating the railroad, however, will 
undoubtedly be the barrier it will present to genetic flow 
between tortoise populations on both sides, particularly since 
the railroad crosses a relatively narrow "peninsula" of higher
density tortoise populations. The DEIS recognizes that existing 
habitat fragmentation will be exacerbated11 

-- and would be 
worsened by any fences. Population viability analyses done for a 
"Habitat Conservation Plan" in Las Vegas indicate a significant 
long-term impact if the subpo~ulation west of the rail line 
becomes permanently isolated. 

22 The proposed mitigation efforts are inadequate. Further research 
is necessary to determine whether tortoises will use the proposed 
culverts when rail traffic is heavy. 

23 NRDC believes that the treatment of noise impacts on the tortoise 
is inadequate. The discussion and accompanying table do not 
specify the height at which noise levels were measured, or the 
distance from the tracks. Data applicable to upright humans may 
not be applicable to animals which spend their lives close to the 
ground surface or in burrows. 

24 

25 

Herpetofauna are known to be sensitive to vibrations, and loaded 
trains cause considerable ground vibration. However, the only 
discussion of vibrations in the DEIS concerns possible collapse 
of burrows. NRDC concurs that train-caused vibrations are likely 
to cause burrows to collapse -- especiall! if the tortoises 
prefer to dig into the railroad berm itse f, as the DEIS 
suggests. 13 We do not share the proponents' confidence that 
tortoises can easily dig out collapsed burrows. In any case, 
such digging will require an expenditure of energy which would 
otherwise be conserved -- energy which a desert-dwelling species 
with a low metabolic rate may not be able to spare. This issue 
must be addressed. Furthermore, the DEIS must discuss the 
possible impacts of vibrations on tortoise physiology and 
behavior in circumstances other than burrow collapse. 

11 App., p. 74. 

12App., p. 77. 

13App., p. 77. 
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26 Nor is it clear to NRDC why the alternative of rail access only 
is said to significantly reduce impacts on the desert tortoise, 
other than by reducing road accessibility and possibly the 
numbers of people living and working in the area. Since the 
environmental impacts of expanding human populations are to be 
discussed in a separate EIS, we maintain that the BLM cannot make 
a judgement on this issue based on current information. 

access road 

The DEIS says onlt a "few" signs of tortoises were seen along the 
road right-of-way 4 -- but this involved a search of only a 
200-foot right-of-way for a distance of approximately seven 
miles. The DEIS recognizes only two "significant impacts" to the 
tortoise from access roads and railroads. The first is loss of 
up to 150 ac~es of Category 3 habitat north of I-10 to road 
widening and railroad spur construction. Again, little tortoise 

27 sign was reportedly seen within these areas . 15 NRDC considers 
that the impact of the road will be significant, but not limited 
to the loss of this habitat. 

28 

29 

The second "significant" impact recognized in the DEIS is even 
more serious in our view. This is the combined effects of 
opening the road to heavy truck traffic -- anticipated to last 
12-16 hours per day. (The DEIS does not specify whether the 
landfill would be open on weekends and holidays.) Such use of 
the road will result in roadkills by the trucks themselves, 
provide food for scavenging ravens, and fragment the habitat and 
impede gene flow among tortoises living on opposite sides of the 
road. 16 

Both the text and especially the summary table underestimate the 
acres of tortoise habitat which will be affected by operation of 
the road and railroad. These impacts will not be limited to the 
immediate rights-of-way, much less to the lSCJacres of Category 3 
habitat which might be converted to human use. 17 Instead, as 
data cited in Appendix F makes clear (the reference to other 
studies showing average tor,toise density is reduced up to 800 
meters from major roadways 8), the impacts will be felt for 
hundreds of meters on both sides along the entire lengths of both 
corridors. 

14App., p. 63. 

15App., p. 80. 

16App., pp. 80-81. 

17DEIS, pp. 447-448. 

18Appendix, p. 80. 
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The proponents propose to reduce these impacts through such 
mitigation measures as culverts for tortoise crossings, fairly 
elaborate efforts to avoid killing individual tortoises during 
maintenance and repair work, installation of tortoise~proof 
barriers, mandatory worker education program, and monitoring of 
raven populations along the road, and, if necessary, an active 
control program. 19 However, as was the case with proposed 
mitigation measures associated with the landfill site itself, the 

30 document does not adequately address the probability that these 
mitigation measures will prove effective. Again, we are 
particularly skeptical about the ability to institute an 
effective raven control program. 

31 The DEIS makes no mention of efforts to prevent unauthorized use 
of the road. Indeed, if the road will provide access to the 
town, closing would be almost impossible. But BLM studies 
everywhere clearly show that increased human access to tortoise 
habitat results in increased tortoise mortality due to accidental 
kills by road and off-road vehicle use, vandalism, harassment, 
etc. 

32 As partial mitigation, the project proponent has offered to give 
2.5 acres for every acre to be disturbed by access development 
and maintenance, that is, 375 acres. The actual acreage is to be 
chosen by BLM, but "offered" lands are identified on accomganying 
maps. These lands will be managed by BLM as "open space". 

33 NRDC considers this mitigation to be completely inadequate for 
several reasons. First, we do not believe the patches of land 
offered by Kaiser will benefit tortoise conservation. They are 
small and scattered along the rights-of-way; to the extent that 
they attract tortoises, they will entice them into the danger 
zones next to the road and railroad. Thus, the lands offered 
cannot be portrayed as "mitigating" the impact of road widening. 

34 

35 

Second, BLM's record in managing similar compensation lands gives 
cause for concern. In cases of which we are aware, the lands 
have been managed under a "multiple use" mandate which has not 
protected tortoises from such threats as competition and 
trampling by livestock and such incompatible human uses as OHV 
activity. 

F i nally , the offered patches are far too small and in the wrong 
locations to provide any mitigation for the likely impacts of 
increased numbers of ravens and people in the area. 

19App., 88. 

20App., 87. 
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increase in human habitation & activity in vicinity 

36 In addition to providing increased food, water, and perches for 
ravens, expansion of the town of Eagle Mountain from its current 
population level of 174 plus 271 prison inrnates21 will provide 
other threats to tortoises. We expect increased human presence 
in the desert to the south of town -- on foot, on ATVs and OHVs, 
with and without weapons. There will also be a greatly increased 
presence of dogs -- whether accompanying their owners or 
exploring on their own. Both the human and canine predators will 
be detrimental to the survival, much less restoration, of the 
Chuckwalla Bench population of tortoises. 

desert pupfish (Cyprlnodon macularlus) 

37 The desert pupfish is present in a creek crossed by a railroad 
trestle. It is noted that the pupfish survived use of the tracks 
during operation of the mine.n The only impacts described in 
the DEIS are accidents -- trash will be contained in closed 
containers -- or siltation or other impacts during trestle 
maintenance and repair. The danger posed by repair work is said 
to be especially high if it is done during fall when water levels 
are lowest and the fish's population drops to about 100 fish.n 
NRDC contends that the DEIS should be more specific on steps to 
be taken to avoid or minimize impacts. 

38 

Yuma clapper rail (Ra//us Jonglrostris yumanensls) 

As noted in the introduction to these comments, NRDC objects to 
the cavalier treatment given by the DEIS to the possible impacts 
on the Yuma clapper rail. On page 79 of Appendix F, it is stated 
that the bird is "known to occur" within one mile of the 
railroad, but "no appropriate habitat" exists within the 200-
foot survey corridor. The fact that the bird was not observed in 
the railroad right-of-way is irrelevant -- especially after five 
years of drought. Impacts on wetlands may well be expected at 
greater distances than 100 feet and the numbers of birds present 
in the wetlands found in the Salt Creek ACEC may well increase 
during wetter years. Since the lifetime of the proposed project 
is 100 years, such contingencies must be addressed. 

21 DEIS, p. 240. 

nApp., p. 79. 

n App., p. 79. 
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Other Sensitive Species 

California leaf-nosed bat (Macrotls callfornlcus) 

The proposed landfill will certainly have significant impacts on 
the California leaf-nosed bat, which is also a candidate for 
listing under the Endangered Species Act. This species is found 
only in southern California and Arizona. 24 The Eagle Mountain 
population was discovered in tRe course of environmental surveys 
of the proposed landfill site; it is isolated from the major ity 
of the species, which, according to both the DEIS and other 
sources, is concentrated along the Colorado River. This species 
has been observed using a short section of the extensive main 
Kaiser mine tunnel for diurnal roosting. Night roots are found 
in man-~ade structures "around the corner" and other places 
nearby. Since pregnant bats were captured during tr.e survey, 
it is believed that the California leaf-nosed bat also breeds and 
winters at the site. 

California leaf-nosed bats live farther north than any other 
species of the family Phyllostomidae. Dr. Gary P. Bell 
attributes this distribution to their energy-conserving roosting 
and foraging behavior. Thus, they roost in geothermally-heated 
winter roost sites with stable year-round temperatures of 
approximately 29 degrees Celsius and use sight to locate prey. 27 

California leaf-nosed bats are particularly vulnerable during the 
winter because they do not migrate or hibernate and must maintain 
high body temperatures while minimizing expenditure of energy. 
To do so, they must find tunnels which have the proper internal 
temperatures and humidity. Suitable temperature and humidity 
ranges are quite small if the bat is to maintain both body 
temperature and water balance. Furthermore, the roosts must be 
sufficiently large to accommodate colonies numbering up to 

~: 
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24
Gary P. Bell, George A. Bartholomew, and Kenneth A. Nagy, "The 

roles of energetics, water economy, foraging behavior, and 
geothermal refugia in the distribution of the bat, Macrotus :~:~ 

w californlcus," Journal of Comparative Physiology B, i Springer-Verlag, 1986, p. 445. 

~:::: 25Attachment to Appendix F by Patricia E. Brown, "A Survey for I Bats of the Eagle Mountain Project Site, Riverside County, 
California," dated June 27, 1990. 

~Brown, June 27, 1990, op. cit. 

27 Bell et a/., p. 445. 
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several hundred individuals without crowding.~ According to the 
DEIS, there are no other wintering sites known in the vicinity. 
In the survey report included in the DEIS, Dr. Brown confirms 
that "[r]oosts with high temperature and humidity appear to be a 
limiting factor in the distribution of this species in 
California, since less than 5% of the mines in the mountains 
bordering the Colorado River contain Macrotls." Dr. Bell concurs 
that wintering sites appear to be more scarce than summer sites. 
The importance of the lack of wintering sites is magnified by the 
fact that each colony appears to have several alternate winter 
roost sites.~ It is not yet known whether extending the tunnel 
by concrete pipe will change the temperature and humidity regime 
within the tunnel. 

During the survey conducted for preparation of the DEIS, carried 
out in May 1990, approximately 60 Macrotls were observed in the 
diurnal roost inside the main Kaiser mineshaft. A second survey 
was conducted by Dr. Brown in December 1990; at that time, 
approximately 100 bats of this species were observed at the 
original location and another 21 at a second spot. Few Macrotis 
were observed at the second mine shaft on the project site.~ 

California leaf-nosed bats are vulnerable to disturbance during 
the summer as well. They are highly colo~ial. Females form 
large nursery colonies during the summer. Other possible 
maternity roosts have been located in the Eagle Mountains,n 
increasing the importance of the wintering roost in the main 
Kaiser mineshaft. 

In light of these behavior patterns, Dr. Bell believes that t£e 
bats will probably be disturbed by operation of the landfill. 
The DEIS states that the landfill will not be active at night 
when the bats exit and enter.~ This statement is contradicted 
on page 40 of the DEIS, where one finds the statement, "[t]rain 
and container handling operations would be conducted on a 24-

3 Bell, et al., pp. 445 and 449. 

~Bell, et al., p. 445. 

mPatricia E. Brown, "A Winter Survey for Bats of the Eagle 
Mountain Project Site, Riverside Country, California," February 
15, 1991. 

31 Bell, et al., p. 445. 

nBrown, February 15, 1991, op. cit. 

~Dr. Gary P. Bell, pers. com. to Faith T. Campbell, 12 
September, 1991. 

34 App., p. 85. 
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hour basis." Furthegiore, trucks wi ll be using the access road 
12-16 hoursJJ'er day. While Macrot l s forages for only two hours 
each night, it leaves the roost at dusk or shortly thereafter. 37 

We conclude that the landfill is likely to be act i ve when the 
bats leave the roost. In addit i on, it seems probable that the 
noise of daytime operation would disturb the bats' rest -
upsetting the energy conservation whi ch Dr . Bell's work clearly 
shows is essential to the species' surv i val in its northern 

41 range. Dr. Brown believed that her brief visit to the d i urnal 
roost during the survey work may have interrupted the bats' n i ght 
feeding regimen.~ 

42 We also question whether the proposed concrete pipe will 
effectively exclude odors, noxious fumes, or even liqu i ds 
produced by the decaying garbage. The pipe sections are l ikel y 
to shift due to the changing consistency of the garbage and the 
activity of heavy equipment used da i ly to spread out the garbage 
and cover it. 

43 Dr. Brown concludes her second report by recommending that the 
Kaiser adit not be closed as the nearby p i t is filled.~ 

44 

45 

However, neither this recommendation nor the entire second surv e y 
report is included in the DEIS. 

Townsend's bat Plecotus townsend l l 

The DEIS states that its authors don't expect signi ficant impac t s 
to other bat species.~ This statement is much too categorical 
given the apparent lack of knowledge about most of these ani mal s . 
What's more, it contradicts the observation of an apparently 
one-year-old maternity roost of the Townsend's big-eared bat, 
Plecotus townsendll. This species is described as very sens i t i ve 
to human disturbance of roost sites. The DEIS says no nursery 
s i tes are known in California, 41 but Dr . Pi erson contradicts that 

35 App., p. 80. 

~ Brown, June 27, 1990, op . cit . 

37Dr. Elizabeth Pierson, Univers i ty of Cal ifornia at Berkeley 
pers. com. to Faith T. Campbell, 17 September, 1991. 

~ Brown, June 27, 1990, op . cit . 

~Brown, February 15, 1991, op . cit . 

40App, 85 

41 App, p. 55 

~~'.'.'.:,.·.······· ········· ._ .. -.·.·.······:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:· .. : ......... : ... :; · ·:· ·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:· · • ' ' ...• ' •:•:V❖Z·•··,.:,v❖;·•···:;~:-·;:~::·:~···:r&❖':-:~::::::·~:-»??-r.. z 



46 

47 

48 

DOCUMENT 0097 

statement. 42 Dr. Brown calls for additional surveys at other 
times of the year to determine whether the species occurs on the 
site.~ Dr . Brown did conduct an additional survey in December 
1990, but it apparently focused on searching for additional 
Macrotls winter roosts. We are thus left with many unanswered 
questions as to the importance of the Eagle Mountain landfill 
site for Townsend's big-eared bat. 

Alverson's foxtail cactus 
[Escobar/a (Coryphantha) v/vlpara v. alversonl l ] 

Alverson's foxtail cactus is under consideration for listing 
under the U.S. Endangered Species Act as a "candidate 2". The 
DEIS does not provide sufficient information to determine the 
impact of the proposed Eagle Mountain landfill on Alverson's 
foxtail cactus , since it does not indicate what proportion of the 
species' total population is found at the site. The DEIS does 
mention one other population in Arizona.~ According to the 
California Natural Heritage Database, the cactus is known 
historically from 13 sites, six of which may have been extirpated 
since they have not been reconfirmed since 1960. The database 
staff does not know the populations at all the seven sites known 
to be extant, 45 but the Eagle Mountain population of at least 280 
plants appears to be one of the larger ones. Clearly, further 
research into this question must precede any decisions on whether 
to expose this population to the impact associated with landfill 
operations. 

Treatment of the species' habitat area in the DEIS is confusing. 
According to the figures given in the written description on page 
66 of Appendix F, the foxtail cactus occupies two areas at the 
landfill site totaling approximately 290 acres. Alverson's 
foxtail cacti are also found along the railroad right-of-way, but 
no population or acreage figures are given in the DEIS. The 
description mentions impacts on the denser of the two 
subpopulations (that with at least 200 plants occupying 125 
acres) plus impacts on another 7.6 acres (that may be part of the 
other concentration). However, the table summarizing impacts 
lists 158.3 acres under the category "Impacted Habitat (acres) of 
Potent i al Habitat". 

42 Pierson, pers . com . to Faith T. Campbell, 12 September, 1991. 

GBrown, June 27, 1990, op . cit. 

44 App., p. 32. 

45Roxanne Bittman, California Natural Heritage Database, pers. 
com. to Faith Campbell, ll September, 1991. 
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As mitigation for the "significant" impacts on Escobar/a 
(Coryphantha) vlvlpara v. alversonll, the DEIS proposes 
preservation of an "open space reserve" of 157 acres 
incorporating "a portion of the Alverson's foxtail cactus 

49 population and its habitat ... ". 46 While the DEIS gives no 
indication whether the site was chosen for convenience or because 
it incorporates a major proportion of the cactus, Don Haynes, one 
of the authors, has told NRDC that the "open space reserve" will 
be in part of the larger population, to the west of the town, in 
"Planning Area 6". Another portion of foxtail habitat -- the 
southern two-thirds of "Planning Area 4" -- will also remain 
undisturbed. 47 

Although some portions of foxtail habitat will be protected, NRDC 
objects to the proposed reliance on transplantation as the major 

50 mitigation measure. The DEIS does not indicate how many plants 
are to be moved. In any case, transplantation is increasingly 
discredited in the conservation literature. In the absence of 
obvious previous disturbance, plants' presence or absence on a 
particular site is the result of natural factors which may be too 
subtle for us to understand. Thus, it must be presumed that 
unoccupied areas near occupied habitat are unsuitable and that 
plants moved to those areas will not survive or reproduce. 

51 Even if transplantation were acceptable , it is preposterous to 
rely on monitoring for one growing season to determine whether 
the transplanted specimens (either those on the "experimental" 
plots or those placed in the finally selected "reserve") have 
become established. Botanists state that such monitoring must 
continue for five to seven years in order to answer even whether 
the plants will survive; 48 questions related to reproduction 
would require longer monitoring. 

Orocopia sage (Sa/v/a greatal) 

Impacts on the Orocopia sage may be less severe than those on the 
species mentioned above. This species is more widespread than 
the foxtail cactus (24 sites located as recently as 1986). 49 And 
in contrast with the desert tortoise, there should be fewer 
political and technical constraints in implementing the proposed 
mitigation measures. 

46App, p. 66 

47Don Haynes, pers. ~- to Faith T. Campbell, 12 September, 
1991. 

48Roxanne Bittman, California Natural History Database, pers. 
com. to Faith T. Campbell, 11 September, 1991. 

49Bittman, ~- cit. 
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The Natural Resources Defense Council reiterates its conclusion 
that the Eagle Mountain site is not an appropriate location for a 
landfill. We urge the Bureau of Land Management to deny the 
permits and land exchanges necessary to effect the project and to 
work with the proponents to find another, more suitable, 
location. 

Yours truly, 

~~/Ml~ 
Faith Thompson Campbell, Ph.D. 
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1233 E. Via Escuela 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

September 22 , 1991 

Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Spr i ngs- Sou t h Coast R.A. 

P.O . Box 2000 
No. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

DOCUMENT 0098 

RE: Comments on Draft E.I.R. Eaqle Mountain Landfill Project 

Dear Sir : 

I have reviewed the above noted document and would request that 
these following comments be responded to in the final E.I.R. 

TRUCK TRAFFIC: I am concerned wi th where truck drivers will stop 
along the route for meals and restrooms. The traffic study does 
not address the impacts 200 additional trucks per day would have 
if they all went to the same truck stop-- say the one at Ramon 
Road and I-10 in Thousand Palms . Traffic at that intersect i on is 
already a disaster and additional truck traffic will only serve 
to deteriorate it further. 

2 NOISE AND VIBRATION IMPACTS ON HOMES IN COACHELLA VALLEY: The 
noise element, while it conducted site analysis at 10 p l aces , 
none were done in the Coachella Valley. What will be the noise 
and vibrat i on impacts of the trains on existing residences south 
of the railway and west of Washington Street? When you see that 

3 

the noise study went on to cover the noise i mpacts on the Desert 
Tortoise but failed to even mention the residential 
ately south of the railway tracks, it brings into 
adequac y of the entire document and the bias of the 

uses immredi
question the 
preparers. 

RIS K OF UPSET (I . E., DERAILMENT): In the entire draft E.I.R., 
some 636 pages, I could find no discussion regarding the 
and potential for derailments and truck accidents . These 
were brought up numerous times at the scoping sessions. 
existing railwaqy track conditions should be compared with 

risks 
items 

The 
the 

track condition of the two recent derailments near Sacramento 
(Lake Shasta) and Oxnard . Is the potential greater or less for a 
similar occurance here? And why? What is the plan for emergency 
response · to such a derailment? Is a fund to be established to 
pay for this clean-up? What is the plan for evacuation? 

1 
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4 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES: The draft E.I.R . fails to discuss the 
ongoing recyclinq programs and their level of sucess in reducing 
solid waste . A study should be done evaluating the programs in 
each city which will contribute trash to this site. A cost
benefit analysis would show wheather it would be less expensive 
to put addi t ional funding into recycling rather than this 
project. Without the above ment i oned detaqiled analysis, this 
cannot be determined . This item was also d i scussed at the scop
ing sessions . ( This has been shown to be the case for Southern 

California Edison. It is less expensive for them to encourage 
conservation and pay rebates rather than build new power plants.) 
The alternatives should also discuss the possibilities of de
veloping a technology to dump this trash at sea . Also, alternate 
rail routes should be discussed, i.e. from south and north. Why 
not use the existing rail lines in the I-15 corridor to Barstow, 
then east to Amboy and southeast to Milliigan; then put in 30- 35 
miles of new track south to the site? The alternatives should 
also consider a rail route through San Diego County or northern 
Mexico to Calex ico or Mexicali, then north of Brawley . 

Sincerely, 

~ Al ·:11,'\~ 
~~M.Smith 
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September 20, 1991 

aireau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast RA 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Attn: Marianne Wetzel 

DOCUMENT 0099 

I would like to express my opposition to the Eagle Mountai n Landfill Project. 

My husband, Clyde, is an Eagle Mountain Kaiser retiree and we lost our medical 
benefits due to the bankruptcy. We a'!:'e haneowners at Lake Tama.risk and he now 
works two hours' drive away frcm hane. I am not blind to the possible benefits 
frcm the project. For many people, and various reasons, noney seems to be the 
primary o::,ncern. ait if millions of dollars need to be spent in the future to 
clean up the mess as mitigation becanes instead, litigation, and if people are 
killed or hurt because of risks due to accidents and health concerns, I don't 
feel the noney will have been worth it. 

One o::,ncern about Health and Safety, is the landfill gas. I am concerned about 
the possibility of explosions or fires in the existing structures in the Eagle 
r-t:runtain area. They say those structures ~ld not be affected due to the dis
tance fran the refuse mass but in looking at the maps (and remembering fran 
living there) it is obvious they are closer than sane of the new structures 
they plan to build. In the EIR/EIS section on Affected Envirorment, Public 
Health and Safety, page 143, they write of fractures in the bedrock (frcm 
previous mining operations) providing a pathway for lateral gas migration and 
"any structures in the area could trap potentially migrating LFG and i ts 
methane ccrnponent causing an explosion hazard." In Envi ronmental Consequences, 
page 337, they say, "If applicable, subfloor LFG protection measures will be 
incorporated into the design and construction of all permanent structures pro
posed as part of the landfill project." 'then they list the f~ protecti on 
measures. att what of existing structures? The school is there with close to 
100 students, the prison has more than 400 inmates and is expecting to get 100 
more. Over 80 houses have people living in them and that doesn ' t even count 
the people working at the school, prison, Kaiser, and any other small businesses 
in the area who don't live there. It also doesn't count the increase in popu
lation due to this project. This adds up to an estimated population of 750 to 
1000 people who would be affected by the risks as well as the dust, landfill gas, 
vehicle emissions, cdor, windblown litter, ooise, and traffic . I encx:mrage each 
of you to study carefully the sections of the EIR/EIS which deal with Landfill 
Gas and Landfill Gas condensate, keeping in mind the fractures in the bedrock • 

'Ihere is also a possibility of future mining activity. Read in the Environmen
tal Consequences of Land Use, page 432, _paragraph 3. How and where in the East 
pit would mining be done? If blasting is needed, that certainly doesn't seem 
CXJTTpatible with possible risks of fires or explosions fran landfill gas migra
tion. 

'.~~~'.:.:• : •:•: • :- : -:- : -:-: - :-: - :-:-:•.····························•·❖-•: :: : : : : : : :;: : :,:::: ::: : : : : ··•·•:Y✓::~.-:-:-:,;.f~?:r~z❖·:::,z~·:;:::_::.❖~)~W#./.f 
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Bureau of I.and Management Page 2 

I feel that the current laws and rules concerning air pollution were made 
after much thought and study and should not be taken lightly and bent to 
suit individual projects. I am particularly concerned a.bout the way this 
report handles the rule on New Source Review. nus is discussed on pages 
428 and 429 and also page 103 in Appendices II. It seems to me that this 
project is against the intent of the rule if not the actual law. 

I also have very serious concerns about the ground water. I feel that 
adequatete;ting =ncerning the magnitude and lifetime of this project has 
not been done on the type of liners and leachate systems involved and that 
the risk of failure is too great due to cracking or plugging up as the 
years go by. Here again, please keep in mind the fractures in the bedrock 
and the possibility of =ntamination fran landfill gas as well as the 
leachate. Ou:rent rumors in the Desert Center area tell of finding a break 
in water pipes which, when fixed, resulted in the water in the East pit 
drying up. If that really is true and that water was not really ground 
water, that is great news. But it also shows the difficulty in nonitoring 
the system as that leak was not found during years of looking for it and 
also during the intense study involved with the Elli. Browning-Ferris has 
a history of paying millions of dollars in fines for violations. If this 
project does go through, how can we be assured the 11011itoring is done fairly 
and that payoffs are not involved? 

The IIOl1itoring for this project will have to be very extensive and I feel it 
will require many taxpayer dollars in itself. The government red tape and 
reports involved will be tremendous. In this age of canplexity causing even 
nore problems and of l:udget cuts at the federal, state, and a:runty levels, I 
wonder if this project should be stopped for that reason only. 

I am concerned about the effect of this project on Joshua Tree National 
l'bnument and on wildlife. The small county sanitary disposal site used 
locally a::rnpletely ruined one of our favorite picnic areas due to wind
blown litter. Many ravens can be seen there even when there seems to be 
nothing exposed which would draw them. 

We also hear that the majority, if not all, of the winter resident5 who cone 
here each year (and I'm sure there are nore than 50 as stated in the EIR) 
are opposed to this project. This fact adds to concerns about the loss in 
property values if the project does go through. 

If it does, I feel it should definitely be Rails Only. I am against any 
nore trucks at all on Interstate 10. 
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aireau of Land Management Page 3 

11 I believe this project is important not just because of the environmental 
OJncerns but because of the precedent it sets in using huge landfills as 
the solution. There are better alternatives available now and progress 
is being made rapidly in this area. More options will probably be availa-

12 ble within a few years. A few years might also make a big difference in 
our OJncerns a.bout global warming and the greenhouse effect. We may soon 
find that any decisions made oow which add to those problems will have been 

13 very bad decisions. This project is also very high in energy OJnsumption. 
With all of the problems c:oncerning our dependence on foreign oil, how can 
we allow projects which are not our best efforts to c:onserve energy? 

In adding up all of the risks and negative impacts, I strongly urge that 
this project be voted down. 

Joyce Jones 
P.O. B:Jx 365 
Desert Center, CA 92239 

jj\j!:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•.•.·.·.•.·.•.·.·.·.·.·.····················:·:·:·:·:::::::::: :.:::.:·:·:::: ::: · • ·,. ·•·;:,•,;w···w········•·❖i:··).:t~:::.=--:::.;,,;.,?'« 



, 
=ill -~ 
i~~ 
t~~ 

I 
Ill 
::::: 

DOCUMENT 0100 

NORMAN W . MICKEY 
CHIIF A0MIN19T"-ATIV! OflFIClfll 

LOCATION COOi 7)0 CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

1800 PACll'IC MI0MWAY. BAN DIE00. CALll'0IIINIA 92101·2•72 

September 16, 1991 

Ms. Marianne Wetzel 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-south Coast R.A. 
63-500 Garnet Ave. 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Dear Ms. Wetzel: 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 

1 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Eagle Mountain 
Landfill Project. We find that this project does not directly or 
indirectly affect current or proposed San Diego County public 
facilities, nor is the County a Responsible Agency for the project. 

2 

3 

4 

San Diego County is committed to handling its own waste and not 
transporting County-generated waste to other counties. All long 
range County plans reflect this commitment. Waste sorting and 
transfer stations which are cited in the Eagle Mountain EIS/EIR as 
facilities to maximize waste reduction and recycling are already 
incorporated into San Diego County's plans. 

Should San Diego County ~ant to use the Eagle Mountain Landfill in 
the future, a separate EIS/EIR may be required due to the potential 
for impacts to our San Diego Air Basin. These air quality impacts 
could be significant and not mitigable, requiring the Board of 
supervisors to make overriding findings for social and economic 
benefits. Other items that would be discussed in such an EIR would 
be location-specific impacts of local transfer stations and impacts 
to the transportation corridors carrying the waste from San Diego 
County. 

::!\\,,,,, -:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:•.•.·.···································· .. :::::::::: :.:::::::: . .,,,;,:.·.-,.·:·····:::·····::::·····;·:····•·❖~'-*? .. ~:-:1--· Al8l 
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For additional information or further discussion on this subject 
please contact Mr. William Worrell, Deputy Director Solid Waste 
Division, Department of Public Works (619) 694-2227. 

Sincerely, 

Officer 

cc: Members, Board of Supervisors 
Department of Public Works (0332) 
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G. Fred Lee & Associates 

27298 E. El Macero Dr. 

El Macero. Cal ifornia 95618 

Tel {916) 753-9630 • Fax (916) 753-9956 

September 10, 1991 

Russell L. Kaldenberg, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast R.A. 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Dear Mr. Kaldenberg: 

I understand that your area has become involved in evaluating 
the potential environmental impact of the construction of a lined 
landfill. I wish to bring to your attention some information that 
may be of assistance to you and your staff on the issues of the 
ability of the "new generation" lined landfills to provide for true 
long-term public health and ground water quality protection for as 
long as the wastes represent a threat to ground waters. I have 
been working in the area of evaluating the impact of municipal 
solid waste landfills on ground water quality since the mid-1960's. 
The enclosed materials represent a collection of writings 
presenting my and others' experience on this topic. 

If you or others have an interest in obtaining additional 
information on any of the topics, please contact me. 

Sincere~ 

~-
G. Fred Lee, PhD 

Enclosures 

::,, 
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CERTIFIED COPY 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

HEARING 

DATE 
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 18, 1991 

2:00 P.M. 

LOCATION 
BERMUDA DUNES HEARING ROOM 
79-733 COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE 
BERMUDA DUNES, CALIFORNIA 

REPORTED BY 
TAMARA A. MIRZA 
C.S.R. NO. 6874 

COURT REPORTERS 
OF PALM SPRINGS 

2601 East Tahquitz - McCallum Way Suite 202 
Palm Springs, California 92262 • (6~) 323-9908 
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APPEARANCES : 

DAVE TURNER, CHAIRMAN 

ROBERT A. WOLF, COMMISSIONER 

CYDRONIA VALDEZ. COMMISSIONER 

MARIANNE KELLEY, COMMISSIONER 

WALT SMITH, COMMISSIONER 

KATHERINE LIND, DEPUTY COUNTY COUNSEL 

JOE RICHARDS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

DIANA ABLARD, SECRETARY 

DAVID MARES, PLANNER III 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 

DOCUMENT 0102 

2 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

DOCUMENT O I 02 

WEDNESDAY. SEPTEMBER 18. 1991 

BERMUDA DUNES. CALIFORNIA 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: WE WILL BE ADJOURNING THIS HEARING, 

AFTER WE DO OUR BEST TO HEAR ALL OF YOU TODAY, TO A 

HEARING ON OCTOBER 19TH IN DESERT CENTER, AND THEN ADJOURN 

THAT INTO A NOVEMBER --

MR . RICHARDS: 9TH, OCTOBER 9TH . 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: 9TH, I'M SORRY, OCTOBER 9TH. AND 

THEN NOVEMBER 6TH IN RIVERSIDE, AND THEN A FINAL HEARING, 

AT LEAST THAT IS THE WAY IT'S SCHEDULED NOW, IS NOVEMBER 

13TH BACK HERE. 

THERE WILL BE NO DECISION TODAY BY THE 

COMMISSION. IN FACT, PROBABLY NO DECISIONS UNTIL THE LAST 

HEARING . WE'RE HERE PRIMARILY TO HEAR YOU AND TO GET YOUR 

TESTIMONY ON THE CASE. 

WE'LL HEAR AS MUCH AS WE CAN OF YOUR TESTIMONY. 

HOWEVER, SINCE THERE ARE SO MANY OF YOU, WE WILL TIME 

TESTIMONY . WE.RE GOING TO LIMIT IT TO THREE MINUTES . 

HOWEVER, ANYBODY WHO CAN'T GET THEIR SAY IN IN THREE 

MINUTES, AS SOON AS WE'RE DONE WITH EVERYBODY, WE'LL COME 

BACK. 1·0 ALSO ASK YOU IF -- WHETHER YOU'RE FOR OR 

AGAINST. 

IF YOU HAVE NO NEW TESTIMONY AND YOU JUST AGREE 
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WITH WHAT'S BEEN SAID BY PREVIOUS PEOPLE WHO HAVE 

TESTIFIED. COME FORWARD, JUST SAY THAT, "I AGREE," "I'M 

OPPOSED TO THIS," -I'M FOR IT.- AND "I AGREE WITH WHAT HAS 

ALREADY BEEN SAID.- THAT WILL HELP US ALONG. 

WE'RE GOING TO -- I ' D LIKE TO HAVE ORDER TODAY 

SO THAT WE HAVE -- WE'LL HAVE NO CLAPPING OR BOOING OR 

WHATEVER . IF YOU GIVE EVERYBODY THE OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK, 

WE CAN MOVE RIGHT ALONG IN THIS. 

THE HEARING ORDER WILL HAVE A SHORT PRESENTATION 

BY THE STAFF, AND THEN PROBABLY A FAIRLY COMPLETE 

PRESENTATION BY THE APPLICANT, OR THE APPLICANT'S 

ENGINEERS AND REPRESENTATIVES, AND THEN WE'LL TAKE 

TESTIMONY. AND WHAT WE DO IS TAKE TESTIMONY IN FAVOR. 

AND WHEN WE'RE DONE WITH THE IN FAVOR, THEN WE'LL TAKE 

TESTIMONY IN OPPOSITION . 

AT THAT POINT NORMALLY WE HAVE A REBUTTAL FROM 

THE APPLICANT. HOWEVER. SINCE WE ARE CONTINUING TO MORE 

HEARINGS, WE'LL PROBABLY PASS ON THAT TODAY, UNLESS THERE 

ARE SPECIFIC ITEMS THAT WE WOULD LIKE TO HEAR ANSWERS FOR. 

WE WILL BE THEN ADJOURNING THIS HEARING TO 

ANOTHER ONE . 

ANYTHING I LEFT OUT? 

MR. RICHARDS: NOTHING . THAT WAS A GOOD 

INTRODUCTION . 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: OKAY. THEN, REMINDING YOU ONCE 

MORE ABOUT THE SLIP, I'LL ASK THE STAFF TO START OUT WITH 
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THEIR PRESENTATION NOTES . 

MR . MARES : THANK YOU. MR. CHAIRMAN. MEMBERS OF THE 

COMMISSION . DAVID MARES. PROJECT PLANNER . 

THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT THAT IS 

BEFORE YOU TODAY CONSISTS OF FIVE SEPARATE APPLICATIONS 

THAT HAVE BEEN FILED WITH RIVERSIDE COUNTY. THESE 

APPLICATIONS INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING: 

COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 209; 

SPECIFIC PLAN NO . 252; CHANGE OF ZONE CASE NO. 5499; 

RECLAMATION PLAN NO. 107; REVISION NO . l; AND DEVELOPMENT 

AGREEMENT NO. 47. 

THE CASES THAT ARE BEFORE YOU TODAY ARE 

EXTREMELY CONTROVERSIAL . BECAUSE OF THEIR COMPLEXITY AND 

BECAUSE OF THE CONTROVERSY SURROUNDING THE PROJECT, AND 

BECAUSE OF THE ANTICIPATED AMOUNT OF PUBLIC TESTIMONY, THE 

COUNTY HAS ARRANGED FOR THREE ADDITIONAL PLANNING 

COMMISSION HEARINGS. BESIDES THE ONE THAT IS ALREADY 

SCHEDULED FOR TODAY. 

THE PLANNING COMMISSION HEARINGS ARE ALREADY 

SCHEDULED AS FOLLOWS : 

AS COMMISSIONER TURNER INDICATED. THE SECOND 

HEARING WILL BE ON WEDNESDAY. OCTOBER 9TH, 1991. THE TIME 

BEING 1:30. THE LOCATION rs THE LAKE TAMARISK COUNTRY 

CLUB. THE ADDRESS IS 26251 PARKVIEW DRIVE. DESERT CENTER, 

CALIFORNIA . 

THE THIRD HEARING IS WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 6TH. 
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1991. THE TIME BEING 1:30. THE LOCATION rs THE BOARD ROOM 

OF THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE CENTER. THE 

ADDRESS IS 4080 LEMON STREET, 14TH FLOOR. RIVERSIDE, 

CALI FORNI A. 

IT IS IMPORTANT TO NOTE THAT THIS PARTICULAR 

HEARING HAS ONLY RECENTLY BEEN ADDED AND WAS NOT LISTED ON 

ANY OF THE PUBLIC HEARING NOTICES . IT WAS DETERMINED, 

SINCE All OF THE OTHER PLANNING COMMISSION HEARINGS THAT 

WERE SCHEDULED WERE GOING TO BE HELD IN THE EASTERLY 

PORTION OF THE COUNTY, THERE WAS A NEED FOR A HEARING IN 

THE WESTERN PORTION . 

AGAIN, IT ' S ANTICIPATED THAT THE FOURTH HEARING, 

THE FINAL HEARING, WILL BE WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 13TH, 1991, 

THE TIME BEING 1 :30, THE LOCATION BACK HERE AT THE BERMUDA 

DUNES HEARING ROOM . THE ADDRESS IS 79-733 COUNTRY CLUB 

DRIVE, BERMUDA DUNES, CALIFORNIA. 

UPON THE COMPLETION OF MY STAFF REPORT, 

REPRESENTATIVES FROM THE COUNTY WASTE MANAGEMENT 

DEPARTMENT WOULD ALSO LIKE AN OPPORTUNITY TO ADDRESS THE 

COMMISSION . 

FURTHERMORE, THERE ARE REPRESENTATIVES FROM 

VARIOUS COUNTY AGENCIES ALSO IN ATTENDANCE AND ARE 
1l 1 23 AVAILABLE TO RESPOND TO ISSUES IN THEIR PARTICULAR FIELD, 

f 24 SHOULD THE COMMISSION HAVE QUESTIONS ABOUT THE PROJECT. 

[ 25 A SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION PACKAGE WAS PREPARED 

26 FOR THE COMMISSION, COPIES OF WHICH HAVE BEEN PROVIDED TO 
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THE COMMISSION DURING THE LUNCH HOUR . THE PACKAGES 

INCLUDE COPIES OF THE LATEST RESPONSES AND COMMENTS 

RECEIVED BY THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT. A COPY OF THE DRAFT 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT. AND A COPY OF THE INTERIM REPORT OF 

FINDINGS PREPARED BY THE COUNTY WASTE MANAGEMENT 

DEPARTMENT'S CONSULTANT . 

THE PROJECT SITE IS LOCATED APPROXIMATELY --

CHAIRMAN TURNER: DAVID. PARDON ME. IF THERE ARE 

PEOPLE HERE TODAY WHO JUST WANT MORE INFORMATION ON THIS 

PROJECT BETWEEN NOW AND FURTHER HEARINGS, WHERE WOULD THEY 

GET THAT? 

MR. MARES: THEY WOULD CONTACT THE COUNTY PLANNING 

DEPARTMENT. PROBABLY MYSELF. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : IN HERE OR IN RIVERSIDE? 

MR. MARES: PREFERABLY THE RIVERSIDE OFFICE . 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: WHY DON'T YOU TELL THEM HOW THAT IS 

DONE. 

MR. MARES: OKAY. IF ANYBODY WOULD LIKE TO GET 

INFORMATION REGARDING THE PROJECT. THEY CAN CONTACT MYSELF 

AT AREA CODE 714-275-3259, OR WRITE A LETTER TO THE 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT . AND THAT ADDRESS IS -- WELL. WE HAVE 

A NEW P.O. BOX. THEY CAN ADDRESS IT TO 4080 LEMON STREET, 

RIVERSIDE. CALIFORNIA 92501, 9TH FLOOR . 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: THANK YOU . 

MR . MARES : THE PROJECT SITE IS LOCATED 

APPROXIMATELY TEN MILES NORTHWEST OF THE COMMUNITY OF 
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DESERT CENTER . THE CITY OF BLYTHE IS APPROXIMATELY 60 

MILES TO THE EAST. AND THE NEAREST CITY TO THE WEST IS 

INDIO. WHICH IS LOCATED IN THE COACHELLA VALLEY 

APPROXIMATELY 50 MILES AWAY . 

THE PROJECT SITE IS LOCATED WITHIN THE 

CHUCKWALLA VALLEY. NEAR ITS WESTERLY END, AND ALONG THE 

EASTERLY FOOTHILLS OF THE EAGLE MOUNTAINS. 

THE MOST NORTHERLY -- THE MOST NORTHERLY PORTION 

OF THE SITE IS APPROXIMATELY ONE MILE AWAY FROM THE 

NEAREST BOUNDARY OF THE JOSHUA TREE NATIONAL MONUMENT, AS 

INDICATED HERE. 

THE PROJECT SITE IS LOCATED NORTH OF INTERSTATE 

10 AND WEST OF RICE ROAD. 

THE PROJECT SITE IS LOCATED ON A PORTION OF THAT 

AREA WHICH WAS PREVIOUSLY KNOWN AS KAISER STEEL 

CORPORATION'S EAGLE MOUNTAIN IRON MINE. THE PROJECT SITE 

COVERS APPROXIMATELY 4,695 ACRES. AND IS CENTERED AROUND 

THAT PORTION OF THE MINE KNOWN AS THE EAST PIT. 

CURRENTLY THE LAND USES OF THE PROJECT SITE 

CONSIST OF AN INACTIVE OPEN PIT MINE. TAILINGS PILES AND 

PONDS. NATURAL OPEN SPACE. AND A FEW INDUSTRIAL AND OFFICE 

BUILDINGS REMAINING FROM THE ORIGINAL MINING OPERATIONS. 

SURROUNDING LAND USES CONSIST OF MOSTLY VACANT 

LANDS TO THE WEST, TO THE NORTH, AND TO THE EAST. MORE 

SPECIFICALLY, THE JOSHUA TREE NATIONAL MONUMENT AND OTHER 

KAISER LANDHOLDINGS, INCLUDING THE CENTRAL PIT AND THE 
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BLACK EAGLE PIT, LIE TO THE WEST AND TO THE NORTH. 

A PORTION OF THE METROPOLITAN WATER DiSTRICT'S 

COLORADO RIVER AQUEDUCT IS LOCATED EAST OF THE PROJECT 

SITE. 

LAND USES TO THE SOUTH INCLUDE THE EAGLE 

MOUNTAIN TOWNSITE. WHICH CURRENTLY INCLUDES AN OPERATING 

FIRE STATION, A CORRECTIONAL FACILITY, TWO SCHOOLS, ONE OF 

WHICH IS CURRENTLY BEING USED. AND NUMEROUS SINGLE- FAMILY 

RESIDENCES, MOST OF WHICH ARE CURRENTLY VACANT. 

APPROXIMATELY 98 PERCENT OF THE PROJECT SITE IS 

CURRENTLY ZONED M-R-A , WHICH IS DEFINED AS .MINERAL 

RESOURCES AND RELATED MANUFACTURING .· THE REMAINING 

ACREAGE IS ZONED W-2 . WHICH IS DEFINED AS · coNTROLLED 

DEVELOPMENT AREAS." 

SURROUNDING ZONING -- OR . EXCUSE ME , SURROUNDING 

PROPERTIES ARE ZONED M-R-A TO THE NORTH AND TO THE 
'?: .... 
@ 17 NORTHWEST . N-A ZONING LIES TO THE SOUTH AND TO THE 
{f I 18 SOUTHWEST. AS WELL AS TO THE EAST. N-A ZONING IS DEFINED 

[ 19 AS -NATURAL ASSETS.-

I 20 THE TOWNSITE IS LOCATED TO THE SOUTH AND IS 

I 21 ZONED w~2 . WITH EIGHT SMALL PARCELS CURRENTLY ZONED 

I 22 C-1/C-P . THAT WAS PART OF THE ORIGINAL COMMERCIAL 
•=❖ 

23 DEVELOPMENT FOR THE TOWNSITE. AND CURRENTLY THERE IS NO 

24 COMMERCIAL USES IN OPERATION AT THE SITE . 

25 IT ' S IMPORTANT TO TAKE A MOMENT AT THIS POINT TO 

26 EXPLAIN THE ROLES OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY AND THE B. L.M . HITH 
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REGARD TO THE E. I . S. -- EXCUSE ME. THE E. I .R. /E . I.S . . AND 

THE VARIOUS APPLICATIONS WHICH HAVE BEEN FILED WITH EACH 

OF THE AGENCIES , AS WELL AS THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THESE 

TWO PARTICULAR AGENCIES. 

CONCURRENT WITH THE APPLICATIONS FILED WITH 

THE -- RIVERSIDE COUNTY, APPLICATION WAS FILED WITH THE 

B.L . M. WHICH PROPOSED A RIGHT-OF-WAY AND LAND EXCHANGE 

BETWEEN THE B. L.M . AND KAISER STEEL RESOURCES, 

INCORPORATED . THE EXCHANGE PROPOSED TO TRANSFER B. L.M . 

LANDS TO KAISER WITHIN THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN AREA , BASICALLY 

THE AREA INDICATED HERE IN GREEN, IN EXCHANGE FOR LANDS 

THAT KAISER OWNS IN THE VICINITY OF THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN 

RAILROAD , AS INDICATED HERE IN YELLOW . 

THE APPLICATION ALSO INCLUDED A PROPOSAL TO 

GRANT A NEW FEDERAL -- EXCUSE ME, A FEDERAL LAND POLICY 

AND MANAGEMENT ACT RIGHT-OF-WAY TO THE ENTIRE LENGTH OF 

THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN RIGHT-OF-WAY -- EXCUSE ME, THE EAGLE 

MOUNTAIN RAILROAD , THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN ROAD , AND THE 

PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN ROAD EXTENSION. 

THE SPECIFIC PLAN AND THE OTHER COUNTY -- OTHER 

RELATED COUNTY APPLICATIONS COVER AN AREA WHICH IS 

SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT THAN THE AREA UNDER CONSIDERATION BY 

THE B. L.M . 

10 

AS INDICATED ON THIS EXHIBIT HERE, THE YELLOW IS 

THE AREA WHICH IS CURRENTLY UNDER KAISER OWNERSHIP . THE 

BLUE AREA IS THE AREA WHICH IS PROPOSED TO BE EXCHANGED 

.__ _________________________ ___. 
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WITH THE B.L.M . IT ' S CURRENTLY UNDER THEIR OWNERSHIP . 

THE AREA SHOWN WITH THE RED HIGHLIGHT IS THE AREA OF THE 

ACTUAL SPECIFIC PLAN . SO THIS EXHIBIT CLEARLY SHOWS IN 

FACT THAT THERE IS AREAS THAT THE B.L.M . HAS CONCERNS WITH 

THAT IS NOT ACTUALLY UNDER COUNTY CONTROL AT THIS POINT. 

PRIOR TO ANY FINAL ACTION BY THE COUNTY, THE 

PROPOSED LAND EXCHANGE BETWEEN THE B.L.M. AND KAISER WILL 

HAVE TO BE COMPLETED. SINCE THE COUNTY HAS NO JURISDICTION 

OVER THE LAND CURRENTLY OWNED BY THE B.L.M. 

TO BETTER UNDERSTAND THE FEDERAL ROLE IN THIS 

ENTIRE PROCESS AND THE STATUS OF THE PROJECT RELATIVE TO 

THAT PROCESS, STAFF HAS PREPARED THIS TABLE WHICH 

INDICATES THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION -- EXCUSE 

ME, NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT PROCEDURE FOR AN 

E.I.S. 

CURRENTLY, THE B.L .M .. ALONG WITH THE COUNTY, IS 

AWAITING THE CLOSE OF THE DRAFT E.I . R./E.I.S. COMMENT 

PERIOD. AT WHICH POINT IN TIME THE E. I.R. CONSULTANT WILL 

BE PREPARING RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR THEIR SUBMITTAL TO 

THE B.L .M .. AS WELL AS THE COUNTY, FOR REVIEW. 

AS PREVIOUSLY STATED, THE APPLICATION CONSISTS 

OF FIVE -- EXCUSE ME. THE APPLICANT HAS FILED FIVE 

SEPARATE APPLICATIONS WITH THE COUNTY. AND THESE 

APPLICATIONS ARE PROPOSING THE FOLLOWING : 

THE COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 

PROPOSES TO AMEND THE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN'S OPEN SPACE 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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AND CONSERVATION MAP DESIGNATION FOR THE PROJECT SITE FROM 

"AREAS NOT DESIGNATED AS OPEN SPACE.- -MINERAL RESOURCEs.· 

-DESERT AREAS.- AND -MOUNTAINOUS AREAS,- TO A ·sPECIFIC 

PLAN" DESIGNATION . 

THE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATIONS, 

ACREAGES, AND PERCENTAGE BREAKDOWNS ARE SHOWN ON THE 

EXHIBIT HERE BEFORE YOU . 

THE SPECIFIC PLAN PROPOSES TO DEVELOP A 

CLASS III LANDFILL. WHICH PROPOSES TO ACCEPT A MAXIMUM 

INFLOW OF 20,000 TONS OF NON-HAZARDOUS MUNICIPAL SOLID 

WASTE PER DAY, OF WHICH 16,000 TONS WILL BE SHIPPED BY 

RAIL. AND 4,000 TONS WILL BE DELIVERED BY TRUCK. THE 

LANDFILL HAS AN ANTICIPATED LIFESPAN OF 115 YEARS. 

THE SPECIFIC PLAN PROPOSES TO DIVIDE THE PROJECT 

SITE INTO SIX SEPARATE PLANNING AREAS. THE EXHIBIT IN 

FRONT OF YOU SHOWS HOW THE PROJECT IS BREAKING DOWN THOSE 

PLANNING AREAS BASED ON ACREAGE AND PERCENTAGES. 

BECAUSE OF THE COMPLEXITY OF THE PROJECT, AND 

SINCE THE E.I .R./E.I.S . COMMENT PERIOD IS NOT YET CLOSED. 

STAFF HAS NOT FINISHED PREPARING CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL . 

ALSO. STAFF HAS RECEIVED COMMENTS FROM COUNTY 

COUNSEL WHICH STATES THAT THE SPECIFIC PLAN ZONING 

ORDINANCE IS STILL IN DRAFT FORM. AND, THEREFORE. THE -

THERE IS NO ZONING ORDINANCE AVAILABLE FOR TODAY'S 

HEARING. 

FURTHERMORE, NEGOTIATIONS ARE UNDERWAY WITH 
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THE -- WITH REGARDS TO THE FINAL FORMAT OF THE DEVELOPMENT 

AGREEMENT. AGAIN. HOWEVER, COPIES OF THAT LATEST DRAFT 

HAVE BEEN INCLUDED IN THE SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 

PACKAGE. 

I WANT TO TAKE JUST A MOMENT HERE TO GO OVER THE 

HISTORY OF THE PROJECT SITE. IN 1944, KAISER STEEL 

CORPORATION ACQUIRED THE PATENTED MINING CLAIMS IN THE 

NORTHERN PORTIONS OF EAGLE MOUNTAIN, AND BEGAN SHIPPING 

ORE IN 1948 . THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN MINE WAS OPERATED 

CONTINUOUSLY FOR 35 YEARS, UNTIL MINING OPERATIONS CEASED 

IN 1982 WHEN THE COMPANY WENT BANKRUPT. 

FROM 1948 TO 1982, NEARLY ONE BILLION TONS OF 

MATERIAL WERE REMOVED FROM THE THREE LARGE OPEN PITS, AND 

ONLY 113 MILLION OF IRON ORE -- 113 MILLION TONS OF IRON 

ORE CONCENTRATE WERE SHIPPED FROM THE SITE. THEREFORE, 

APPROXIMATELY 71£ MILLION TONS OF OVERBURDEN AND 

APPROXIMATELY 114 MILLION TONS OF TAILINGS HAVE BEEN 

DEPOSITED IN AND AROUND THE THREE PITS. 

THE PITS THEMSELVES ARE APPROXIMATELY ONE TO TWO 

MILES IN LENGTH. THE EAST PIT IS APPROXIMATELY 2,000 FEET 

WIDE AND DEPTHS RANGE FROM 400 TO 800 FEET. 

ADDITIONALLY, SIX ADDITIONAL -- EXCUSE ME. 

ADDITIONALLY, SIX FINE TAILING SETTLING PONDS WERE 

CONSTRUCTED AS PART OF THE MINING OPERATION AND COVER 

APPROXIMATELY 700 ACRES. FOUR OF THE PONDS HAVE BEEN 

FILLED DURING THE YEARS OF OPERATION. THE WALLS OF THESE 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

DOCUMENT O 102 

·-- --
14 

PONDS RANGE UP TO 80 VERTICAL FEET . 

IN 1975, CALIFORNIA PASSED THE SURFACE MINING 

AND RECLAMATION ACT . AND ON AUGUST 9TH , 1977 THE RIVERSIDE 

COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPTED COUNTY ORDINANCE 

NO. 555, WHICH IMPLEMENTED THAT ACT. THAT ACT REQUIRED 

THAT A RECLAMATION PLAN BE FILED FOR MINING OPERATIONS 

CONDUCTED AFTER JANUARY 1ST. 1976 . 

ON AUGUST 18TH , 1980, THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT DETERMINED . PURSUANT TO COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO . 555, THAT NO SURFACE MINING PERMIT WAS 

REQUIRED FOR THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN MINE , AND THAT THE 

RECLAMATION PLAN , WHICH WAS SUBMITTED TO THE PLANNING 

DEPARTMENT . MET THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE LAW AT THAT TIME. 

AND NO FURTHER ACTION WAS REQUIRED. 

THE ADOPTED RECLAMATION PLAN REQUIRED THAT 

THE -- AT THE COMPLETION OF MINING ACTIVITIES. THAT ALL 

MINING -- EXCUSE ME . THAT ALL MACHINERY, SHOP AND PLANT 

SUPERSTRUCTURE AND EXPOSED UTILITY LINES AND ALL VISIBLE 

MAN-MADE MATERIALS AND SCRAP WERE TO BE REMOVED FROM THE 

SITE . THE CONCRETE FOUNDATIONS WERE TO BE BACKFILLED AND 

LEVELED WITH A MINIMUM OF ONE FOOT OF GRAVEL . PIT BENCH 

SLOPES WOULD BE ALLOWED TO WEATHER TO THEIR NATURAL ANGLE 

OF REPOSE . AND ROCK WASTE DUMPS AND TAILING PILES WERE TO 

REMAIN AT THEIR NATURAL ANGLE OF REPOSE . 

THE RECLAMATION PLAN DID DISCUSS, HOWEVER, THE 

POSSIBILITY OF BACKFILLING PORTIONS OF THE PIT . HOWEVER. 

I COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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ONLY A LIMITED AMOUNT OF THIS EVER DID OCCUR. 

BASED ON THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE EXISTING 

RECLAMATION PLAN, THE PROPERTY OWNER HAS COMPLETED 

VIRTUALLY ALL OF THE NECESSARY RECLAMATION MEASURES . WHAT 

REMAINS OF THE SUBJECT SITE IS AN AREA THAT HAS BEEN 

EXTREMELY DISTURBED. 

THE EXISTING SITUATION WHICH REMAINS AT THE SITE 

HAS CREATED A DISTINCT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE 

DIFFERENCES -- EXCUSE ME, BETWEEN THE DISTURBED AREAS OF 

THE MINE OPERATIONS AND THE MOUNTAIN FORMATIONS WHICH 

SURROUND THE PROJECT SITE. 

THE PROPOSED REVISION TO THE RECLAMATION PLAN IS 

AN ATTEMPT TO RETURN THE EXISTING TOPOGRAPHIC FEATURES 

BACK TOWARDS A MORE NATURAL STATE. THE FINAL TOPOGRAPHIC 

CONFIGURATIONS WOULD PRODUCE A MUCH SMOOTHER TRANSITION 

BACK INTO THE MOUNTAIN, WHICH LIES TO THE NORTH, THAN 

WHICH CURRENTLY EXISTS. 

THE COARSE TAILING PILES TAKEN FROM THE ORE BODY 

ARE DARKER IN COLOR, SIMILAR TO THE SURFACE ROCK OF THE 

UNDISTURBED AREAS. IT'S POSSIBLE, THROUGH THE USE OF THIS 

AND SIMILAR MATERIALS AS FINAL COVER, A VISUAL -- VISUAL 

IMPACTS COULD BE REDUCED. 

ADDITIONALLY, HISTORICAL RECORDS HAVE SHOWN THAT 

NATIVE VEGETATION CAN RE-ESTABLISH ITSELF IN A RELATIVELY 

SHORT PERIOD OF TIME IN THE WASTE ROCK MATERIAL, AS 

COMPARED WITH THE EXPOSED BEDROCK . 
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THE AREAS COVERED UNDER THE REVISED RECLAMATION 

PLAN WOULD BE RETURNED TO A MORE NATURAL STATE AND PROVIDE 

AN IMPROVED SOIL SITUATION TO SUPPORT NATURAL VEGETATION 

THAN IS CURRENTLY AVAILABLE THROUGH THE SPECIFIC PLAN -

EXCUSE ME , THAN IS CURRENTLY AVAILABLE UNDER THE ADOPTED 

RECLAMATION PLAN. 

AS MENTIONED IN THE STAFF REPORT. THE DRAT 

E. I .R. /E . I . S. HAS DETERMINED THAT AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 

CAUSED BY THE PROJECT CANNOT BE FULLY MITIGATED, AND THAT 

THE PROJECT WILL CAUSE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS TO AIR QUALITY . 

NUMEROUS MITIGATION MEASURES ARE INCLUDED TO REDUCE THE 

PROJECT'S IMPACT ON AIR QUALITY. HOWEVER, THE PROJECT 

WILL STILL CREATE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT . 

INFORMATION PROVIDED IN THE DRAFT E.I.R . /E . I . S. 

ALSO INDICATES THAT BECAUSE OF PROPOSED MITIGATION 

MEASURES , THE PROJECT'S IMPACT ON WATER QUALITY WILL NOT 

BE SIGNIFICANT . THE COUNTY WASTE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 

HAS OBTAINED THE SERVICES OF AN OUTSIDE CONSULTANT TO 

REVIEW THE TECHNICAL COMPONENTS OF THE PROJECT ON THE 

COUNTY'S BEHALF . CURRENTLY THE CONSULTANT HAS PREPARED AN 

INTERIM REPORT OF FINDINGS , A COPY OF WHICH WAS INCLUDED 

IN THE SUPPLEMENT INFORMATION PACKAGE . THE REPORT DEALS 

WITH THE WATER QUALITY ISSUES, AS WELL AS OTHER MAJOR 

ISSUES ABOUT THE LANDFILL DESIGN . 

THROUGHOUT THE PREPARATION OF THE DRAFT 

E. I.R . /E . I.S ., AND DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD , 
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NUMEROUS AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS HAVE VOICED CONCERN 

ABOUT THE TRANSPORTATION ISSUES WITH A LARGE AMOUNT OF 

CONCERN FOCUSING ON THE USE OF TRUCKS FOR HAULING WASTE. 

PLANNING STAFF IS PROPOSING THAT DURING THE CONTINUANCE, 

STAFF WILL ANALYZE THE RAIL ACCESS ONLY ALTERNATIVE 

DISCUSSED IN THE E.I.R. TO MORE DETAIL. 

17 

THE ISSUE OF THE METHOD OF TRANSPORTING WASTE IS 

PART OF A LARGER ISSUE, AND THAT IS, SHOULD RIVERSI~E 

COUNTY ACCEPT WASTE FROM OTHER JURISDICTIONS? 

THE DRAFT E.I.R./E.I . S. INDICATES THAT THE 

PROBLEM -- THAT THE PROJECT IS A POSSIBLE METHOD OF 

REDUCING A GROWING REGIONAL PROBLEM. WHILE STAFF AGREES 

THAT THE ISSUE NEEDS TO BE ADDRESSED, STAFF RECOGNIZES 

THAT THE ISSUES, SUCH AS THESE, WILL HAVE TO BE DEALT WITH 

BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND EVENTUALLY BY THE BOARD OF 

SUPERVISORS . 

STAFF WOULD LIKE TO MAKE ONE FINAL COMMENT. 

STAFF HAS RECEIVED 186 POSTCARDS FROM KAISER RETIREES, 

STATING THAT THEY SUPPORT THE PROJECT . UNFORTUNATELY, I 

DIDN ' T HAVE TIME TO INCLUDE THOSE IN THE SUPPLEMENTAL 

PACKAGE. 

BECAUSE OF THE LARGE NUMBER OF ISSUES WHICH ARE 

UNRESOLVED AT THIS TIME, AND SINCE THE COMMENT PERIOD FOR 

THE DRAFT E.I.R./E.I.S. HAS NOT YET CLOSED, STAFF 

RECOMMENDS A CONTINUANCE OF ALL FIVE CASES. 

THAT CONCLUDES STAFF'S PRESENTATION . NOW I 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

DOCUMENT 0102 

18 

WOULD LIKE TO TURN OVER THE PRESENTATION TO THE COUNTY 

WASTE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT . 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : DAVID, BEFORE YOU DO THAT, SO WE'LL 

ALL BE CLEAR, DOES THAT MEAN THAT THE COMMENT PERIOD FOR 

THE E. I.S . /E.I.R. IS STILL OPEN? 

MR. MARES : THAT'S CORRECT. IT GOES UNTIL SEPTEMBER 

24TH . 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: DOES THAT MEAN THE COMMENTS 

TODAY -- THE TESTIMONY TODAY WILL BE INCLUDED IN THAT? 

MR. MARES: CORRECT. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: ANY OTHER QUESTIONS? 

MS. VALDEZ: NOT AT THIS TIME. 

MR . SHEAR : MR . CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION, 

MY NAME IS MICHAEL SHEAR (PHONETIC), I'M HERE REPRESENTING 

THE COUNTY OF WASTE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT. 

IT WAS RECOGNIZED EARLY ON THAT THIS WAS GOING 

TO BE A VERY COMPLEX PROJECT TO DEAL WITH FROM OUR 

PERSPECTIVE, AND FOR THAT REASON, ARRANGEMENTS WERE MADE 

TO CONTRACT WITH A CONSULTING FIRM WITH THE EXPERTISE TO 

HELP US REVIEW A PROJECT OF THIS MAGNITUDE. THOSE 

COMMENTS HAD BEEN FORWARDED TO OUR DEPARTMENT JUST A FEW 

DAYS AGO, AND AS EARLY AS A COUPLE OF DAYS AGO WE 

SUBMITTED THE FINAL FINDINGS TO MR. RICHARDS OF THE 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT, AND ALSO TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

AND THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE . THE COMMENTS THAT CAME 

BACK ARE IN THE REPORT OF APPROXIMATELY 35 PAGES. 
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NOW. TO SUMMARIZE THE FINDINGS OF THAT REPORT. I 

WOULD LIKE TO INTRODUCE MR . JON BRUTON OF ENVIRONMENTAL -

I'M SORRY. OF CONVERSE ENGINEERING. WHO WILL GO OVER THE 

HIGHLIGHTS OF THAT REPORT. WE DON'T INTEND TODAY TO GET 

INTO TECHNICAL MATTERS. IN FAIRNESS, THE PROPONENTS HAVE 

NOT -- THEY'RE JUST IN RECEIPT OF THIS REPORT AS OF 

YESTERDAY . SO WE. LL GO OVER THE HIGHLIGHTS. WE ARE GOING 

TO BE AVAILABLE AT FUTURE HEARINGS TO GO INTO MORE DETAIL 

AND DISCUSSION . 

SO AT THIS TIME I WOULD LIKE TO INTRODUCE JON 

BRUTON . 

MR. BRUTON: MY NAME IS JON BRUTON WITH CONVERSE 

ENVIRONMENTAL WEST. WE WERE RETAINED BY RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

TO REVIEW THE DRAFT E. I.R./E.I.S. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : CAN YOU FOLKS HEAR HIM All RIGHT? 

YOU NEED TO STEP UP CLOSER TO THE MIKE. 

MR. BRUTON : THE AREAS THAT WE WERE PARTICULARLY 

REQUESTED TO REVIEW OF THE DRAFT E. I . R./E.I . S. WERE THE 

ESSENTIAL LANDFILL DESIGN SECTION. THE WATER QUALITY AND 

USE SECTIONS. THE LANDFILL GAS AND CONDENSATE. AIR 

QUALITY. NOISE, DRAINAGE, AND FLOODING, AND THE PUBLIC AND 

WORKERS' SAFETY SECTIONS OF THAT REPORT. 
~i 
f 23 CHAIRMAN TURNER: JON, LET ME INTERRUPT JUST A -~ I 24 MOMENT . WHY DON'T YOU PULL THAT MIKE DOWN AS CLOSE AS YOU 

25 CAN. WE NEED THE SPELLING OF YOUR NAME . 

26 MR. BRUTON: BRUTON, BRUTON. 

,I COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
:::: 

\,[\t.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.;:,:,_,.:~.::::,..::-~x::::::(.::::::~1:::~«:TI_.,..ff~ 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

DOCUMENT 0102 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: THANK YOU . 

MR . BRUTON: IN REVIEW OF THAT DOCUMENT, WE FOUND IT 

TO ACTUALLY BE A VERY WELL CONCEIVED DOCUMENT, AND WE DID 

COME UP WITH ABOUT 35 PAGES OF COMMENTS RELATED TO THOSE 

AREAS THAT I SIMPLY OUTLINED . 

20 

MOST OF THOSE COMMENT. I BELIEVE. ARE RELATED TO 

REQUESTING MORE INFORMATION AND ASKING FOR ADDITIONAL 

CLARIFICATION OF ITEMS. 

ONE THING I'D LIKE TO POINT OUT AS YOU GO 

THROUGH THOSE COMMENTS THAT WE HAVE MADE AVAILABLE TO YOU 

TODAY, IS THAT WE ARE ACTUALLY AWARE THAT MINE RECLAMATION 

CORPORATION IS PROCEEDING WITH DOING SOME OF THE WORK THAT 

WE HAVE COMMENTED ON. HOWEVER, WE DID RESTRICT OUR 

COMMENTS REALLY SPECIFICALLY TO THE WRITTEN DOCUMENTATION 

THAT WE HAD . 

I GUESS TO REITERATE THAT, MANY OF THE COMMENTS 

WE DO HAVE AND HAVE TAKEN THIS OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT ON, 

I BELIEVE WILL BE ADDRESSED IN ADDITIONAL SUBMITTAL$ THAT 

MINE RECLAMATION CORPORATION WILL BE MAKING TO THE 

REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD . 

THE OVERALL DESIGN, I GUESS ISSUES THAT I WOULD 

JUST LIKE TO MENTION, IS THERE ' S QUESTIONS THAT WE HAVE 

REGARDING THE LANDFILL LINER, ASKING FOR ADDITIONAL BACKUP 

ON WHAT WENT INTO THE ANALYSIS FOR THAT LINER, AND REALLY 

FURTHER EXPLANATION OF WHAT WORK WILL BE PERFORMED DURING 

THE PRELIMINARY DESIGN PHASE TO BACK UP THAT DESIGN. 
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AND THAT'S REALLY -- MANY OF THE COMMENTS WE HAD 

ARE OF THAT NATURE. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: ANY QUESTIONS? 

MS. VALDEZ: DID YOU HAVE ANY MAJOR CONCERNS IN 

EITHER OF THE OTHER AREAS THAT YOU MENTIONED? 

MR. BRUTON: WELL. THE LANDFILL GAS CONDENSATE IS AN 

ISSUE THAT WE BELIEVE NEEDS TO BE LOOKED AT FURTHER; 

PRIMARILY, LANDFILL GAS. LANDFILL GAS CONTROL AND WATER 

DRAIN ON THE SITE. 

NOW, THAT IS ONE AREA WHERE WE WERE PROVIDED 

WITH THE DRAFT E.I.R./E . I.S. AND COMMENTED ON THAT 

DOCUMENT . HOWEVER. I BELIEVE THAT MINE RECLAMATION CORP. 

HAS PROCEEDED WITH ADDITIONAL WORK IN THAT AREA. AND 

EVALUATION, THAT WE DO NOT HAVE AVAILABLE TO US AT THIS 

TIME. 

SO MANY OF THE COMMENTS THAT WE HAVE MADE MAY 

HAVE ALREADY BEEN ADDRESSED IN SOME FORM BY NOW . 

MS. VALDEZ: WELL, I HAVE NOT HAD THE OPPORTUNITY TO 

READ YOUR REPORT, ALTHOUGH I HAVE READ SO MANY DOCUMENTS 

LATELY . AT OUR NEXT HEARING I THINK WE WILL HAVE MORE 

SPECIFIC QUESTIONS OF YOU. 

IN THE MEANTIME, IT'S -- WE'RE IN THE PROCESS 

HERE OF HAVING A LOT OF INFORMATION. SO I THINK WE'LL HAVE 

THE APPLICANT HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE US WITH A 

PRESENTATION OF THE PROJECT. BUT -- I WILL SAVE THE 

MAJORITY OF MY QUESTIONS FOR THE NEXT HEARING. 
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MR. BRUTON : WE HAVE ACTUALLY ASSUMED DURING -- IN 

THE SUBSEQUENT HEARINGS. THAT WE WOULD COME WITH ALL OF 

THE PEOPLE REALLY THAT PREPARED THE DIFFERENT SECTIONS OF 

THE REPORT AND BE ABLE TO RESPOND TO YOUR SPECIFIC 

QUESTIONS AFTER YOU'VE HAD A CHANCE TO LOOK AT IT. 

MS . VALDEZ : GOOD . 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: YOUR REPORT IS PART OF WHAT WE 

RECEIVED TODAY THEN? 

MR . BRUTON : AS I UNDERSTAND IT, YEAH. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: OKAY, THANK YOU. 

WHO DO WE HAVE NEXT? 

MR. MARES : I BELIEVE THAT CONCLUDES STAFF ' S 

PRESENTATION AT THIS POINT . 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: DOES THE APPLICANT THEN HAVE A 

FORMAL PRESENTATION TO START THIS? 

MR . KOVALL : MR . CHAIRMAN. MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION, 

THANK YOU . MY NAME IS GARY KOVALL . I AM VICE PRESIDENT 

OF MINE RECLAMATION CORPORATION. WHO IS, OF COURSE. THE 

DEVELOPER OF THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT . 

IN JUST A FEW MOMENTS I AM GOING TO INTRODUCE 

OUR TECHNICAL DIRECTOR WHO WILL GIVE YOU A FAIRLY 

THOROUGH. WE HOPE. PRESENTATION ON THE ELEMENTS OF THE 

PROJECT. WE HAVE WITH US TODAY, AS WELL, A NUMBER OF OUR 

TECHNICAL EXPERTS, CONSULTANTS THAT HAVE WORKED ON THE 

VARIOUS ASPECTS OF THIS PROJECT, WHO WILL BE AVAILABLE TO 

ANSWER QUESTIONS. SHOULD YOU HAVE ANY. 
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1 AT FIRST I'D LIKE TO PUT THIS PROJECT A LITTLE 

2 BIT IN A SETTING , AND THEN TRY TO BRING IT DOWN HOME TO 

3 WHERE WE ARE HERE . 

4 MINE RECLAMATION CORPORATION WAS FORMED IN 1982 

5 WITH THE SOLE PURPOSE OF DEVELOPING HE THEN OPERATING 

6 MINE AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN INTO A REGIONAL WASTE BY RAIL, 

7 SOLID WASTE BY RAIL PROJECT . MUCH OF YOU KNOW, I'M SURE, 

8 OF THE UNFORTUNATE OCCURRENCES THAT HAPPENED TO KAISER 

9 STEEL . AND DURING MUCH OF THE MID ' 80 ' S, KAISER WAS NOT IN 

10 BUSINESS TO DEVELOP THIS PROJECT OR ANY OTHER PROJECT . 

11 WE WERE PLEASED THAT THE COMPANY BEGAN A 

12 REORGANIZATION PROCESS IN THE LATE ' 80'S, CONSUMMATED IN A 

13 COURT DECISION OF REORGAINZATION IN LATE 1988, AT WHICH 

14 TIME WE ENTERED INTO A 100-YEAR LEASE AGREEMENT WITH 

15 KAISER FOR THE SITE THAT YOU ' VE SEEN AND WILL SEE MORE OF 

16 TODAY, AS WELL AS THE 52-MILE PRIVATE RAILROAD THAT 

f 17 CONNECTS THIS SITE TO THE SOUTHERN PACIFIC MAIN LINE . 
I :-:-: @ 18 OUR HISTORY IS CLEAR ON THIS . OUR SOLE PROJECT, ,~ 
~ 19 OUR SOLE PURPOSE , IS THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN WASTE BY RAIL 

r.l.\.; 20 PROJECT. ouR EMPLOYEES WILL uvE HERE . IN TH Is DESERT. 

~ 21 DESERT CENTER . THIS IS WHAT WE ARE ALL ABOUT . THIS IS 

j 22 WHAT WE ARE TRYING TO ACHIEVE. WE HAVE NO OTHER PROJECT 
'7.,• 

@ 23 THAT WE ARE DEVELOPING OR WORKING ON . 

:III 24 THIS PROJECT IS A REGIONAL PROJECT . IT IS 

25 DESIGNED TO ADDRESS A REGIONAL PROBLEM IN SOUTHERN 

26 CALIFORNIA. WE UNDERSTAND THAT . THAT IS, PERHAPS, 

I COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
::::: 

::jt:.:.:.:.:.:.:.: .:.:.:.:.: .:.:. : .:.: , : . : ,:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:::.:::::::•:::•:•:::::•:•:•:::•:•:::•:.:::::::•·······.;:-:-·•···•·;;:❖,,~.w··:-::,::::::::»-:e~»:::-;.:; 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

DOCUMENT O 102 

PRECISELY WHY IT IS AS CONTROVERSIAL AS IT IS. 

WE LOOK AT AN AREA IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA -

YOU'LL SEE SOME FACTS AND FIGURES ON IT IN A LITTLE 

24 

WHILE -- WHERE POPULATION IS BOOMING. AND WITH THAT COMES 

NEW DEVELOR ENTS. NEEDS FOR HOUSING. JOBS. ALL OF WHICH 

RESULTS IN THE GENERATION OF SOLID WASTE. 

IN 1989/1990 THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA ENACTED 

ASSEMBLY BILL 939. THE SO-CALLED INTERIM WASTE MANAGEMENT 

ACT, WHICH CALLS FOR. NUMBER ONE, A NEW LOOK AT THE WAY WE 

HANDLE SOLID WASTE . BUT MORE IMPORTANTLY DRAMATIC AND 

TOUGH RECYCLING GOALS. 

EVEN IF WE ARE SUCCESSFUL IN MEETING THOSE GOALS 

UNDER AB-939 AS A SOCIETY, THE WAY STREAM THAT NEEDS TO GO 

TO SECURE DISPOSAL WILL NOT APPRECIABLY DIMINISH IN THE 

FORESEEABLE FUTURE . THOSE ARE THE FINDINGS OF THE 

GOVERNMENT BODIES INVOLVED, NOT MINE RECLAMATION 

CORPORATION. 

WE ARE GOING TO NEED WAYS TO REDUCE WASTE, TO 

ENHANCE OUR RECYCLING AND REUSE. TO TRANSPORT SAFELY, 

EFFECTIVELY, AND IN AN AIR QUALITY EFFECTIVE MANNER AS 

WELL, AND TO DISPOSE OF IN A SECURE AND ENVIRONMENTALLY 

SAFE MANNER. 

WE THINK THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT PROVIDES 

PART OF THE ANSWER TO THAT DILEMMA THAT WE ARE FACING HERE 

IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA . WE ARE CONFIDENT THAT THE SITE 

WILL PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT AND IT WILL RESULT IN 
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1 TANGIBLE AND SUBSTANTIAL BENEFITS TO RIVERSIDE COUNTY, TO 

2 THE DESERT COMMUNITIES, AND IN PARTICULAR TO THE DESERT 

3 CENTER AREA ITSELF . WE HOPE THAT THAT WILL ULTIMATELY BE 

4 THE FINDING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AND THIS PLANNING 

5 COMMISSION . 

6 BEFORE GOING INTO ONE OTHER ELEMENT, I WANT TO 

7 THANK JOE RICHARDS, HIS STAFF, AND THE COUNTLESS NUMBER OF 

8 COUNTY PEOPLE THAT WE HAVE WORKED WITH. THEY HAVE BEEN 

9 VERY HELPFUL IN FOCUSING US IN THE RIGHT DIRECTION, AND 

10 VERY PROFESSIONAL. 

11 AS YOU ARE GOING TO GATHER, YOU MAY HAVE ALREADY 

12 GATHERED, IT IS A VERY COMPLEX PROJECT. THE OTHER SIDE OF 

13 IT IS THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGMENT, WHICH IS ALMOST AS 

14 COMPLEX AS IS THE COUNTY AND THE STATE PROCESS ITSELF. 

15 ONE COMMENT THAT I DO WANT TO MAKE BEFORE 

16 INTRODUCING OUR NEXT PRESENTER WHO WILL GO THROUGH THE 

17 SLIDE PRESENTATION, IS AN ELEMENT OF THE PROJECT WHICH HAS 

18 UNFORTUNATELY BECOME VERY CONTROVERSIAL. TWO YEARS AGO, 

19 WHEN WE BEGAN WORKING ON THE DETAILS OF OUR RELATIONSHIP 

20 WITH THE COUNTY AND SCOPED OUT THIS PROJECT, WE PUT IN A 

21 TRUCK TRANSPORT COMPONENT WHICH WAS DESIGNED TO BASICALLY 
~ ~ 22 ADDRESS TWO ISSUES. 
=~ 
) 23 NUMBER ONE, WHAT DO WE DO IF THE RAIL IS 

1 24 INTERRUPTED, EITHER THE MAIN LINE OR THE PRIVATE RAILROAD? 

25 IT. S HAPPENED. IT DOES HAPPEN . WE NEED TO HAVE -- THE 

26 SOLID WASTE STILL HAS TO MOVE TO SECURE DISPOSAL. THAT 
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WAS THE FIR ST. IT WAS VIEWED AS A VARIANCE OR AN 

EMERGENCY OPERATION . 

THE SECOND COMPONENT OF THE TRUCK ISSUE, IN OUR 

26 

MIND , WAS SO THAT THOSE COMMUNITIES THAT WE FELT WERE 

GEOGRAPHICALLY TOO CLOSE TO THE SITE FOR RAIL HAUL FROM A 

COST STANDPOINT COULD STILL UTILIZE THE BENEFITS OF EAGLE 

MOUNTAIN. IN PARTICULAR . THESE DESERT COMMUNITIES AND PART 

OF WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY, SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY . SO WE 

SCOPED OUT THAT PROPONENT OF THE PROJECT. 

I WANT TO JUST NOTE FOR THE RECORD THAT THE 

FINDINGS OF THE LEAD AGENCY , THE B. L.M . AND THE PLANNING 

STAFF, WERE THAT THOSE IMPACTS FROM THE TRUCK TRAFFIC WERE 

NOT SIGNIFICANT . THAT'S NOT OUR FINDINGS , THAT ' S NOT MINE 

RECLAMATION ' S FINDINGS , THAT WAS THE FINDING OF THE 

DOCUMENT ITSELF . 

HOWEVER , HAVING SAID THAT , I WANT TO ANNOUNCE TO 

YOU TODAY THAT WE ' RE GOING TO BEGIN WORKING WITH JOE 
~~-! 18 RICHARDS, HIS STAFF , AND WE'RE GOING TO SECURE AN 
-:::: 
j 19 IMMEDIATE AND DRASTIC REDUCTION OF THE TRUCK COMPONENT IN I 20 THIS PROJECT IN AN ULTIMATE SUNSET OF ALL TRUCKS TO EAGLE 

f 21 MOUNTAIN AT A TIME CERTAIN . 

I 22 I CANNOT TELL YOU WHAT THE NUMBERS ARE TODAY, I 
~ J: 23 WOULD ONLY ASK YOU TO LOOK AT THE RECENT PROPOSAL OUT OF 

24 THE COACHELLA VALLEY ' S ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS . THEY 

25 HAVE DRAFTED A PROPOSAL THEY'D LIKE TO SEE AS A CONDITION . 

26 I 'M NOT ENDORSING THE NUMBERS OR THE SPECIFICS, BUT WE'RE 
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ENDORSING THE CONCEPT. A LIMITATION AND A SUNSET. 

(INAUDIBLE) DESERT COMMUNITIES WANT TO CONTINUE TO USE 

TRUCKS. 
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WITH THAT, I"M GOING TO TURN THE PROGRAM OVER TO 

ROBERT COLE . HE IS OUR TECHNICAL DIRECTOR. AND AT THE 

END, I'LL COME UP AND PROBABLY INTRODUCE THE REST OF OUR 

GROUP FOR PURPOSES OF QUESTIONS . THANK YOU VERY MUCH. 

BOB? 

MR . COLE: I APPRECIATE THE ATTENDANCE OF THE 

COMMISSION, WE APPRECIATE YOUR INDULGENCE, AND THE MANY 

MEMBERS OF THE COMMUNITY. 

A BRIEF SLIDE SHOW THAT I WOULD LIKE TO PRESENT 

TO YOU, WHICH SHOWS A NUMBER OF THE ELEMENTS OF THE EAGLE 

MOUNTAIN PROJECT, AND HOPE THAT IN THIS PRESENTATION 

EVERYBODY PRESENT WILL GAIN A BETTER UNDERSTANDING OF WHAT 

THE PROJECT IS ALL ABOUT, AND SOME OF THE PROJECT'S 

SPECIFICS, WHICH MAY NOT BE APPARENT FROM SOME OF THE 

OTHER DOCUMENTATION THAT HAS BEEN PROVIDED . 

AS GARY MENTIONED, MINE RECLAMATION CORPORATION 

WAS FOUNDED IN 1982 . IT IS A SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA BASED 

CORPORATION, AND THE SOLE BUSINESS OF THE CORPORATION IS 

TO DEVELOP THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT. 

THE PROJECT INCORPORATES THE RECOVERY AND 

MANAGEMENT OF RECYCLABLES, THAT IS TO SAY ONE OF THE 

PRIMARY GOALS OF THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT IS TO ASSIST 

WASTE HAULERS, COUNTIES AND OTHER COMMUNITIES WITH THEIR 
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MANAGEMENT ACCORDING TO AB-939 . THOSE MATERIALS WHICH ARE 

NOT RECYCLABLE WILL BE HAULED BY RAIL IN CLOSED CONTAINERS 

OUT TO EAGLE MOUNTAIN FOR ULTIMATE DISPOSAL . WE HAVE MORE 

THAN 100 YEARS' CAPACITY AT THAT LOCATION. 

THE PROBLEM BEGINS HERE. THIS IS A FAMILIAR 

SITE TO PRACTICALLY EVERYONE HERE, WHETHER IT'S MONDAY OR 

THURSDAY OR SATURDAY. A NUMBER OF TRASH CANS GET PUT OUT 

ON THE CURB FOR PICK UP. IF YOU HAVEN'T GOT ENOUGH TRASH 

CANS, PEOPLE PUT STUFF IN THEIR TRUCK AND THEY HAUL IT TO 

THE DUMP, OR THEY PUT IT IN CONTAINERS FOR A WASTE 

DISPOSAL FIRM TO COME PICK UP . 

APPROXIMATELY 70 PERCENT -- SORRY -

APPROXIMATELY 70 PERCENT OF THE WASTE THAT IS NOW PICKED 

UP IN METROPOLITAN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA IS PICKED UP IN 

PACKER TRUCKS , SUCH AS YOU SEE HERE, AND HAULED DIRECTLY 

TO LANDFILLS WITHOUT THE BENEFIT OF RECYCLING OR FOR THE 

REMOVAL OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. 

ONCE IN THE LANDFILLS, THE MATERIAL IS SPREAD 

AND COMPACTED WITH BULLDOZERS AND OTHER EQUIPMENT. THIS 

SLIDE HERE, FOR EXAMPLE. SHOWS A NUMBER OF ITEMS THAT 

COULD BE EASILY RECYCLED. THERE IS WOOD AND GREEN WASTE, 

BOTH OF WHICH REPRESENT A VERY HIGH COMPONENT OF RECYCLED 

MATERIALS THAT IS PRESENTLY BEING DISCARDED IN SOUTHERN 

CALI FORNI A. 

WE HAVE THE DISTINCTION IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

OF BEING PERHAPS THE MOST WASTEFUL PEOPLE ON EARTH. AS 
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YOU CAN SEE FROM THIS SLIDE. SOUTHERN CALIFORNIANS 

GENERATE AN AVERAGE OF ONE AND THREE QUARTER TONS PER YEAR 

PER CAPITA OF WASTE . THIS COMPARES MOST UNFAVORABLY WITH 

SOME OF THE OTHER MORE POPULOUS STATES IN THE COUNTRY. AND 

IS GREATER THAN THE OVERALL STATE AVERAGE . 

FROM THIS SLIDE WE CAN SEE THAT CALIFORNIA 

GENERATES MORE THAN TWICE AS MUCH WASTE THAN ANY OTHER 

STATE, WITH SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GENERATING APPROXIMATELY 

THREE QUARTERS OF THAT MATERIAL . THIS IS A PROBLEM. 

BECAUSE MANY OF THE LANDFILLS WITHIN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

ARE BEING FILLED UP . 

THIS SLIDE WAS TAKEN AT A LANDFILL IN SOUTHERN 

CALIFORNIA AND SHOWS TRUCKS THAT HAVE BEEN WAITING IN LINE 

FROM ABOUT 4 :00 O' CLOCK IN THE MORNING . SOMETIMES AS MUCH 

AS FOUR OR FIVE HOURS THEY WAIT IN LINE SO THAT THEY CAN 

GET TO A LANDFILL BEFORE ITS CAPACITY IS REACHED BY THE 

MIDDLE OF THE DAY . 

THIS PROBLEM HAS NOT GONE UNNOTED . AND THE FOLKS 

IN SACRAMENTO WROTE A COUPLE OF YEARS AGO. AS GARY 

MENTIONED , AB-939. THIS IS A VERY WIDE-SWEEPING RECYCLING 

lI I 21 BILL. SO-CALLED. IT REQUIRES COMMUNITIES TO PREPARE PLANS 

}. 22 ON HOW THEY ' RE GOING TO MANAGE THEIR WASTE . THAT INCLUDES 
~t { 23 A MANAGEMENT ANALYSIS. A WASTE ASSESSMENT, AND A 

I :: DETERMINAT::: ::a::::~:N~:1:: ::_:::P::G::s:"::A:A::E~995, 
@ 26 25 PERCENT OF THE MATERIAL THAT IS NOW GOING TO LANDFILLS 
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MUST BE DIVERTED; AND BY THE YEAR 2000, SO PERCENT MUST BE 

DIVERTED . 

AB-939 HAS REQUESTED A HIERARCHY OF WASTE 

MANAGEMENT . THERE ARE FOUR ELEMENTS TO THAT, THE FIRST OF 

WHICH IS TO DECREASE THE AMOUNT OF WASTE THAT WE PRODUCE. 

THIS CAN BE DONE ON AN INDIVIDUAL BASIS, BY REUSING 

INSTEAD OF DISCARDING MATERIAL . IT CAN BE DONE THROUGH 

LOBBYING OF VARIOUS MANUFACTURERS TO HAVE THEM REDUCE THE 

AMOUNT OF PACKAGING THAT THEY PROVIDE WITH THEIR PRODUCTS, 

AND OTHER SIMILAR MEANS. 

THE NEXT STEP IN THE HIERARCHY OF WASTE 

MANAGEMENT IS TO RECYCLE AND COMPOST. THE AB-939 STRESSES 

THAT RECYCLING IS A VERY IMPORTANT ELEMENT; HOWEVER, IT 

DOESN'T GO FAR ENOUGH, BECAUSE THE RECYCLING, TO BE TRULY 

EFFECTIVE, REQUIRES NOT ONLY THE SEPARATION OF MATERIALS 

THAT ARE RECYCLABLE, BUT ALSO THEIR TRANSFORMATION THROUGH 

NEW MANUFACTURING PROCESSES INTO PRODUCTS THAT WE BUY. 

UNFORTUNATELY, AB-939 HAS STRESSED THE 

SEPARATION, BUT HAS NOT ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED THE 

REMANUFACTURE AND RESALE OF GOODS THAT ARE PRODUCED FROM 

RECYCLABLE MATERIALS . 

COMPOSTING IS A VERY IMPORTANT FEATURE OF 

RECYCLING IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA. WE GENERATE -- BETWEEN 

25 AND 35 PERCENT OF THE WASTE IS CALLED GREEN WASTE; 

GARDEN REFUSE, LAWN CLIPPINGS, LANDSCAPING DEBRIS. THIS 

MATERIAL CAN ALL BE COMPOSTED . AND WITHOUT COMPOSTING, WE 
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BELIEVE THAT IT WILL BE IMPOSSIBLE FOR COMMUNITIES TO 

REALIZE THE YEAR 2000 GOAL OF 50 PERCENT REDUCTION . 

THE THIRD ELEMENT IN THE HIERARCHY OF WASfE 

MANAGEMENT IS TO TRANSFORM THE WASTE BY INCINERATION; IN 

OTHER WORDS, TO BURN IT . THERE HAVE BEEN SEVERAL 

Ill-FATED PROJECTS IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA THAT HAVE 

PROPOSED TO BURN MATERIAL. TRANSFORMING THE ENERGY INTO 

ELECTRICITY. THIS IS LARGELY A POLITICAL ISSUE BECAUSE OF 

THE VERY HEAVILY POLLUTED AIR THAT WE HAVE IN SOUTHERN 

CALIFORNIA, AND IT IS BELIEVED BY THE PUBLIC AND BY THE 

POLITICIANS THAT EVEN A SLIGHT INCREMENT THAT WOULD RESULT 

FROM BURNING THE WASTE WOULD BE UNACCEPTABLE. 

FINALLY. THE LAST ELEMENT OF THE HIERARCHY OF 

WASTE MANAGEMENT IS TO LANDFILL WHATEVER IS LEFT. EVEN IF 

WE ARE SUCCESSFUL IN DECREASING WASTE, RECYCLING TO THE 

ULTIMATE AMOUNT POSSIBLE, BURNING WHAT'S LEFT, THERE IS 

STILL BETWEEN 30 AND 40 PERCENT OF MATERIAL IN THE FORM OF 

ASH THAT MUST BE DISPOSED OF. SO LANDFILLING IS AN 

INTEGRAL PART OF THE HIERARCHY OF WASTE MANAGEMENT AND 

CANNOT BE OVERLOOKED OR REPLACED BY ANOTHER METHOD. 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GENERATES ABOUT 84,000 TONS 

PER DAY OF REFUSE . APPROXIMATELY THREE QUARTERS OF THAT. 

OR 58,000 TONS, IS GOING TO LANDFILLS THAT ARE NEAR 

CAPAC ITV. STUDIES HAVE SHOWN THAT BY THE YEAR 2000 ABOUT 

70 PERCENT OF THE CAPACITY THAT WE NOW HAVE WILL BE GONE 

UNLESS NEW LANDFILLS ARE CONSTRUCTED OR EXISTING LANDFILLS 

OF PALM SPRINGS 
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HAVE THE CONDITIONS OF THEIR PERMITS EXTENDED. 

AN INTEGRAL PART OF AB-939 IS THE RECYCLING 

EFFORT. AND THIS MUST OCCUR IN MATERIAL RECOVERY 

FACILITIES, OR M.R.F. ·s. SOMETIMES ALSO KNOWN AS TRANSFER 

STATIONS . 

32 

THE PURPOSE OF A MATERIAL RECOVERY FACILITY, OR 

A M.R . F., IS TO ACCEPT THE MATERIAL FROM THE WASTE HAULERS 

IN THE PACKER TRUCKS THAT PICK UP THE MATERIAL FROM THE 

SOURCE. THERE IT IS SCREENED FOR HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES. 

THE REUSABLE OR RECYCLABLE MATERIALS ARE TAKEN OUT FOR 

RECYCLING . THE REMAINDER IS COMPACTED AND PLACED IN 

STANDARD INTERMOBILE CONTAINERS. ALSO, M.R.F. 'S GENERALLY 

WILL HAVE A FACILITY FOR ACCEPTING SEPARATED MATERIALS 

FROM EITHER CURB-SIDE SEPARATION OR BUY-BACK PROGRAMS. 

THERE IS SOME CONTROVERSY ON WHAT A M.R.F. IS 

ALL ABOUT. BASICALLY IT'S A LARGE WAREHOUSE THAT HAS 

TRUCKS GOING AND COMING . IN THIS PARTICULAR SLIDE YOU SEE 

GARBAGE TRUCKS OF EIGHT TO TEN-TON CAPACITY THAT PICK UP 

THE REFUSE AT THE POINT OF ORIGIN, TAKE IT INTO THE 

BUILDING, AND THE LARGE SEMI-TRUCKS THAT YOU SEE ARE 

TAKING THE COMPACTED WASTE AWAY FROM THE FACILITY AFTER 

IT'S BEEN SORTED FOR HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND FOR 

RECYCLABLES. 

INSIDE A TYPICAL M.R.F. THERE IS WHAT'S KNOWN AS 

A PICKING LINE . THE WASTE IS PUT ON A CONVEYOR BELT AND 

WORKERS WILL SORT THROUGH THE MATERIAL AND SELECT THOSE 
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ITEMS THAT ARE RECYCLABLE, PUT THEM IN VARIOUS CHUTES OR 

BINS SO THAT THEY CAN BE COLLECTED , COMPACTED AND 

ULTIMATELY RESOLD INTO THE RECYCLABLE MARKET . 

HERE IS A BRIEF FLOW SHEET OF WHAT OCCURS IN A 

MATERIAL RECOVERY FACILITY . YOU ' LL SEE THAT THE MIXED 

WASTE IS FIRST STRAINED FOR HAZARDOUS MATERIALS , SORTED 

FOR THE VARIOUS CLASSES OF RECYCLABLES, WHICH ARE 

CONTAINERIZED AND MARKETED . THE REMAINDER IS COMPAC:ED, 

PLACED IN CONTAINERS AND SENT TO THE LANDFILL . 

TYPICALLY BOTTLES, PAPER , METAL AND WOOD ARE THE 

ITEMS THAT CAN BE SEPARATED EFFICIENTLY AT M.R. F. ·s . WE 

BELIEVE THAT AS THE EFFECTS OF AB-939 TAKE PLACE, THE 

GREEN WASTE WILL ALSO BE AN IMPORTANT ITEM THAT IS 

SEPARATED AT A M. R. F. 

FOR THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT, THE RESIDUE, 

THAT IS THE MATERIAL THAT HAS HAD THE RECYCLABLES AND THE 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SORTED OUT, WILL BE PLACED IN STANDARD 

INTERMOLD CONTAINERS, SUCH AS YOU SEE HERE, AND PLACED ON 

TRAINS, USING EXISTING EQUIPMENT, EXISTING RAILCARS , 

DOUBLE STACKED IN STANDARD RAILCARS . 

IN ADDITION TO THOSE CONTAINERS THAT MIGHT BE 

PLACED ON TRAINS, CONTAINERS MIGHT ALSO BE PLACED ON 

FLATBED TRUCKS . GARY HAS MENTIONED TO YOU THE TRUCK 

COMPONENT THAT WE TALKED ABOUT . AND EVEN THOUGH THAT WILL 

BE REDUCED, IT IS NOT OUR INTENT TO TAKE THE PACKER TRUCKS 

THAT PICK UP THE REFUSE OUT TO EAGLE MOUNTAIN. THE ONLY 

OF PALM SPRINGS 
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TRUCKS THAT WILL BE ACCEPTED THERE CARRYING WASTE ARE 

TRUCKS SUCH AS THIS THAT WILL BE CARRYING CONTAINERS OF 

WASTE IN PLACE OF PUTTING THEM ON THE RAIL LINE. 

THE USE OF CONTAINERS IN COMPACTION IS VERY 

USEFUL BECAUSE WE CAN GET ABOUT 25 TONS OF MATERIAL IN A 

CONTAINER , COMPARED WITH ABOUT 20 TONS IN A TRANSFER 

TRAILER. OR ABOUT EIGHT TONS IN A STANDARD PACKER 

COLLECTION TRUCK . 

IF WE CONSIDER THE USE OF 16,000 TONS PER DAY OF 

MATERIAL THAT WILL BE GOING TO THE LANDFILL SITE BY RAIL, 

THAT TRANSLATES TO APPROXIMATELY FIVE TRAINS A DAY 

CARRYING 640 CONTAINERS. COMPARE THIS WITH 800 TRUCKS OF 

THE TRANSFER VARIETY. OR SOME 2,000 COLLECTION TRUCKS 

WHICH ARE NOW CLOGGING THE ROADWAYS OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

AND PUTTING AIR EMISSIONS INTO THE ATMOSPHERE AS A RESULT 

OF THEIR TRAVEL . 

THE CONTAINERS WILL BE PLACED ON A TRAIN AND 

HAULED ALONG THE SOUTHERN PACIFIC MAIN LINE . THIS MAP 

SHOWS THE GENERAL ROUTE OF THE SOUTHERN PACIFIC MAIN LINE . 

IT GOES FROM ESSENTIALLY THE HEART OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

THROUGH THE COACHELLA VALLEY CORRIDOR , AND JOINS UP WITH 

THE PRIVATE LINE AT FARUM (PHONETIC) JUNCTION . 

YOU ' LL NOTE THAT THE PURPLE LINES THERE ALSO 

REPRESENT POTENTIAL ROUTES FOR OTHER RAIL COMPANIES TO 

BRING MATERIAL ALONG THE S. P. LINES OUT TO EAGLE MOUNTAIN 

AS WELL . 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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FARUM JUNCTION IS MERELY A SITING AT THE NORTH 

EDGE OF THE SALTON SEA . THIS IS THE SAME SITING THAT 

KAISER USED DURING THEIR OPERATIONS . THEY BROUGHT UP TO 

TWO TRAINS PER DAY DOWN THE HILL FROM KAISER . LOCA~;D THEM 

HERE . THEY WERE PICKED UP BY THE SOUTHERN PACIFIC r AIN 

LINE AND HAULED TO THE (INAUDIBLE) IN FONTANA . 

WE PROPOSE TO REVERSE THAT PROCESS. TAKE .THE 

TRASH TRAINS UP FROM FARUM JUNCTION. ALONG THE EXIST!NG 

RAIL LINE. UP INTO THE TERMINALS AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN. 

MANY PEOPLE HAVE PORTRAYED THE DISPOSAL OF 

REFUSE IN THE DESERT AS GOING TO A PRISTINE LOCATION. THE 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN SITE IS ANYTHING BUT THAT. AS DAVID MARES 

POINTED OUT. THE ACTUAL LANDFILL SITE ITSELF AT EAGLE 

MOUNTAIN IS A HIGHLY DEGRADED AREA THAT WAS MINED BY OPEN 

PIT METHODS FOR SOME 35 TO 40 YEARS. DAVID MENTIONED THAT 

NEARLY A BILLION TONS OF MATERIAL WERE TAKEN OUT . lEAVING 

A NUMBER OF VERY LARGE PITS AND HUGE PILES OF OVERBURDEN 

AND TAILING THROUGHOUT THE SITE. 

I ' LL LET A COUPLE OF THESE PICTURES THAT I SHOW 

SPEAK FOR THEMSELVES . 

AS YOU CAN SEE HERE . THIS IS A VIEW OF THE EAST 

PIT LOOKING TOWARDS THE WEST . THE BOTTOM OF THE PIT rs IN 

SORT OF THE LEFT FOREGROUND . THERE IS A SUBSTANTIAL 

AMOUNT OF OVERBURDEN THAT'S BEEN PILED IN THE RIGHT 

FOREGROUND. AND THE PIT EXTENDS NEARLY TO THE TOP OF 

PICTURE . 
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FOR THOSE OF YOU THAT ARE INTERESTED, IF WE HAVE 

A BREAK . WE HAVE A MODEL OF THE SITE WHICH IS BELOW THE 

SCREEN HERE, WHICH CLEARLY DEFINES THE AREAS THAT WE'RE 

TALKING ABOUT, AND PORTRAYS IN A -- QUITE A STRIKING VIEW 

OF WHAT THE ACTUAL SITE LOOKS LIKE. 

DURING THE MINING OPERATION, IN ADDITION TO THE 

ORE CONCENTRATES THAT WERE PRODUCED, THERE WERE THREE 

BY-PRODUCTS . 

THE LIGHT RED MATERIAL IN THE FOREGROUND rs 

WHAT'S KNOWN AS FINE TAILING. THIS IS MATERIAL THAT WE'VE 

PROPOSED TO USE AS A CLAY LINER FOR THE BOTTOM OF THE PIT 

FOR GROUND WATER PROTECTION . 

THE LIGHT GRAY MATERIAL TO THE CENTER RIGHT OF 

THE PICTURE IS OVERBURDEN. THERE IS SOME 700 MILLION TONS 

OF THAT MATERIAL . 

AND THE DARKER GRAY PILE TO THE LEFT CENTER IS 

WHAT IS KNOWN AS COARSE TAILING . 

BOTH OF THOSE LATTER TWO PRODUCTS WE INTEND TO 

USE FOR EITHER DAILY COVER OR FOR CONSTRUCTION ROAD 

BUILDING WITHIN THE PROJECT SITE . 

THIS IS ANOTHER VIEW OF THE COARSE TAILING PILE . 

THERE ARE MANY, SCORES, MILLIONS OF TONS OF MATERIAL THAT 

IS ESSENTIALLY MINUS THREE QUARTER INCH. 

ONCE THE TRAINS ARRIVE AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN THEY 

WILL BE OFFLOADED IN A SIMILAR MANNER TO THE WAY THEY WERE 

LOADED AT THE ORIGINAL SITE; THAT IS, MOVABLE OVERHEAD 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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1 TRAINS WILL PICK UP THE CONTAINERS, PUT THEM ON CHASSIS 

2 THAT WILL BE DRIVEN UP INTO THE LANDFILL AND DUMPED . 

3 THE MATERIAL WILL BE POSITIONED IN THE LANDFILL 

4 AND COVERED WITH A DAILY COVER ON A NORMAL BASIS, SUCH AS 

5 YOU SEE IN THIS SLIDE HERE . 

6 IT ' S IMPORTANT TO REMEMBER THAT THE OPERATION OF 

7 THIS LANDFILL WILL BE NO DIFFERENT THAN EXISTING 

8 LANDFILLS, EXCEPT THAT ITS DESIGN WILL BE STATE OF THE 

9 ART. All ENVIRONMENTAL PRECAUTIONS WILL BE TAKEN FOR BOTH 

10 GROUND, WATER AND AIR PROTECTION . 

11 AS DAVID MENTIONED, WE ARE NOT ONLY GOING TO 

12 JUST FILL THE PIT, BUT WE'RE GOING TO RECONTOUR THE 

13 LANDSCAPE TO APPROXIMATELY ITS PRE-MINING CONDITIONS . 

14 THIS SLIDE HERE SHOWS THAT THE REFUSE WILL RISE 

15 ABOVE THE HOLE AND WILL CREATE A MOUNTAIN BACK WHERE THE 

16 EXISTING MOUNTAIN WAS PRIOR TO MINING . 

17 THERE ARE A NUMBER OF CONCERNS THAT WE'VE HAD 

18 ABOUT THE SITE, AND OVER THE PAST THREE YEARS HAVE DONE A 

19 SUBSTANTIAL AMOUNT OF STUDIES . 

20 THIS PICTURE SHOWS SOME BIOLOGISTS THAT ARE OUT 

21 SURVEYING THE RAIL LINE . IN PARTICULAR, WE' RE CONCERNED 

22 ABOUT THE DESERT TORTOISE, AND WE'VE HAD EXTENSIVE 

23 MEETINGS WITH VARIOUS FEDERAL AND STATE BIOLOGISTS ON THE 

24 BEST METHOD TO PROTECT THE DESERT TORTOISE . SIMILARLY, 

25 BIGHORN SHEEP ARE IN THE AREA, AND WE HAVE DONE A NUMBER 

26 OF STUDIES AND AGREEMENTS WITH THE VARIOUS FISH AND GAME 
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PEOPLE ON HOW TO PROTECT THE BIGHORN SHEEP. 

ANOTHER GOOD FEATURE ABOUT EAGLE MOUNTAIN IS THE 

FACT THAT IT HAS ALL OF THE UTILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

IN PLACE . THIS SHOT HERE REPRESENTS THE EXISTING 

WAREHOUSE AND MAINTENANCE FACILITIES THAT KAISER USED 

DURING THEIR OPERATION. THOSE FACILITIES WILL BE USED BY 

THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT TO MAINTAIN THE EARTH-MOVING 

EQUIPMENT NECESSARY FOR LANDFILL AND OPERATIONS. 

THE TOWN OF EAGLE MOUNTAIN. AS DAVID POINTED 

OUT. IS STILL IN FACT -- THERE ARE APPROXIMATELY ENOUGH 

HOUSING FOR ABOUT 2500 PEOPLE THERE. ABOUT 300 LIVE THERE 

NOW. THESE HOUSES COULD BE EASILY REHABILITATED AND USED 

FOR FAMILIES THAT WILL BE WORKING -- THE WORKERS THAT WILL 

BE AT THE MINE. 

IT IS IMPORTANT TO NOTE THAT THIS PARTICULAR 

SITE HAS NOT ONLY A RAILROAD BUT HIGHWAY POWER. WATER. GAS 

AND ALL COMMUNICATIONS IN PLACE, SO THAT THE ENVIRONMENTAL 

DEGRADATION THAT MIGHT OCCUR AT A SITE THAT WAS 

UNDEVELOPED WILL NOT BE NECESSARY AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN 

BECAUSE OF THE FACT THAT THESE THINGS ARE ALREADY IN 

PLACE . 

WE ARE GOING TO BE INSTALLING A NUMBER OF 
::::: 
::::: f 23 SAFEGUARDS AT THE LANDFILL. THE SCOPING SESSIONS THAT WE 

I 24 HAD PRIOR TO THE PREPARATION OF THE E. I.R. INDICATED THAT 

25 GROUND WATER PROTECTION WAS OF PRIME INTEREST . 

26 DURING THE STUDIES THAT WE CONDUCTED AND DURING 
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THE CIRCULATION OF THE E.I.R .. AIR QUALITY HAS COME OUT AS 

BEING A VERY IMPORTANT ISSUE AS WELL . 

FOR GROUND WATER PROTECTION THERE ARE SEVERAL 

SITE FEATURES NATURALLY EXISTING WHICH WILL HELP VERY MUCH 

IN GROUND WATER PROTECTION. THE FIRST IS THE CLIMATE . IT 

RAINS APPROXIMATELY THREE INCHES A YEAR OUT AT EAGLE 

MOUNTAIN. AND IT HAS A VERY DRY CLIMATE . THIS MEANS THAT 

THE LEACHATE, OR THE FLUIDS THAT ARE LIABLE TO COME IN 

CONTACT WITH THE REFUSE, THE PRODUCTION OF THESE WILL BE 

AT A VERY LOW RATE, AND, THEREFORE, THEIR MANAGEMENT AND 

CONTAINMENT WILL BE FAR EASIER THAN AT A SITE THAT IS IN A 

MUCH WETTER AREA . 

SECONDLY, THE GEOLOGY OF THE AREA IS CONDUCIVE 

TO THE LOCATION OF THE LANDFILL, PRIMARILY BECAUSE THE 

REFUSE WILL BE PLACED AT SITES AS MUCH AS 1500 FEET ABOVE 

GROUND WATER, LOWER IN SOME OTHER AREAS. AND THE 

POST-ROCK THAT HAS FORMED THE BOTTOM OF THE MINE IS 

BEDROCK IN ALMOST All CASES . 

NEVERTHELESS, WE WILL BE INSTALLING A 

STATE-OF-THE-ART LINER SYSTEM AND CONDUCTING CONTINUOUS 

GROUND WATER MONITORING PRIOR TO THE OPERATION OF THE 

FACILITY AND DURING ITS ENTIRE LIFE AND IN THE YEARS 

THEREAFTER. 

THIS IS A PICTURE OF THE FINE TAILING MATERIAL 

THAT WE INTEND TO USE AS A CLAY LINER FOR THE BOTTOM OF 

THE PIT . 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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THIS PICTURE SHOWS A CROSS-SECTION OF A TYPICAL 

AREA IN THE LANDFILL THAT WILL SHOW US THE LINER 

OPERATION . WE . LL HAVE A MONITORING LAYER OF GRAVEL ON TOP 

OF THE BEDROCK , FOLLOWED BY A LAYER OF CLAY THAT HAS BEEN 

COMPACTED TO STATE STANDARDS . 

IN CERTAIN AREAS WE WILL BE INSTALLING A PLASTIC 

SYNTHETIC LINER , ON TOP OF WHICH WILL BE MORE GRAVEL , AND 

THEN ULTIMATELY THE REFUSE WILL BE PLACED ON TOP OF THAT . 

THE CONFIGURATION OF THE LINER AND THE FINAL 

CONSTRUCTION DETAILS ARE PART OF OUR PERMITTING OPERATIONS 

WITH THE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, AND THEY 

ARE LOOKING VERY CAREFULLY AT THE GEOLOGY AND THE DESIGN 

THAT WE PROPOSE FOR ALIGNMENT . 

TYPICALLY, THE LINER WILL BE CONSTRUCTED IN SUCH 

A MANNER AS THIS . THE SLOPES WILL BE LEVELED OFF . AND IN 

THOSE AREAS THAT WILL HAVE PLASTIC LINER PLACED ON THEM, 

THIS IS TYPICAL OF HOW IT IS DONE, PLACED IN BENCHES AND 

ON THE SIDE SLOPES . 

AS I MENTIONED, ALSO WE'LL BE CONDUCTING GROUND 

WATER MONITORING ON A CONTINUING BASIS. 

AIR QUALITY PROTECTION . AS WAS PIONTED OUT, ONE 

OF THE IMPACTS THAT WE CANNOT REDUCE TO LOW LEVELS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE ARE THE AIR QUALITY ISSUES . THAT IS BECAUSE 

AT PRESENT THERE IS NO INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY TO SPEAK OF OUT 

AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN . SO BY INSTALLING ANY KIND OF 

INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY THERE, AND WITH THE INABILITY TO 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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PREVENT ANY EMISSIONS FROM OCCURRING UNNECESSARILY, A 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WILL OCCUR . 

41 

IT WAS QUOTED IN THE PAPER A FEW MONTHS AGO, OR 

A FEW WEEKS AGO, THAT WE MIGHT HAVE STAGE THREE SMOG 

ALERTS AND THESE TYPES OF THINGS, AND THAT IS NOT AT ALL 

THE CASE. THE DEGREE OF SIGNIFICANCE MERELY MEANS THAT WE 

CANNOT CONTROL THE EMISSIONS TO LEVELS OF INSIGNIFICANCE. 

HOWEVER, IN ORDER TO DO AS GOOD A JOB AS WE CAN 

IN AIR QUALITY PROTECTION, WE WILL BE, BY THE VERY NATURE 

OF THE PROJECT, REDUCING THE AMOUNT OF REGIONAL VEHICULAR 

TRAFFIC THAT OCCURS HERE IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA. 

THE PREVIOUS SLIDE INDICATED THAT BY SHIPPING 

MATERIAL OUT ON RAIL, WE WILL BE REDUCING TRUCK TRAFFIC ON 

A PER DAY BASIS BY UP TO 800 TRUCK -- OR, EXCUSE ME, UP TO 

2,000 TRUCKS PER DAY OF THE PACKER TRUCK VARIETY. 

AND AS · YOU FOLKS KNOW, THE POLLUTION AND SMOG 

THAT IS GENERATED IN THE LOS ANGELES BASIN BECAUSE OF THE 

PREVAILING WINDS, FINDS ITS WAY OUT HERE . SO ANY 

REDUCTION WE CAN ACHIEVE WITHIN THE SOUTH COAST BASIN WILL 

ALSO RESULT ULTIMATELY IN A REDUCTION IN THE POLLUTION 

THAT OCCURS HERE IN THIS VALLEY, AND PARTICULARLY OUT AT 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN. 

WE PROPOSED IN THE E.I . R. TO USE THE BEST 

AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY ON ALL OF THE MOBILE 

EQUIPMENT THAT WE WILL BE USING AT THE SITE. WE WILL BE 

HAVING A STATE-OF-THE-ART, UP-TO-DATE, (INAUDIBLE) GAS 

I COURT REPORTERS OF PAL~ SPRINGS 

l;,,,m,,, • ',' ',,,,,,,,,,,,,~,~'''' ,,- --~,._-



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

DOCUMENT 0102 

42 

COLLECTION SYSTEM AND A MONITORING PROGRAM IN STRICT 

CONFORMANCE WITH THE SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT 

DISTRICT. 

WE WILL BE PROVIDING A DUST CONTROL MEANS 

THROUGH PAVING OF MANY OF THE ROADS AND WATERING OR USING 

DUST PALLIATIVES ON SOME OF THE OTHER ROADS . 

IN ADDITION, WE WILL BE PERFORMING CONTINUOUS 

AIR MONITORING DURING THE PROJECT SO THAT WE CAN DETERMINE 

WHETHER THERE ARE ANY BREAKDOWNS IN THE EMISSION CONTROL 

SYSTEM. 

ONE OF THE COMPONENTS OF THE LANDFILL GAS 

RECOVERY AND TREATMENT SYSTEM IS A FLARE. THIS IS A 

PICTURE OF A TYPICAL LANDFILL GAS FLARE . MANY PEOPLE HAVE 

IN MIND A TWO OR 300-FOOT STACK WITH FLAMES DANCING ON THE 

TOP. AND IN FACT, THIS STRUCTURE IS ABOUT 30 FEET HIGH 

AND THE LANDFILL GAS IS ACTUALLY COMBUSTED WITHIN THE 

FLARE AT VERY HIGH CONTROLLED TEMPERATURES TO DESTROY 

PRACTICALLY ALL OF THE INGREDIENTS THAT ARE IN THE 

LANDFILL GAS PRIOR TO BEING RELEASED INTO THE ATMOSPHERE. 

WE EXPECT TO BEGIN OPERATIONS IN LATE 1992 AT A 

RATE OF APPROXIMATELY ONE TRAIN A DAY OR 3500 TONS. WE 

HOPE TO HAVE 20,000 TONS PER DAY AT ULTIMATE CAPACITY, 

WHICH WILL PROBABLY BE SOMETIME AFTER THE TURN OF THE 

CENTURY. WE EXPECT, AT THAT RATE ON A SIX-DAY-A-WEEK 

OPERATING SCHEDULE, TO HAVE 115 YEARS OF SITE LIFE . 

THERE ARE A NUMBER OF ACTIONS THAT WE MUST GO 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

DOCUMENT 0102 

THROUGH THAT WILL HELP ENSURE THAT WE PROTECT THE 

ENVIRONMENT AND THAT THE PROJECT IS DEVELOPED IN A 

SENSITIVE WAY . WE'VE MENTIONED THE F.L . P.M.A. LAND 

EXCHANGE, FEDERAL LAND POLICY MANAGEMENT ACT, WHICH Will 

TAKE ABOUT 3,000 ACRES OF PRIME DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT 

LOCATED ALONG THE CHUCKWALLA BENCH, AND TRANSFER THAT TO 

FEDERAL CONTROL IN EXCHANGE FOR LANDS THAT ARE UP IN THE 

MINE SITE ITSELF. 

IN ADDITION, THE B. l.M. MUST GIVE US VARIOUS 

RIGHTS-OF-WAY ON BOTH THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN ROAD, ITS 

EXTENSIONS, AND THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN RAIL LINE. 

WE ARE CURRENTLY UNDERGOING NEGOTIATIONS WITH 

FISH AND GAME AND FISH AND WILDLIFE AND THE SECTION VII 

CONSULTATION, WHICH Will ENSURE THE PROTECTION OF ANY 

SPECIES IN THE AREA, BOTH FAUNA AND FLORA. AND WE ARE 

ALSO DEALING WITii THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS UNDER THEIR 404 

REQUIREMENTS TO DETERMINE THE NEEDED PROTECTION OF 

WETLANDS . 

FINALLY, OR NEXT TO LAST, SECTION 106 OF THE 

NATURAL HISTORICAL PRESERVATION ACT WOULD ENSURE THAT WE 

ARE NOT GOING TO DESTROY ANY ARTIFACTS OF HISTORICAL 

SIGNIFICANCE. 

43 

AND FINALLY, A P.S.D.A. PERMIT, OR PREVENTION OF 

SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION AND AIR PERMIT, IS BEING APPLIED 

FOR FROM THE FEDERAL E.P.A . 

THERE ARE SEVERAL STATE ACTIONS REQUIRED. THE 
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.-------------- ·-· .. - - -

REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD MUST GIVE US 

DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS . IT IS THIS AGENCY THAT WILL 

ENSURE THAT THE BACKGROUND STUDIES. THE SITE STUDIES. AND 

THE ENGINEERING OF THE LANDFILL AND THE LANDFILL LINER 

WILL MEET OR EXCEED ALL STATE REQUIREMENTS TO PROTECT 

GROUND WATER . 

44 

THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

WILL ALSO PROVIDE US A SOLID WASTE FACILITIES PERMIT . 

SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT MUST 

ALLOW US TO HAVE A PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT AND A PERMIT TO 

OPERATE. IT IS THAT AGENCY THAT WILL ENSURE THAT THE 

CONDITIONS OF OUR OPERATION MEET OR EXCEED ALL OF THE 

STANDARDS REQUIRED FOR AIR EMISSIONS. 

FINALLY. WE'RE DEALING WITH THE CALIFORNIA FISH 

AND GAME UNDER SECTION 1603, WHICH LOOKS AFTER THE 

PROTECTION OF WILDLIFE. 

THE COUNTY ALSO HAS A NUMBER OF PERMITS AND 

OTHER AUTHORIZATIONS TO GIVE US . THERE ARE SEVERAL HERE 

THAT THIS BOARD WILL ULTIMATELY BE RESPONSIBLE FOR, 

PARTICULARLY THE SPECIFIC PLAN. ZONING ORDINANCE. 

RECLAMATION PLAN AND OTHERS . 

IN PARTICULAR. THE SOLID WASTE FACILITIES PERMIT 

THAT HAS TO BE ISSUED BY THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH, IS IN FACT OUR 

OPERATING PERMIT. AND THAT IS THE FINAL DOCUMENT THAT WE 

MUST GET FROM THE COUNTY BEFORE WE'RE ACTUALLY ABLE TO GO 
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AT THIS TIME. I'LL TURN THE MICROPHONE BACK TO 

GARY. AND HE WOULD LIKE TO DISCUSS A LITTLE BIT ON THE 

BENEFITS OF THIS PROJECT TO RIVERSIDE COUNTY . 

MR . KOVALL : THANK YOU. BOB. 

JUST BRIEFLY, BEFORE TURNING IT OVER TO ANY 

QUESTIONS YOU MAY HAVE FROM PUBLIC TESTIMONY, THE PROJECT 

IS PERHAPS AS CONTROVERSIAL AS IT IS BECAUSE IT IS A 

REGIONAL PROJECT . IT'S DESIGNED TO ADDRESS A REGIONAL 

PROBLEM IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA. AND THE QUESTION THAT 

THIS COMMISSION HAS TO WRESTLE WITH WITH THE BOARD OF 

SUPERVISORS IS WHY SHOULD RIVERSIDE COUNTY, WHY SHOULD 

THIS DESERT SERVE TO SOLVE SOMEONE ELSE'S PROBLEM? 

AND I THINK THE ANSWER REALLY TURNS IN A COUPLE 

OF DIFFERENT ARENAS . I'M NOT GOING TO WALK THROUGH THE 

16 DETAILS OF THIS. - BUT WE THINK THE PROJECT IS GOING TO 
,. 
,: I 17 CREATE CLEAR ENHANCEMENTS TO THE LOCAL ECOMONY; CREATION 

~f 18 OF JOBS. PROPERTY TAX. SPACE INCREASES. SALES TAX. AND 

@ 19 OTHER THINGS. I 20 AS YOU WELL KNOW. IN THE MEMORANDUM OF 

I 21 UNDERSTANDING THAT WE HAVE WITH THE COUNTY. AND THAT 

I 22 ULTIMATELY WILL BE INCORPORATED IN THE DEVELOPMENT 

23 AGREEMENT. THERE IS A SIGNIFICANT HOST FEE WHICH THE 

24 COUNTY WILL REALIZE FROM THIS PROJECT FOR THE IMPORT OF 

25 SOLID WASTE FROM OUTSIDE THE COUNTY TO THE SITE. 

26 ALSO, AS WE'RE LEARNING, AS MORE AND MORE TIME 
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HAS GONE ON, I BELIEVE THE COUNTY, WASTE MANAGEMENT 

DEPARTMENT AND OTHERS, ARE BEGINNING TO LOOK AT EAGLE 

MOUNTAIN ITSELF FOR RIVERSIDE COUNTY PROBLEMS IN DISPOSAL 

OF THEIR WASTE IN THE FUTURE. AND SO THAT IS EMERGING AS 

ANOTHER CLEAR BENEFIT TO THE COUNTY. THEY ARE LOOKING AT 

THE ECONOMY'S SCALE THAT CAN BE REALIZED AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN 

TO CREATE AN ENVIRONMENTALLY SAFE FACILITY, WITH LINERS, 

WITH LEACHATE COLLECTION, WITH THE AIR QUALITY AND GROUND 

WATER MONITORING SYSTEMS, AS BOB EXPLAINED. AND WE 

BELIEVE THAT THIS SITE WILL ALSO OFFER IN THE VERY NEAR 

FUTURE ALTERNATIVES FOR RIVERSIDE COUNTY AS WELL FROM SOME 

OF ITS CURRENT AND EMERGING LANDFILL PROBLEMS AND DISPOSAL 

PROBLEMS. 

WITH THAT I WOULD LIKE TO TURN IT BACK TO YOU 

FOR QUESTIONS, IF YOU HAVE ANY OF US AND OUR TEAM, OR 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY, WHATEVER PLEASURE YOUR COMMISSION HAS. 

MS . VALDEZ: I HAVE JUST A COUPLE OF QUESTIONS. 

I BELIEVE IT WAS LAST WEEK THERE WAS AN ARTICLE 

IN THE PAPER ABOUT NEW REQUIREMENTS REGARDING LANDFILL 

LINERS FROM THE £.P.A., AND I WAS WONDERING IF YOW'RE 

FAMILIAR WITH THOSE REQUIREMENTS AND HOW THEY MIGHT 

CONFORM TO WHATEVER YOU'RE PROJECTING WITH YOUR LINER? 

MR. KOVALL: YES, WE ARE . OF COURSE, AS YOU MAY HAVE 

NOTED IN THAT ARTICLE, THOSE REQUIREMENTS HAVE BEEN MOVING 

WITHIN THE E.P.A . AND THE WHITE HOUSE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 

AND BUDGET FOR A LONG, LONG TIME. WE HAVE BEEN LOOKING AT 
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IT . AND I THINK THEY WERE RELEASED AS A RESULT OF A 

LAWSUIT. 

BUT RATHER THAN ME TELL YOU ABOUT THE SPECIFICS, 

I THINK I WOULD RATHER TURN IT OVER TO ONE OF OUR 

TECHNICAL PEOPLE WHO COULD TALK ABOUT IT . 

BRUCE MURPHY. 

MR. MURPHY: COMMISSIONERS, MY NAME IS BRUCE MURPHY. 

I'M A PRINCIPAL WITH THE P.R.A. GROUP IN HAYWARD. 

CALIFORNIA . WE'RE THE ENGINEER OF RECORD FOR THE LANDFILL 

DESIGN OF THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT . 

REGARDING SUBTITLED. THIS NEW REGULATION HAS 

JUST BEEN PROMULGATED JUST A WEEK AGO . WE UNDERSTAND THAT 

OUR STATE OF CALIFORNIA CHAPTER 15 REGULATIONS WITH THE 

WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD BASICALLY ARE EQUIVALENT TO 

MOST OF THE FEDERAL REGULATIONS. 

THERE ARE A COUPLE OF AREAS ON LINERS AND 

LEACHATE COLLECTION CONTROL AND GROUND WATER MONITORING 

WHICH OUR SITE WILL EXCEED THE FEDERAL REGULATION . SO I 

THINK THAT WHEN WE SAY THIS IS GOING TO BE A 

STATE-OF-THE-ART LANDFILL AND COMING UP TO THE LATEST 

SUBTITLED REGULATIONS WITH THE FEDERAL REGULATIONS, THAT 

WE WILL HAVE ONE OF THE BEST STATE-OF-THE-ART LANDFILLS IN 
•;:a· 
ij 23 THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 
~:~ 

J 24 MS. VALDEZ : CAN YOU JUST --
'❖! 

f 25 MR. MURPHY : AGAIN. THESE NEW REGULATIONS ARE BEING 

26 PROMULGATED AND THEY'RE JUST OUT, SO THE DETAILS OF THEM 
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ARE STILL TO BE DETERMINED, AND HOW THEY'RE GOING TO 

AFFECT CALIFORNIA, AND HOW THEY ' RE GOING TO BE INTEGRATED 

IN WITH THE WATER BOARD IS SOMETHING TO BE DETERMINED. 

MS. VALDEZ : WELL, I THINK I PERSONALLY WILL HAVE A 

LOT MORE QUESTIONS AT THE NEXT HEARING REGARDING THE 

TECHNICAL ASPECTS OF THE LINER, BUT I SEEM TO HAVE TROUBLE 

CONCEPTUALIZING HOW THIS LINER, THIS PLASTIC LINER, CAN 

RETAIN ALL OF THIS WEIGHT . 

MR. MURPHY: RIGHT. 

MS. VALDEZ : CAN YOU EXPLAIN THAT TO ME TO SOME 

DEGREE? WE'LL PROBABLY HAVE MORE OF AN OPPORTUNITY -

MR. MURPHY : RIGHT . 

MS . VALDEZ : -- AT THE NEXT HEARING, BUT I -

WOULDN'T IT SNAG OR --

MR. MURPHY: WELL, THE LINER ITSELF IS GOING TO BE 

BASICALLY ON TOP OF A VERY FIRM, NON-YIELDING FOUNDATION 

SURFACE. IT'S GOING TO BE ONE OF THE THICKEST SYNTHETIC 

OR PLASTIC LINERS THAT IS BUILT, OR CAN BE BUILT, UNDER 

OUR PRESENT TECHNOLOGY . 

MS . VALDEZ : BUT THE LINER WILL ALSO GO UP ON THE 

SIDES? 

MR . MURPHY : IT WILL GO UP ON THE SIDES, AS FAR AS 

PRACTICAL . 

MS. VALDEZ: BUT THE SIDES ARE STAGGERED? 

MR. MURPHY : WELL, UNFORTUNATELY, I WISH I HAD A 

CROSS-SECTION OF HOW OUR LATTER DESIGN WOULD LOOK. BUT 
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BASICALLY, WE PREPARE THE BOTTOM OF THE CANYON OR THE EAST 

PIT AND WE PUT BASICALLY GRADED LAYERS OF SOIL THAT'S 

COMPACTED TO PROPER SPECIFICATIONS . 

SO WE ' RE LAYING THE LINER BASICALLY ON TOP OF A 

FLAT SURFACE THAT HAS NOTHING TO PENETRATE THAT LINER . IT 

GOES UP THE SIDE SLOPES, ON A VERY FLAT SURFACE ALSO, AND 

IS ANCHORED IN ON BENCHES . SO THERE'S A --

MS. VALDEZ: WHAT DOES THAT MEAN , -ANCHORED IN-? 

MR . MURPHY : WELL, IT'S TIED IN, IT'S ATTACHED TO THE 

SIDES SO IT WILL NOT SLIP DOWN . 

THE DESIGN OF THIS TYPE OF SYSTEM IS UNDER VERY 

CLOSE SCRUTINY WITH THE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONT~OL 

BOARD AND ALSO THE INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD . 

VERY CLOSE SCRUTINY . SO THERE IS GOING TO BE A LOT OF 

PEER REVIEW AND A LOT OF OPINIONS FROM THE STATE BEFORE WE 

ARE ALLOWED TO BUILD THIS. 

BUT IT WILL BE A STATE-OF-THE-ART SYSTEM . IT 

WILL BE BACKED UP WITH A CLAY LINER, AS BOB KOVALL 

MENTIONED. OF CLAY TAILINGS , THAT'S ON-SITE, THAT HAS A 

VERY, VERY LOW PERMEABILITY . 

SO OUR SYSTEM IS BOTH CLAY AND A SYNTHETIC 

LINER . 

MS. VALDEZ: WELL, WHAT I ' M TRYING TO CONCEPTUALIZE 

IS, YOU HAVE THIS LINER , AND THEN YOU HAVE THE WASTE, AND 

THEN YOU HAVE THE TAILINGS. AND THAT JUST GETS LAYERED . 

MR. MURPHY : WELL, WE HAVE A FOUNDATION SOIL, WE HAVE 
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A CLAY LINER, AND ON TOP OF THE CLAY LINER WE HAVE THE 

SYNTHETIC LINER, AND ON TOP OF THE SYNTHETIC LINER WE HAVE 

A LEACHATE COLLECTION DRAIN. WHICH IS GRAVEL, WHICH WOULD 

COLLECT ANY OF THE LEACHATE WHICH IS GENERATED WITHIN THE 

LANDFILL . ABOVE THAT WE HAVE THE PROTECTIVE SOIL, AND 

ABOVE THAT WE HAVE THE REFUSE . 

SO WE HAVE A MULTIPLE COMPONENT SYSTEM IN THE 

LINER DESIGN RIGHT NOW. AND I THINK IT'S PROBABLY BEST 

IF -- UNFORTUNATELY, WE DON'T HAVE A SLIDE OR ANYTHING, 

BUT WE DO HAVE A SLIDE CONCEPTUALLY SHOWING IT. 

MR. KOVALL: AT OUR NEXT HEARING . 

MR. MURPHY: WE CAN ANSWER THAT IN QUITE A BIT OF 

DETAIL IN OUR NEXT --

MS . VALDEZ: SURE. I'M SURE WE WILL. I KEEP 

THINKING THAT THE WASTE IS, YOU KNOW, THESE TAILINGS ARE 

HEAVY, SO THE STACKING OF ALL OF THIS, IT JUST SOUNDS LIKE 

THE WEIGHT OF ALL OF THAT COULD NOT REALLY SUPPORT THIS 

LINER THAT WE'RE DISCUSSING. AND I'M NOT A TECHNICIAN, SO 

I AM TRYING TO CONCEPTUALLY UNDERSTAND THIS. 

MR. MURPHY : WELL, WE'LL GO THROUGH A LOT OF PEER 

REVIEW WITH THE STATE, AND OUR ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS 

WILL DETERMINE THE OVERBURDEN LOADING TO ENSURE THAT THERE 

IS NO BREACH OF THAT LINER SYSTEM. 

THANK YOU. 

MS. VALDEZ : I HAD A COUPLE MORE QUESTIONS FOR 

MR. KOVALL . 
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CHAIRMAN TURNER : SURE. 

MS . VALDEZ : YOU SAID THAT YOU WERE REACHING SOME 

AGREEMENTS WITH FISH AND GAME? 

MR . KOVALL : WELL . I ' M NOT AWARE OF THE AGREEMENTS . 

WE ARE AWARE OF SOME REQUIREMENTS THAT FISH AND GAME WILL 

HAVE . BUT I'M NOT AWARE --

MS. VALDEZ : OH. OKAY . 

MR . KOVALL: -- THAT WE'RE AT AN AGREEMENT POINT. 

I DON'T THINK WE ' LL GET THERE UNTIL THE E. I .R. IS FINALLY 

CERTIFIED, THEN WE'LL HAVE TO ENTER INTO THOSE AGREEMENTS . 

MS . VALDEZ : OKAY. THERE ' S TWO HAULING FACILITIES IN 

THE PROJECT . HOW FAR ARE EACH OF THEM FROM -- THERE IS 

ONE SCHOOL IN EXISTENCE IN DESERT CENTER. HOW FAR ARE 

EACH OF THOSE HAULING FACILITIES FROM THE SCHOOL THAT IS 

IN OPERATION? 

MR . KOVALL : FROM THE -- EXCUSE ME -- PART OF THE 

PROJECT -- I GUESS I MISSED THE QUESTION . 

MS. VALDEZ : THERE IS A SCHOOL THAT IS IN EXISTENCE. 

AN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL THAT'S LOCATED IN THE FORMER HIGH 

SCHOOL. 

MR . · KOVALL: RIGHT. 

MS . VALDEZ: AND WHAT I'M TRYING TO DETERMINE IS HOW 

FAR IS IT FROM EITHER OF THE THOSE HAULING FACILITIES? 

MR. KOVALL : THE HAULING FACILITIES . WELL, I ' M NOT 

SURE . 

MR . MARES : I THINK THE QUESTION IS THE APPROXIMATE 
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LOCATION OF THE HIGH SCHOOL. 

MR. KOVALL: WHAT WE'RE CALLING THE PHASE ONE 

RAILYARD IS IN -- IT'S KIND OF HARD -- THE PHASE ONE 

RAILYARD IS IN THIS GENERAL AREA. THE BIG BUILDOUT FOR 

THE PERMANENT RAILYARD IS IN THIS AREA . THE SCHOOL IS 

DOWN -- DAVID, HELP ME. 

MR . MARES: JUST OFF THAT MAP. 

MR. KOVALL: IT'S JUST OFF THE MAP, THE BOTTOM HERE. 

SO IN TERMS OF SCALE -- IT'S MORE THAN 1200 FEET, 

DEFINITELY . I'M TURNING TO MIKE PERONI HERE TO HELP US 

SPECIFICALLY WITH HOW FAR IT IS. 

IT'S A CONSIDERABLE DISTANCE FROM THE -- ! THINK 

THE WHOLE SITE HERE rs SEVERAL MILES LONG . 

MR. PERONI : IT. S AROUND 3,000 FEET. 

MR . KOVALL: FROM THE CLOSEST, AND PROBABLY THREE 

TIMES THAT DISTANCE FROM THE FULL BUILDOUT RAIL FACILITY. 

MS. VALDEZ : OKAY. AND THE CORRECTIONAL FACILITY IS 

VERY CLOSE TO THE FIRST HAULING? 

MR . KOVALL : VERY CLOSE TO THE PHASE ONE, YES. VERY 

CLOSE MEANING HALF OF THAT DISTANCE, ABOUT 1500 FEET. SO 

IT'S RIGHT HERE. SO IT'S ROUGHLY HALF OF THAT DISTANCE. 

AGAIN, THE PHASE ONE FACILITY, AS WE ENVISION 

IT, IS GOING TO BE UTILIZED UNTIL HE BEGIN OPERATIONS 

ABOVE ONE TRAIN A DAY, OR, AS BOB SAID, ABOUT 3,000 TO 

4,000 TONS A DAY. AT THAT TIME, WE'RE GOING TO 

PERMANENTLY MOVE THE RAIL OFFLOADING OPERATIONS TO THE 
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EAST END, TO THE PERMANENT FACILITY, AND THE ONLY BASIC 

RAIL MOVEMENT THAT WILL OCCUR BY THE CORRECTIONAL FACILITY 

WILL BE FOR MAINTENANCE, YOU KNOW, BRINGING ENGINES AND 

CARS UP FOR REQUIRED MAINTENANCE OPERATIONS. 

MS. VALDEZ: AS YOU UNDERSTAND IT, WHAT IS THE 

PROCESS YOU GO THROUGH WITH SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY 

DISTRICT TO GET THIS PERMIT? 

MR. KOVALL: I AM GOING TO TURN IT OVER TO THE 

EXPERT. 
GARY? GARY RUBENSTEIN. 

MR. RUBENSTEIN: THANK YOU. MY NAME IS GARY 

RUBENSTEIN. I'M A PARTNER IN THE FIRM OF SIERRA RESEARCH. 

WE'RE AN AIR QUALITY CONSULTANT FIRM BASED IN SACRAMENTO, 

CALIFORNIA. I'VE GOT OVER 18 YEARS' EXPERIENCE WORKING IN 

THE AIR QUALITY FIELD, INCLUDING A YEAR SPENT WITH THE 

CALIFORNIA RESOU~CES BOARD . WE PREPARED THE AIR QUALITY 

REPORT IN THE E.I.R. 
THE REQUIREMENTS FOR GETTING A PERMIT FOR THE 

PROJECT IN THE SOUTH COAST DISTRICT INVOLVED TAKING THE 

INFORMATION THAT'S IN THE E.I.R. AND PUTTING IT INTO THE 

PROPER FORMAT, SITTING DOWN WITH THE DISTRICT, DISCUSSING 

WITH THEM THE TWO KEY ISSUES THAT THEY HAVE TO DECIDE 

BEFORE THEY CAN . ISSUE THE PROJECT'S PERMIT. 

THE FIRST ONE IS WHETHER THE PROJECT'S USING 

WHAT'S CALLED THE BEST AVAILABLE EMISSION CONTROL 

TECHNOLOGY. AND THE SECOND IS WHETHER THE PROJECT HAS 
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SO THE ISSUES THAT WE'LL HAVE TO DEAL WITH WITH 

THE SOUTH COAST ARE VERY SIMILAR TO THOSE THAT WE'RE 

DEALING WITH ALREADY IN THE E.I.R . , ALTHOUGH IN A 

DIFFERENT REGULATORY SETTING. AND THE APPLICATION IS 

EXPECTED TO BE FILED BEFORE THE END OF THE YEAR. 

MS. VALDEZ: HAVE THEY SUBMITTED ANY COMMENTS ON YOUR 

E.I .R. THAT YOU KNOW OF? 

MR. RUBENSTEIN: WE HAVE SEEN SOME DRAFT COMMENTS 

THAT THEY HAVE PREPARED, AND WE DO EXPECT SOME FORMAL 

WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE E.I.R. BEFORE THE CLOSE OF THE 

COMMENT PERIOD. AND WE WILL ADDRESS THOSE. 

MS. VALDEZ: I THINK I WILL HOLD ON ANY FURTHER 

QUESTIONS BECAUSE I WOULD PROBABLY RATHER WAIT UNTIL THE 

NEXT HEARING, BECAUSE I HAVE A WHOLE SERIES OF THEM. 

d 18 IF ANYBODY ELSE HAS ANY MORE QUESTIONS, IF NOT, 
~~ I 19 I GUESS WE CAN HEAR --

i 20 CHAIRMAN TURNER: IS THAT THE END OF YOUR 
~*-
=:::: 21 PRESENTATION? 

II 22 MR. KOVALL : YES . I JUST WANT TO FOLLOW UP ON YOUR 
~ili fu 23 FIRST QUESTION . 
:W I 24 BEFORE THE NEXT HEARING WE'LL DIRECT THE 
❖:• 

25 CONSULTANTS AND STAFF TO PREPARE A RESPONSE TO THE 

26 SUBTITLED REGULATIONS AND HOW THEY APPLY TO THIS, AS WELL 
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1 AS A CONCEPTUALIZATION OF HOW THE LINER LEACHATE 

2 PROTECTION RECOVERY SYSTEM WORKS IN THE LANDFILL . 

3 MS. VALDEZ : THAT WILL BE NICE . I. M LOOKING FORWARD 

4 TO IT . 

5 MR . KOVALL: OTHERWISE. NOTHING. 

6 THANK YOU . 

7 CHAIRMAN TURNER : SO YOU'RE DONE IN PRESENTING 

8 YOUR --

9 MR. KOVALL : YES . THANK YOU VERY MUCH. 

10 MS . VALDEZ : IF WE COULD. I THINK IT MIGHT BE A GOOD 

11 TIME TO TAKE A BREAK BEFORE WE START TESTIMONY . 

12 WILL THAT BE OKAY. MR. CHAIRMAN? 

13 CHAIRMAN TURNER : SURE. WE ' RE GOING TO THEN TAKE A 

14 VERY SHORT BREAK BEFORE WE START HEARING FROM THE PUBLIC. 

15 (BREAK IN PROCEEDINGS . ) 

16 CHAIRMAN TURNER : WELL. IT DOESN'T LOOK LIKE MANY OF 

! 17 YOU LEFT . GREAT TRY . 
~ .f.: 18 MR. RICHARDS : I GUESS I CAN TURN DOWN THE AIR 
~~ 
~:: I 19 CONDITIONER NOW. RIGHT? 
~~: 
~~ 

!.1.i :; ORDER::Al::::E:URN::D IH:~:: ::::E:U:OH:::l::A:A::E:: IS A 
~ 23 REPRESENTATIVE HERE FROM THE -- THERE IS A REPRESENTATIVE 
;:~ 
~ 24 HERE -- I WANTED TO HEAR ABOUT THE PROGRESS IN THE 

25 DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT. AND THERE SHOULD BE SOMEONE HERE 

26 FROM THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE WHO CAN GIVE US AN UPDATE. 
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I WOULD LIKE TO KNOW WHAT THAT STATUS IS . 

MR. LASHBROOK: GOOD AFTERNOON. MY NAME IS RICHARD 

LASHBROOK (PHONETIC) . I'M WITH THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE 

OFFICE. 
STATUS OF THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT IS THAT 

WE'VE MET SEVERAL TIMES WITH THE APPLICANTS OF MINE 

RECLAMATION CORPORATION. THERE HAVE BEEN TWO OR THREE 

DIFFERENT DRAFTS DEVELOPED. WE'RE IN THE PROCESS OF 

AWAITING ANOTHER DRAFT. WE HAVE SOME INFORMATION TO 

PROVIDE TO THEM. SO THE PROCESS IS ONGOING. 
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THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT ITSELF IS -- IT'S AN 

IMPORTANT DOCUMENT BOTH FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF THE COUNTY 

AND FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF THE APPLICANT, IN THAT IT'S A 

DOCUMENT THAT WILL PROVIDE FOR THE PAYMENT OF -- WE'LL 

CALL THEM MITIGATION FEES OR FEES TO THE COUNTY FOR THE 

IMPORTATION OF WASTE. BUT IT ALSO PROVIDES THE APPLICANT 

THE ASSURANCE OF THEIR ABILITY, ONCE THEY HAVE GONE 

THROUGH THE PERMITTING PROCESS, TO OPERATE LANDFILLS. 

SO THERE'S AMPLE REASON ON BOTH SIDES FOR THE 

PARTIES TO ENTER INTO THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT. IT IS 

THE DOCUMENT -- ONE OF THE DOCUMENTS THAT WILL BE PART OF 

THE FINAL APPROVAL BY THE COUNTY. IT IS NOT A DOCUMENT 

THAT THE COUNTY, FOR EXAMPLE, WOULD WANT TO ENTER INTO 

PRIOR TO THE TIME THAT THE OTHER PERMITS AND THE OTHER 

APPROVALS, ADDITIONAL APPROVALS, HAVE BEEN CONSIDERED AND 

APPROVED. IT WILL BE ONE OF THE FINAL DOCUMENTS THAT THE 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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COUNTY WILL SIGN. 

MS . VALDEZ : WHAT -- WHY DO WE NEED TO SEPARATE THE 

ELEMENTS OF THIS AGREEMENT WITH THE CONDITIONS OF 

APPROVAL? I ' M NOT SURE I UNDERSTAND WHICH GO WHERE. OR 

WHAT THE DIFFERENCE IS . 

57 

MR. LASHBROOK: WELL. IN THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT. I 

GUESS YOU WANT TO KNOW WHY YOU WOULD NOT HAVE A FINAL 

VERSION AT THE PLANNING COMMISSION. IS THAT THE --

MS . VALDEZ: MY QUESTION IS, WHAT ELEMENTS MIGHT GO 

INTO THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AND WHAT ELEMENTS MIGHT GO 

INTO THE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL IF WE GO THROUGH THAT 

WHOLE PROCESS? I DON'T UNDERSTAND THE DIFFERENCE . 

I MIGHT ASK RICHARD THAT. 

MR . RICHARDS: THE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ARE 

INTENDED TO SET SOME CONTROLS ON THE PROJECT ITSELF . AND 

WHAT THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT WILL DO WILL REACH -- WILL 

BE A CONTRACT BETWEEN THE APPLICANT AND THE COUNTY, THAT 

THE APPLICANT WILL RECEIVE A -- AN INVESTING TO DEVELOP 

THE PROJECT. THE OPPORTUNITY TO INVEST CERTAIN PERMITS TO 

THIS PROCESS, AND CERTAIN -- THE OPPORTUNITY TO DEVELOP 

THAT PROCESS UNDER. IF YOU WILL. UNDER TODAY'S RULES, TO 

SOME EXTENT . 

NOW, THAT HASN ' T BEEN TOTALLY IRONED OUT YET. 
:::f: I 24 BUT UNDER TODAY'S RULES, THE COUNTY WILL RECEIVE CERTAIN 

25 PUBLIC BENEFITS, OKAY, UNDER THAT CONTRACT. AND THAT IS 

26 WHAT RICHARD WAS REFERRING TO A MINUTE AGO. THE 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL WILL BE -- AND THE SPECIFIC PLAN 

ITSELF WILL SET THE CONTROLS. THE DEVELOPMENT CONTROLS ON 

THAT PROPERTY . AND MAYBE I'LL STOP THERE FOR THE MOMENT. 

DOES THAT ANSWER YOUR QUESTION? 

MS . VALDEZ: YEAH. PRETTY MUCH. UH-HUH. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: OKAY. IS THAT ENOUGH OF 

MR. LASHBROOK? 

MS. VALDEZ: I THINK FOR NOW. THANK YOU. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: OKAY, THEN. WE'RE GOING TO GET INTO 

TESTIMONY FROM THE PUBLIC. 

I'M GOING TO BE USING THE SLIPS THAT I'VE ASKED 

THAT YOU SUBMIT, SO ANY OF YOU THAT STILL HAVEN'T 

SUBMITTED SLIPS AND YOU WISH TO SPEAK. PLEASE GET THE 

SLIPS IN TO US. 

I'LL BE CALLING OUT THE NAME OF TH[ SPEAKER, AND 

ALSO GIVING THE NEXT SPEAKER, SO IF YOU COULD PERHAPS USE 

THE FRONT SEAT HERE AS KIND OF AN ON-DECK CHAIR, THAT 
.. ~. I 18 WOULD KEEP US MOVING WELL. 
J. • 19 MS. VALDEZ: MR. CHAIRMAN, I WOULD LIKE TO KNOW HOW 

I 20 MANY INDIVIDUALS HAVE SUBMITTED SLIPS TO TESTIFY. 

I 21 CHAIRMAN TURNER : I HAVE SEVEN FOR. TWO NEUTRAL, AND 
}: 
I 22 FOURTEEN AGAINST AT THIS POINT. 
~:~ f 23 WHAT TIME LIMIT WOULD YOU LIKE? 
t I 24 MS. VALDEZ: I THINK THREE MINUTES WOULD BE FINE. 
t~ 

25 MR. CHARPIED: EXCUSE ME, IS IT POSSIBLE, BECAUSE I 

26 KNOW THAT WHAT I HAVE PREPARED WILL GO MORE THAN THREE 

~ COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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MINUTES, IS IT POSSIBLE FOR ME TO GO AT THE END, THAT 

WAY -- YOU WERE GOING TO LET US GO IN ADDITION, THAT WAY I 

WOULDN'T HAVE TO BE --
CHAIRMAN TURNER: I CAN DO THAT . WHAT'S YOUR NAME? 

MR. CHARPIED: LARRY CHARPIED. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: OKAY. 

MR. CHARPIED: THANK YOU. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: WE WILL START THEN WITH THE PEOPLE 

WHO ARE IN FAVOR OF THE PROJECT, AND THEN GO TO THE TWO 

NEUTRALS, AND THEN GO TO THE PEOPLE IN OPPOSITION. 

THE FIRST SPEAKER I HAVE GARY GIBBONS, FOLLOWED 

BY GERALD FAWCETT. 

MR . GIBBONS : MY NAME IS GARY GIBBONS, 861 RANCHO. 

AM I SUPPOSED TO GIVE MY ADDRESS? THERE IS A SIGN THERE 

THAT SAYS SPELL NAME AND GIVE ADDRESS . GIBBONS . 

I WOULD JUST LIKE TO MAKE A FEW BRIEF COMMENTS, 

AND THEY CENTER AROUND A COUPLE OF MOTIVATIONS FOR PEOPLE 

AND VOTERS AND INDIVIDUAL CITIZENS IN GENERAL. 

PUBLIC ATTITUDE STUDIES HAVE SHOWN THAT THE MOST 

FRUSTRATING THING FOR GENERAL CITIZENRY TODAY IN DEALING 

WITH PEOPLE IN DECISION-MAKING CAPABILITY, THAT IS 

INSTITUTIONS OF DECISION-MAKING CAPABILITY, IS THE 

FRUSTRATION THAT GOES ALONG WITH SEEING ESSENTIAL 

DECISIONS PUT OFF FOR LONG PERIODS OF TIME. 

MR. WOLF: SIR, COULD YOU SPEAK INTO THE MICROPHONE, 

IT'S VERY DIFFICULT --

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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MR. WOLF : WELL, AT LEAST I CAN'T. 
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l'lR. GIBBONS : WELL IF I MAY RETRACT A FEW SENTENCES, 

THEN. I WANT TO SET THE TONE OF WHAT I'M GOING TO SAY, 

BASICALLY IN THAT PUBLIC ATTITUDE STUDIES SHOW THAT PEOPLE 

ARE FRUSTRATED WITH OUR SOCIETY'S IN-GENERAL ATTITUDE TO 

PUT IMPORTANT DECISIONS OFF AND TO BURDEN OUR CHILDREN 

WITH LARGER PROBLEMS, MORE COSTLY PROBLEMS, AND PROBLEMS 

THAT GET SCARIER WITH EVERY GENERATION. 

AND I'M HERE TODAY -- I DROVE ALL THE WAY OUT 

HERE FROM LONG BEACH, I'M NOT A LOCAL PERSON, ALTHOUGH I 

DO OWN PROPERTY OUT HERE -- TO SIMPLY SAY THAT THE 

DECISION WE HAVE HERE SHOULD BE VIEWED IN THE CONTEXT OF 

THE ENTIRE SOCIETY IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA. THE 

METROPOLITAN AREA, THE MORE DENSELY POPULATED PORTIONS OF 

CALIFORNIA, DO HAVE AND PROVIDE ANCILLARY BENEFITS TO YOU 

HERE IN THE COACHELLA VALLEY, BENEFITS IN TERMS OF JOBS, A 

STRONG ECONOMY, WHICH MAKES US, AS A REGION, THE SEVENTH 

LARGEST COMMUNITY IN THE WORLD . BENEFITS THAT CENTER 

AROUND THE MAINTENANCE OF FLOOD CONTROL, TRANSPORTATION 

SYSTEMS AND VIRTUALLY ALL KINDS OF INFRASTRUCTURE WHICH IS 

FUNDED IN PART BY OUR TAX DOLLARS AS WELL AS YOURS. 

I WANT TO EMPHASIZE THAT THE ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT REPORT, AS I'VE SEEN IT PREPARED AND WRITTEN, AND 

I'VE READ THROUGH IT, PROVIDES A BASIS FOR INFORMED DEBATE 

ON THIS ISSUE. AND I WANT TO URGE YOU, AS THE ADOPTION 
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PERIOD COMES UP. TO AGREE THAT THIS REPORT SHOULD FORM OUR 

BASIS FOR THE CONSIDERATION OF WHAT IS A VERY IMPORTANT 

REGIONAL PROBLEM. BECAUSE IF WE CAN'T TRY TO MAKE THESE 

DECISIONS. THEN WHAT WILL THE NEXT GENERATION OF ALL 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIANS DO WITH THE PROBLEM? 

THAT'S REALLY ALL I HAVE TO SAY. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: THANK YOU . 

NEXT SPEAKER IS GERALD FAWCETT. FOLLOWED BY 

ALLEN REAMES. 

MR . FAWCETT : LADIES AND GENTLEMEN, THE COMMISSION, 

MY NAME IS GERALD FAWCETT . I'M EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 

OF KAISER STEEL RESOURCES. I SPEAK HERE TODAY ON BEHALF 

OF THE MANAGEMENT OF KAISER STEEL RESOURCES. ITS 

EMPLOYEES, ITS RETIREES AND ITS STOCKHOLDERS . 

WE HAVE BEFORE US A VISIONARY AND IMPORTANT 

PROJECT WHICH ATTEMPTS TO PUT FORWARD ONE SOLUTION TO THE 

PRESSING PROBLEM OF WASTE MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSAL IN 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA. THIS IS AN IMPORTANT ROLE FOR MY 

COMPANY. IT'S AN IMPORTANT ROLE FOR THIS COUNTY IN 

ADDRESSING THIS REGIONAL PROBLEM. AND IT ' S SUCH A 

REGIONAL PROBLEM THAT THE FOCUS OF THE ATTENTION THAT'S 

GOING TO BE PAID TO HOW WE IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA HANDLE 

OUR REGIONAL PROBLEMS WILL NOT ONLY BE NATIONWIDE, BUT IT 

WILL GAIN WORLDWIDE ATTENTION. 

THIS PROJECT REPRESENTS AN IMPORTANT SOURCE OF 

REVENUE TO THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, SOME 30 MILLION 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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DOLLARS A YEAR AT PERMIT CAPACITY . IT WILL PROVIDE AN 

ECONOMIC REVITALIZATION AND IMPETUS TO THE WESTERN 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY AREA. 

THERE HAS BEEN AN EXTENSIVE AND EXHAUSTIVE 

INVESTIGATION WHICH RESULTED INTO THE PREPARATION OF THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT . THIS REPORT SHOWS THAT THE 

PROJECT IS FEASIBLE AND THAT THE IMPACTS THAT WILL BE 

BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE APPROVAL OF THIS PROJECT WILL BE 

MINIMAL. AND THEY WILL BE CERTAINLY TOLERATED BY THE 

DESERT ITSELF , BY ALL OF THE NEARBY COMMUNITIES, AND BY 

WILDLIFE. 

THIS PROJECT WILL PROVIDE A RECLAMATION FOR A 

HEAVILY IMPACTED AREA THAT WOULD NOT IN ANY OTHER MANNER 

BE POSSIBLE . THE REBUILDING AND THE RECONTOURING OF THE 

DESERT MOUNTAIN PROFILE IS A SIGNIFICANT PART OF THIS 

PROJECT . 

ON BEHALF OF KAISER STEEL RESOURCES, I WOULD 

URGE EACH OF YOU TO STUDY THIS E. I . R. AND TO RECOMMEND 

FINAL APPROVAL OF THIS PROJECT . THANK YOU. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : THANK YOU . 

MR . SMITH : SIR, I HAVE A QUESTION OF YOU. 

THERE WAS MENTION OF 186 CARDS FROM KAISER 

EMPLOYEES . WERE YOU INVOLVED IN ANY OF THAT? 
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MR. FAWCETT: I BELIEVE THAT THAT WAS A RESULT OF AN 

EFFORT BY MINE RECLAMATION CORPORATION AND V.E .B.A. , WHICH 

IS THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE KAISER RETIREES, TO HAVE EACH 

I COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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KNOWN. 
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l 

2 

3 MR. SMITH : WHAT I WAS GETTING AT. THERE WAS 186 THAT 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

WERE MENTIONED FOR . WERE THERE ANY OPPOSED TO IT? 

MR. FAWCETT: I CAN'T TELL YOU . I DIDN'T SEE THEM. 

MR . SMITH : OR THEY JUST DIDN ' T MAKE IT? 

MR. FAWCETT: ANY OTHER QUESTIONS? 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : THANK YOU, MR. FAWCETT . 

ALLEN REAMES, FOLLOWED BY KEN -- IT LOOK LIKES 

10 STATLER. 

11 MR. REAMES : YES. I ASK NO SPECIAL FAVOR OF THE 

12 COMMISSION, AS MR . CHARPIED DID, BUT I WOULD ASK THAT KEN 

13 STATLER YIELD HIS TIME TO ME . 

14 MR. STATLER: YES, I WILL. 

15 CHAIRMAN TURNER: FINE . 

16 MR . REAMES: · MEMBERS OF THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANNING 

17 COMMISSION, MY NAME IS ALLEN REAMES . I AM A RESIDENT OF 

18 DESERT CENTER. 

19 THIS ORAL PRESENTATION IS AN ABSTRACT OF MY 

20 WRITTEN COMMENTS WHICH HAVE BEEN SUPPLIED TO EACH OF YOU. 

21 I AM HERE TO SUPPORT THIS PROJECT AS A SAFE. 

22 LARGE AND PERMANENT BUSINESS TO AID OUR ECONOMICALLY 

23 STRESSED VALLEY. 

24 CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE SECTIONS 65030 AND 

25 65030.2 STATE THAT IT IS THE PUBLIC POLICY OF THIS STATE 

26 TO CONSIDER ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL DESIRABILITY, BOTH LONG 

j COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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AND SHORT-TERM. IN YOUR DELIBERATIONS . 

WE HAVE AND WILL HEAR A LOT OF OPINIONS ON 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES . MY PURPOSE IS TO ADDRESS ECONOMIC 

ONES . 

AFTER AN EXHAUSTIVE ANALYSIS OF FIFTEEN BROAD 

ENVIRONMENTAL AREAS. ONLY ONE, AIR QUALITY , IS SAID TO BE 

SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED AFTER IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 

MITIGATION MEASURES . 

THIS IS A LARGE PROJECT WITH ENORMOUS ECONOMIC 

64 

VALUE. I SUBMIT IT IS EASIER TO MONITOR MITIGATION IN ONE 

LARGE PROJECT THAN IN THOUSANDS OF SMALLER ONES WHOSE 

COMBINED IMPACT IS THE SAME . 

THE CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE REQUIRES YOU TO 

BALANCE THE PROBLEMS AGAINST THE BENEFITS . WITH ONLY ONE 

AREA OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACT, THE POSSIBLE DAMAGE FROM THAT 

ONE MUST BE OVERWHELMING TO OFFSET THE CERTAIN ECONOMIC 

BENEFITS OF THE WHOLE . 

THIS PROJECT IS NOT THE SOURCE OF OUR PRESENT 

AIR POLLUTION . AUTO EXHAUST MAY BE . THIS BODY HAS NO 

CONTROL OVER THE AMOUNT OF TRAFFIC ON I-10 . IT WILL 

CERTAINLY INCREASE . 

IF THE PROJECT BEING DEVELOPED WAS FOR A YUMA, 

ARIZONA LANDFILL, THIS HEARING WOULD NOT BE NECESSARY . 

THE ECONOMIC BENEFITS WOULD NOT FLOW TO THIS COUNTY, YET 

THE MAJORITY OF THE SIGNIFICANT AIR QUALITY IMPACTS WOULD 

STILL OCCUR . 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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THIS PROJECT MEANS MONEY . RIVERSIDE COUNTY'S 

SECURE TAX ROLES WILL RISE, PROVIDING MORE FUNDS TO ALLOW 

THE COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO SUPPLY ITS ESSENTIAL AND MANDATED 

SERVICES . 

THIS PROJECT MEANS MONEY . RIVERSIDE COUNTY WILL 

RECEIVE A FEE FOR EACH TON OF TRASH DUMPED . THOSE FUNDS, 

A LARGE PORTION OF WHICH ARE SCHEDULED FOR THE DESERT 

AREAS, CAN PERMIT RIVERSIDE COUNTY TO PROVIDE PUBLIC 

IMPROVEMENTS WHICH ARE PRESENTLY BEYOND ANY BUDGETARY 

DREAMS . 

THIS PROJECT MEANS MONEY. THE RETIREES OF 

KAISER STEEL CAN REGAIN THEIR PROMISED HEALTH BENEFITS 

WHICH WERE LOST IN THE COMPANY'S BANKRUPTCY. THAT IS 

CLEARLY PART OF THE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS 

THAT THE CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE ENVISIONED . 

THIS PROJECT MEANS MONEY . WE LOOK TOWARDS 150 

NEW FAMILIES, SHOPPERS, STIMULATING NEW BUSINESS, AND 

AGAIN RAISING THE COUNTY'S REVENUES. NEW CHILDREN, 

PERHAPS 400 OF THEM . MAYBE OUR HIGH SCHOOL CAN BE 

RETURNED TO DESERT CENTER, SAVING OUR TEENAGERS FIFTEEN 

GRUELING HOURS A WEEK ON A BUS, TIME FOR THEM TO ENJOY 

EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES SO IMPORTANT TO SOUND 

CITIZENSHIP. OUR CHILDREN COULD HAVE POST-SCHOOL 

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES NEAR HOME, NOW VIRTUALLY 

NON-EXISTENT. 

YES, THIS PROJECT IS ABOUT MONEY : MONEY FOR 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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GOVERNMENT USE FOR THE PUBLIC GOOD ; MONEY FOR HEALTH 

BENEFITS FOR KAISER RETIREES ; MONEY FOR JOBS, FAMILIES AND 

CHILDREN ; MONEY FOR SCHOOLS; MONEY FOR SHORT-TERM 

BENEFITS ; MONEY FOR LONG-TERM BENEFITS; MONEY FOR GROWTH; 

MONEY TO BUILD A FUTURE AND A COMMUNITY IN WHICH TO ENJOY 

IT . 

PUT YOURSELVES IN OUR SHOES, IN OUR ISOLATION . 

CONSIDER THAT YOU LIVE HERE IN BERMUDA DUNES . SHOP FOR 

GROCERIES IN TWENTYNINE PALMS . SEE YOUR DOCTOR IN 

REDLANDS . CALL LAW ENFORCEMENT FOR ASSISTANCE IN HEMET. 

SEND YOUR TEENAGERS TO WESTMORELAND TO SCHOOL. BANK IN 

BANNING . AND, BY THE WAY , TAKE YOUR OWN GARBAGE TO THE 

DUMP . 

IS THAT GARBAGE THAT THEY ARE GOING TO BRING 

FROM LOS ANGELES? NO . IT'S PROSPERITY . THAT IS WHAT I 

LEARNED ON A TRIP TO ARLINGTON , OREGON. THEY HAVE A 

SIMILAR ISOLATED COMMUNITY AND A LANDFILL PULLING WASTE 

FROM PORTLAND, OREGON , 150 MILES AWAY, BY TRUCK RIGHT 

THROUGH THE MIDDLE OF TOWN . THEY HAVE NEW HOUSES, NEW 

BUSINESSES, REDUCED TAXES , ECONOMIC PROSPERITY, AND 

GROWTH. ALL WITH AN ENVIRONMENTALLY SAFE LANDFILL . 

GIVE US THE CHANCE TO PARTICIPATE IN THE 

ECONOMIC GROWTH OF THE AREA. GIVE US A STRONG, LONG-TERM 

BUSINESS WHICH HAS DEMONSTRATED ITS SOCIAL CONCERN . 

LET'S BECOME A NEIGHBORHOOD , NOT A GROUP OF ISOLATED 

BACKYARDS. 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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DESERT CENTER. COACHELLA VALLEY. RIVERSIDE 

COUNTY AND HUGE POPULATION CENTERS TO THE WEST CAN WORK 

TOGETHER TO SOLVE A SERIOUS AREA PROBLEM AND IMPROVE THE 

QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE AREA . THAT IS WHAT THE CALIFORNIA 

LEGISLATURE SAID. LOOK ALSO TO THE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC 

DESIRABILITY OF LAND USE . 

I URGE YOU. I IMPLORE YOU. TO APPROVE THIS 

USEFUL. ECONOMIC AND ENVIRONMENTALLY SAFE PROJECT . THANK 

YOU. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: THANK YOU, MR. REAMES . 

NEXT SPEAKER IS CHRIS LANCASTER. HE WILL BE 

FOLLOWED BY RON BITONTI. 

MR. LANCASTER : MR. CHAIRMAN, THANK YOU VERY MUCH. 

MY NAME IS CHRIS LANCASTER. I AM THE MAYOR OF THE CITY OF 

COVINA IN THE EASTERN PORTION OF THE SAN GABRIEL VALLEY, 

AND I DO APPRECIATE THIS OPPORTUNITY TO ADDRESS WHAT I 

FEEL IS A CRITICAL ISSUE FACING THE SAN GABRIEL VALLEY . 

THE MANAGEMENT OF SOLID WASTE IN THE ·go·s MUST 

BE A TOP PRIORITY FOR EVERY COMMUNITY. IN MY CITY. 

COVINA, WE ARE ON THE CUTTING EDGE OF MEETING THI~ 

CHALLENGE OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT. WE HAVE BEEN TALKING 

ON A REGULAR BASIS TO MINE RECLAMATION, AND WE ARE IN 

23 SUPPORT OF THIS CONCEPT OF RAIL HAUL. 

24 NOW, I CAME DOWN HERE TODAY NOT AS A 

25 SPOKESPERSON FOR THE SAN GABRIEL VALLEY, BUT AS A MAYOR OF 

26 A SIGNIFICANT CITY IN THE SAN GABRIEL VALLEY. AND I WANT 
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TO LET YOU KNOW THAT I CONTACT AND COMMUNICATE WITH CITIES 

IN THE SAN GABRIEL VALLEY ON A DAILY BASIS, AND THERE ARE 

MANY CITIES WHO ARE IN SUPPORT OF THE RAIL HAUL CONCEPT . 

I AM ALSO A BOARD MEMBER ON THE L.A. COUNTY 

SANITATION DISTRICT, WHICH IS ALSO IN SUPPORT OF THE RAIL 

HAUL CONCEPT . 

WE IN THE SAN GABRIEL VALLEY HAVE FOUR LANDFILLS 

REACHING CAPACITY . HE ARE LOOKING FOR ADDITIONAL 

OPPORTUNITIES TO CREATE ADDITIONAL SPACE IN OUR LANDFILLS . 

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT HAS BECOME A REGIONAL 

CHALLENGE THAT DEMANDS A PLAN OF ACTION IMMEDIATELY . 

LANDFILLS IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO POPULOUS AREAS CAN NO 

LONGER BE PLANNED OR SUPPORTED BY OUR CITIZENS, AND THE 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN PLAN MAY HELL BE THE FIRST GIANT STEP TO AN 

ULTIMATE SOLUTION OVER TIME. 

ELECTED OFFICIALS IN MY AREA HAVE BEEN GREATLY 

IMPRESSED BY THE PEOPLE AT MINE RECLAMATION. I, FOR ONE, 

BELIEVE M.R. C. IS THE KIND OF ORGANIZATION THAT CAN MAKE 

THIS MAJOR PLAN WORK. FOR BASICALLY TWO REASONS. 

FIRST, M.R. C. IS NOT INVOLVED IN CURBSIDE PICKUP 

AND HILL NOT IMPOSE ITSELF ON OUR CITY DECISIONS BY 

SELECTING A FRANCHISE HAULER. THERE ARE NO STRINGS 

ATTACHED TO THE PARTICIPATION IN EAGLE MOUNTAIN. 

SECONDLY, M. R.C . HAS APPROACHED OUR CITIES IN A 

PROFESSIONAL AND DEDICATED WAY. I PERSONALLY BELIEVE THAT 

M.R.C . IS THE BEST COMPANY THAT IS APPROACHING OUR CITY 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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FOR OUR FUTURE TRASH DREAM . 

I MUST ADMONISH YOU. HOWEVER . THAT THEIR 

COMPETITOR IS MOVING AGGRESSIVELY IN THE VALLEY, AND IF 

DECISIONS IN RIVERSIDE COUNTY ARE NOT TIMELY, THE EAGLE 

MOUNTAIN PLAN MAY BE OUTFLANKED. AND FEASIBLE TRASH DREAMS 

MAY BE DIRECTED TO ANOTHER COUNTY. WHO WOULD THEN BENEFIT 

FROM THE FUTURE MAJOR REVENUE SOURCE. 

AND I WOULD LIKE TO THANK YOU FOR ALLOWING ME TO 

SHARE THESE THOUGHTS WITH YOU . 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : THANK YOU. CHRIS . 

NEXT SPEAKER IS RON BITONTI, AND FOLLOWED BY 

ROBERT KEATON . 

MR. BITONTI: MY NAME IS RON BITONTI, BITONTI, 

AND I RESIDE AT 9127 PALO VERDE AVENUE IN FONTANA, 

CALIFORNIA. 

I AM A REPRESENTIVE OF SOME 7,000 RETIREES THAT 

WERE FORMER EMPLOYEES OF KAISER STEEL CORPORATION THAT 

LOST OUR MEDICAL BENEFITS WHEN THE COMPANY FILED 

BANKRUPTCY . OUT OF THAT BANKRUPTCY. THE COURT AGREED WITH 

US THAT WE NEEDED TO SET UP A VEHICLE TO RESTORE THE 

BENEFITS FOR THESE RETIREES. AND OUT OF THAT WE SET UP 

WHAT WE CALL A V.E.B .A., VOLUNTEER EMPLOYEE BENEFIT 

I ;: AssocrATio:~ ::~c:0;EA:7c:;:;:~~M:: ::~SER STEEL 

25 RESOURCES. THE RETIREES. 70 PERCENT OF OUR RETIREES ARE 

26 OVER 60 YEARS OF AGE, AND SOME 2,000 OF THEM RESIDE IN 

I COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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1 RIVERSIDE COUNTY. 

2 IN ADDITION TO THAT. I'M ALSO AN INTERNATIONAL 

3 REPRESENTATIVE OF UNITED STEEL WORKERS OF AMERICA, AND WE 

4 REPRESENT SOME THOUSANDS OF ACTIVE EMPLOYEES THAT RESIDE 

5 IN RIVERSIDE COUNTY, AND WE WHOLEHEARTEDLY SUPPORT THIS 

6 PROGRAM. 

7 IF THESE RETIREES EXPECT TO GET ANYWHERE NEAR 

8 THE BENEFITS THAT THEY LOST, IT'S ESSENTIAL THAT THIS 

9 PROJECT BE APPROVED SO THAT THEY CAN RETURN SOME OF THE 

10 BENEFITS WHICH -- THEY COULDN'T EVEN DETERMINE THE AMOUNT 

11 IN THE BANKRUPTCY COURT. THEY TALKED ABOUT SUMS OF 300 TO 

12 500 MILLION DOLLARS IN BENEFITS THAT WE LOST. 

13 WE THINK THIS IS A SOUND PROJECT. THE 

14 TECHNOLOGY IS THERE TO SATISFY CONCERNS OF CERTAIN GROUPS 

15 OR INDIVIDUALS, AND WE URGE YOU TO SUPPORT THIS PROGRAM. 

16 THANK YOU. 

17 MS. VALDEZ: MR. BITONTI? 

18 MR. BITONTI: YES, MA'AM. 

12 19 MS. VALDEZ: IF THIS PROJECT WERE TO BE APPROVED BY 

20 THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE. IS THERE AN ABSOLUTE GUARANTEE 

21 THAT YOUR -- THAT THE KAISER EMPLOYEE BENEFITS WILL BE 

22 REINSTATED? 

23 MR. BITONTI: WELL. WE HAVE RESTORED SOME OF THE 

24 BENEFITS OVER THE FUNDS THAT WE GOT THAT WE WORKED OUT 

25 DURING THE COURSE OF THE BANKRUPTCY. AND ALSO, IF YOU 

26 FOLLOWED THE CASE. THERE WAS MANY LAWSUITS THAT WE HAVE 
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FILED AGAINST INDIVIDUALS WE FELT THAT TOOK MONEY OUT OF 

THIS COMPANY ILLEGALLY . AND WE HAVE BEEN -- WE ARE 

PURSUING IT. THOSE CASES . AND WE HAVE RECEIVED SOME SO OR 

60 MILLION DOLLARS THUS FAR IN LITIGATION . AND WE"RE 

STILL PURSUING THEM. 

BUT THERE IS NO QUESTION IF THIS PROJECT GOES, 

THAT WE"RE GOING TO GET SOME OF THE BENEFITS . WHETHER WE 

EVER REACH THE PEAK THAT THEY WERE GETTING AT THE TIME OF 

WHEN THIS COMPANY FILED BANKRUPTCY, I DOUBT THAT. BUT OUR 

GOAL IS TO TRY TO RESTORE AS MUCH AS WE CAN . 

AND LIKE I SAY, MOST OF OUR PEOPLE LIVE IN THE 

AREA, AND THEY'RE ON THE KAISER HEALTH PLAN. AND WE"VE 

TRIED OUR BEST TO RESTORE AS MUCH AS WE CAN . AND WE"RE 

PROVIDING A FULL PAID PRESCRIPTION PROGRAM FOR THESE 

PEOPLE NOW OVER THE FUNDS THAT WE'VE GOTTEN OUT OF THE 
. 

BANKRUPTCY THUS FAR IN PURSUING THIS LITIGATION . AND THIS 

PROJECT WILL REALLY PUT US UPHILL IN REGARD TO RESTORING 

THOSE BENEFITS. 

MS. VALDEZ : THANK YOU . 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : THANK YOU. 

NEXT SPEAKER IS ROBERT KEATON, FOLLOWED BY LYLE 

STEVENSON. 

AND I WOULD LIKE TO ASK THE APPLICANT, MAYBE IN 

A FUTURE HEARING, IF YOU COULD EXPLORE THAT LAST QUESTION, 

IF WE COULD GET A LITTLE MORE INFORMATION ABOUT THAT . 

MR. KEATON: THANK YOU. MY NAME IS ROBERT KEATON. 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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I'M A RESIDENT OF RIVERSIDE FOR 34 YEARS. RIVERSIDE CITY. 

THAT IS . 

I WORKED FOR KAISER STEEL FOR 28 YEARS PRIOR TO 

RETIRING . YES. I WOULD SAY THAT I AM CONCERNED SOMEWHAT 

ABOUT MY RETIREMENT BENEFITS. BUT I WOULD HAVE TO SAY 

THAT I HAVE TO PUT THAT IN THE BACKGROUND WHEN I LOOK AT 

THE PROBLEM THAT'S FACING US AS A SOCIETY, AS FAR AS 

GETTING RID OF OUR DISPOSABLES . 

WE ARE ONE COUNTY. WE ARE ONE STATE, AND WE ARE 

ONE COUNTRY. AND WE ' RE FASTLY BECOMING ONE WORLD. AND I 

WOULD ASK THE RESIDENTS OF THE COUNTY THAT LIVE IN THE 

EASTERN PART WHO ARE OPPOSED TO THIS PROJECT TO CONSIDER 

FOR A MOMENT WHERE THEIR GASOLINE COMES FROM; FROM THE 

REFINERIES IN LOS ANGELES AND LONG BEACH. AND WHERE DOES 

THE OIL COME FROM? IT COMES FROM OVERSEAS, MUCH OF IT, 

FROM ALASKA . IT COMES FROM THE CATTLEMAN HILLS IN 

CALIFORNIA, YET THEY DERIVE THE BENEFITS FROM THOSE 

THINGS . AND AS FAR AS I KNOW, THE REFINERIES STILL ARE A 

PRETTY SERIOUS SMOG-PRODUCING UNIT THAT WE HAVE IN OUR 

INDUSTRY . 

SO I WOULD URGE YOU, FOR THE BENEFIT OF OUR 

PUBLIC SOCIETY, AND SO THAT THE FELLOW WHO WAS SHOWN ON A 

TRUCK WITH HIS LOADED TRASH -- AND I DON'T THINK HE WAS 

GOING TO THE DUMP. I THINK HE WAS GOING TO ONE OF OUR 

SIDE ROADS AND DUMPING IT ON THE SIDE . AND IF YOU DRIVE 

THE BACK ROADS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, YOU'LL FIND LOTS OF 

OF PALM SPRINGS 

72 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

14 21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

::::: 

DOCUMENT O 102 

73 

THAT. AND WHY IS THAT? BECAUSE WE DON'T HAVE A PLACE FOR 

THEM TO GO TO GET RID OF THE JUNK . THE CITIES WON'T TAKE 

IT . THE COUNTIES WON ' T TAKE IT . SO WHAT DOES HE DO WITH 

IT? HE DUMPS IT ON THE SIDE OF THE ROAD. AND THAT ' S A 

BAD SITUATION IN RIVERSIDE COUNTY. I ASSURE YOU . 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH . AND I URGE YOUR SUPPORT 

FOR THIS PROJECT. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : THANK YOU, MR. KEATON . 

LYLE STEVENSON IS NEXT, AND HE'S THE LAST 

SUPPORTER . THEN WE'LL GO TO NEUTRAL. AND THE NEXT 

SPEAKER IN THAT ARENA IS ERIK -- LOOKS LIKE JOKI. 

MR. STEVENSON : THANK YOU, MR . CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS 

OF THE COMMISSION. 

MY NAME IS LYLE B. STEVENSON, PROPERLY KNOWN AS 

SCOTTIE STEVENSON. I ' M CHAIRMAN OF THE V. E.B.A . 

MR . BITONTI PRETTY MUCH INDICATED IN HIS REMARKS 

EVERYTHING THAT I WANTED TO SAY. 

I MIGHT LIKE TO ELABORATE ON YOUR QUESTION, 

THOUGH, MS . VALDEZ . AS TO IS THERE ANY ASSURANCE THAT THE 

FUNDS WILL FUNNEL BACK TO RETIREES. 

I THINK MR. BITONTI INDICATED THAT THE TRUST 

OWNS 48 PERCENT OF THE STOCK OF KAISER STEEL RESOURCES. 

THAT STOCK, WE FEEL, WILL INCREASE IN VALUE . WE ARE GOING 

TO USE THE STOCK TO FUND THE TRUST AS TIME GOES ON . 

RIGHT NOW THE STOCK IS WORTH CLOSE TO 50 MILLION 

DOLLARS . WE WOULD HOPE THAT THAT MIGHT DOUBLE, AND THAT 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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WAY PROVIDE THE FUNDS THAT THEY LOST . 

AS MR . BITONTI INDICATED, IT WAS ESTIMATED 

PRETTY CLOSE TO 500 MILLION DOLLARS WAS LOST BY THE 

RETIREES . WE DON'T THINK WE'RE EVER GOING TO GET NEAR 

THAT. BUT IT ' S A STEP IN THE RIGHT DIRECTION. 

AND, OF COURSE, THERE'S TWO WAYS TO THINK ABOUT 

IT. NOT ONLY THE INCREASE IN VALUE OF THE STOCK, BUT ALSO 

DIVIDENDS THAT WOULD FLOW THROUGH THE STOCK FROM THE 

COMPANY AS THE REVENUES FLOAT INTO THE COMPANY. AND THAT 

OF COURSE IS SOMETHING THAT WE CANNOT DETERMINE, ONLY THE 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE COMPANY CAN DETERMINE . 

WE WILL BENEFIT BY THE STOCK APPRECIATION. 

THANK YOU . 

MS. VALDEZ: THANK YOU . 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : THANK YOU. 

NEXT SPEAKER IS ERIK JOKI, AND FOLLOWED BY 

DR. EMILY NELSON . 

MR. JOKI : n·s JOKI. MR . CHAIRMAN . 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : OKAY. 

MR . JOKI : IT ' S SPELLED J O K I . AND THE ST.REH 

ADDRESS IS 72-687 SUN VALLEY LANE IN PALM DESERT. 

THE BRIEFEST OF REACTIONS TO SOME THINGS COVERED 
~ i 23 IN THE E.I.R. 
t W 24 NUMBER ONE, IF YOU WERE TO DO AN ENVIRONMENTAL 

25 EVALUATION OF A PRODUCT, YOU COULD USE THE LIFE CYCLE 

26 ANALYSIS, TAKING THE ITEM THROUGH THE ENTIRE PROCESS FROM 

J COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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RAW MATERIALS TO DISPOSAL . 

TODAY YOU HAVE TO LOOK AT THIS PROJECT THE SAME 

WAY AND TREAT IT AS A SYSTEM . FROM THE M.R . F. ·s IN L.A. 

TO THE TRANSPORTATION FUNCTION TO THE LANDFILL . BUT THE 

E. I .R. DOESN ' T DISCUSS THE M.R. F. 'SIN .ANY DETAIL. THEY 

ARE THE CRUCIAL BEGINNING STEPS OF THE WASTE HANDLING 

SYSTEM. AND OBVIOUSLY AFFECTS WHAT COMES THROUGH OUR 

VALLEY AND WHAT GOES INTO THE PIT IN THE NEXT VALLEY . 

ALSO. THE TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR ISN'T 

DISCUSSED IN DETAIL. IT ' S THE CRUCIAL CONNECTOR BETWEEN 

THE M.R.F . ' SAND THE PROJECT SITE. AND OBVIOUSLY HAS GREAT 

IMPACT ON THIS VALLEY . 

NUMBER TWO. EARTHQUAKES . I CERTAINLY DON'T MEAN 

TO STAND UP HERE IN FRONT OF YOU TODAY AND DENIGRATE THE 

FINE FOLKS AT RECON. I CAN ' T BEGIN TO FATHOM THE NUMBER 

OF MANHOURS INVOLVED IN TURNING OUT A THOUSAND PAGES OF 

E. I .R. AND THREE VOLUMES WORTH OF DOCUMENT . BUT IF YOU'RE 

GOING TO BUILD THE WORLD ' S LARGEST LANDFILL AND YOU'RE 

GOING TO TRANSPORT TRASH RIGHT ALONG THE SIDE OF THE 

WORLD ' S MOST WELL-KNOWN EARTHQUAKE FAULT . THEN COMMON 

SENSE SAYS YOU HAVE TO TALK ABOUT IT IN THE E. I .R. 

THE E. I . R. DOES TALK ABOUT ARCHEOLOGY AND 

PALEONTOLGY. AND THAT ' S GREAT . BUT DOESN'T COMMON SENSE 

TELL US THAT THERE IS GOING TO BE MORE IMPACT ON MORE 

PEOPLE FROM AN INCIDENT OF SEISMICITY THAN AN INCIDENT OF 

ARCHEOLOGY? 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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IF THE COMMISSIONERS ASKED FOR A PARTY OF 

VOLUNTEERS TO GO HIKING TO THE FAULT LINE . THEY'D GO OUT 

OF THIS ROOM AND GO ACROSS THE RAILROAD AND GO ACROSS THE 

FREEWAY AND BE UP IN THE SAN ANDREAS AND BACK BEFORE THIS 

HEARING CAME TO A CLOSE. IT ' S NOT THAT FAR AWAY, FOLKS . 

IT NEEDS TO BE ADDRESSED . INSTEAD OF MERELY SHOWN IN A 

FIGURE IN THE E. I.R. 

NUMBER THREE. AS OF ONE WEEK AGO TODAY, THE 

E. P.A. HAS ISSUED NEW REGULATIONS FOR LANDFILLS . COMPLETE 

COVERAGE OF HOW EAGLE MOUNTAIN MEASURES UP TO THESE RULES 

NEEDS TO BE INCLUDED IN THE FINAL E.I . R. 

NUMBER FOUR . LET ' S HIT ON SOME INCONSISTENT 

THEMES . AIR QUALITY, AS AN EXAMPLE. E. I .R. SAYS THAT AIR 

WILL BE WORSE OUT HERE, BUT BETTER IN L.A. SO THEIR 

INNERBASIN ASSESSMENT SAYS THAT OVERALL IT ' S A GOOD DEAL. 

I WOULD SUBMIT THAT THAT SAME OVERALL APPROACH NEEDS TO BE 

APPLIED ELSEWHERE BESIDES HERE. 

NEXT, SCREENING . WITHIN THE E.I .R. DIFFERENT 

SCENARIOS ARE GIVEN OF SCREENING RANDOM CONTAINERS AT THE 

SITE VERSUS ALL ARRIVING CONTAINERS . THE PROJECTED NUMBER 

OF APPROXIMATELY 150 SITE WORKERS AREN ' T CAPABLE OF 

SORTING 40 MILLION POUNDS OF TRASH ARRIVING EACH DAY. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : ERIK , DO YOU HAVE MUCH MORE TO GO? 

MR . JOKI : I ' M ABOUT HALFWAY, BECAUSE I OBVIOUSLY 

DIDN'T PLAN ON THREE MINUTES . 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : WELL, I NEED TO PROBABLY DEFER YOU 

\!!!: rn1 1RT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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TO THE END, AND WE ' LL PICK UP YOUR TESTIMONY AT THAT 

POINT . 

MR. JOKI : THAT ' S FINE . 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : THE NEXT SPEAKER IS DR . EMILY 

NELSON , AND FOLLOWED BY THE START OF THE OPPOSITION WITH 

DEE DEE STONE . 

MR . JOKI : MIGHT I ASK TO FINISH ONE SECTION? 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : SURE, GO AHEAD . 

MR. JOKI : TRUCKS. ONE OF THE ARGUMENTS FOR TRUCKS 

IS THE ABILITY TO RESPOND TO RAIL ACCIDENTS . BUT 

ELSEWHERE THE E. I.R . SAYS THAT WE ' RE LOOKING AT VERY 

LITTLE EXPOSURE OF INCREASED RAIL ACCIDENTS. SOMEWHERE 

THERE IS AN INCONSISTENCY IN THERE . 

FINALLY, GROUND WATER IN THE PIT . THE E. I.R. 

PRESENTS CONFLICTING INFLOW ON WHAT'S HAPPENING IN THE 

PIT, AND IGNORES A COUPLE OF THINGS THAT PROBABLY WILL 

HAPPEN. BUT IT GETS SCARY AT THE END OF THE REPORT. 

QUOTE FROM PAGE 599: 

"THE PROJECT'S DESIGN HAS MANY 

FEATURES AND CONDITIONS TO 

AVOID GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION .-

THAT'S THE GOOD NEWS . 

"BUT IF IT WERE TO POLLUTE THE 

GROUND WATER IN THE CHUCKWALLA 

BASIN , THE IMPACT WOULD BE ONE OF 

VERY LONG-TERM SIGNIFICANCE." 

rnuRT REPORTFRS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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QUOTING FURTHER: 

"THE CONTAMINATION WOULD AFFECT 

SUCH A LARGE VOLUME OF GROUND 

WATER. THAT REMEDIATION OF THE 

PROBLEM WOULD BE EXTREMELY 

DIFFICULT ." 

I'LL TALK TO YOU FOLKS IN A BIT . 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : THANK YOU. 

DR. NELSON : HI, MY NAME IS DR . EMILY NELSON, AND I 

AM HERE IN A NEUTRAL POSITION, BECAUSE I DON'T BELIEVE WE 

CAN MAKE A DECISION ON THIS PROJECT UNTIL WE HAVE AN 

ADEQUATE E.I.R . 

AT THIS POINT I BELIEVE THE DOCUMENT rs 

INADEQUATE AND I WOULD LIKE TO LIST FOR YOU SEVERAL THINGS 

THAT SHOULD BE ADDED TO THE ANALYSIS . 

I'M HERE TODAY REPRESENTING MYSELF, AS AN 

j 17 ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTIST . I HAVE A DOCTORATE IN I 18 ENVIRONMENTAL scrENCE AND ENGINEERING FROM u.c.L.A. ·s 

:::~ 19 SCHOOL OF PUBLIC HEALTH. I 20 I AM, AS A WAY OF BACKGROUND, ALSO AN APPOINTED 
:!~: 
[ 21 MEMBER TO ENERGY ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE, AND I AM CHAIRMAN 

f 22 OF THE PM-10 TECHNICAL WORKING GROUP . PM-10 rs THE 
i j 23 FINDERS (INAUDIBLE) THAT WE EXCEED E.P.A . 'S HEALTH I 24 STANDARDS FOR HERE IN THE COACHELLA VALLEY. 

25 THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO REVIEW THESE 

26 DOCUMENTS AND TO SPEAK TO YOU TODAY . 

( rr,110T RFPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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MOST OF MY CONCERNS WILL BE RELATED TO AIR 

QUALITY . I HAVE ELEVEN YEARS OF EXPERIENCE IN THE AIR 

QUALITY FIELD , WORKING FOR THE SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY 

MANAGEMENT DISTRICT FOR SEVEN YEARS , AND HAVE BEEN A 

CONSULTANT FOR THE LAST FOUR YEARS . 

MY EXPERTISE IS IN HEALTH. SO I AM CONCERNED 

THAT WE ADEQUATELY PRESENT WHAT THE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 

WILL BE. AND THAT IS WHERE I FEEL THE DOCUMENT IS 

ESPECIALLY INADEQUATE. 

THE E. I . S. /E.I . R. STATES THAT THERE WILL BE A 

VARIATION IN AIR QUALITY DUE TO INCREASED EMISSIONS IN 

BOTH THE SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN AND THE DESERT AREAS . 

HOWEVER, THEN THEY TALK ABOUT THE BENEFITS TO THE 

LOS ANGELES AREA FROM THE REDUCED INDIVIDUAL TRUCK 

TRAFFIC . 

THERE NEEDS TO BE A REGIONAL AIR QUALITY 

ANALYSIS THAT SHOWS US WHAT THE BENEFIT TO L.A. WILL BE TO 

COACHELLA, AND PARTIALLY -- PARTS OF THE EASTERN PORTION 

OF THE COUNTY. VERSUS THE IMPACT TO THIS PORTION OF THE 

VALLEY . 

CERTAINLY WE KNOW. WE LIVE IN THE VALLEY HERE. 

WE HAVE THE SAME PARAMETERS THAT LOS ANGELES HAS IN TERMS 

OF CONSTRAINTS GEOLOGICALLY -- GEOGRAPHICALLY. WE DON'T 
Ii a 24 HAVE THE POPULATION JUST YET TO ADD ALL OF THE INITIAL 

25 INDUSTRIES, BUT BETWEEN ON AND OFFSHORE BREEZE --

26 UNFORTUNATELY AN OFFSHORE BREEZE IS LOS ANGELES AIR, NOT 

!:ill rn111H REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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THE ONSHORE AIR -- ANO WE HAVE THE SUNSHINE TO COOK THOSE 

POLLUTANTS AND FORM AN OZONE OVER TIME . 

AS WE HAVE THE NEW EMISSIONS. THOUSANDS OF 

POUNDS OF NITROGEN OXIDE PER DAY, 13,000, IS PROJECTED 

FROM ABOUT SIX TRAINS PER DAY. ADDED TO THE WHOLE AREA . 

BUT WE DON ' T KNOW HOW MUCH OF THAT MEANS COACHELLA VALLEY 

IMPACT . THAT WILL DEFINITELY INCREASE OUR OZONE PROBLEM . 

AND WE DO EXCEED FEDERAL OZONE HEALTH STANDARDS 35 DAYS 

PER YEAR CURRENTLY . 

SO WE HAVE AN IMMEDIATE AIR QUALITY IMPACT THAT 

WE NEED TO CONSIDER. AND IT ' S A PROBLEM THAT NEEDS SOME 

HELP. 

BRIEFLY. AS WAS MENTIONED EARLIER, IF THE 

PROPOSAL FOR THE PROJECT rs ALTERED so THAT WE REDUCE THE 

TRUCK TRAFFIC . THEN WE NEED TO CONSIDER WHAT THE 

ALTERNATIVE WILL BE. ARE WE ADDING ONE MORE TRAIN? DOES 

THAT MEAN SIX TRAINS INSTEAD OF FIVE? AND THAT IMPACT. 

THAT AIR QUALITY IMPACT NEEDS TO BE ASSESSED IN A FORMAL 

PUBLIC REVIEW DOCUMENT . NOT JUST SOMETHING THAT rs 

CONSIDERED LATER . 

OKAY. I HAVE SEVERAL MORE VERY TECHNICAL 

COMMENTS . 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : WOULD YOU LIKE TO DEFER THEM TO -

AFTER OTHERS SPEAK? 

DR . NELSON : I WOULD PROBABLY HAVE TO JUST SUBMIT 

THEM IN WRITING INSTEAD OF READING IT . 

rn11RT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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I WOULD LIKE TO SAY THREE MORE ISSUES . 

PM-10, OBVIOUSLY, THE FIFTH IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

THAT HAS BEEN PRESENTED TO THE STATE AGENCIES AND SURVEYS 

AND NEEDS TO BE IMPLEMENTED IN REGARDS TO THIS PROJECT 

ALSO, AND INCLUDE INNER LINE PM-10 CONTRIBUTIONS, NOT JUST 

THE ON-SITE PM-10 CONTRIBUTIONS. 

MS . VALDEZ : WHAT IS THE STATUS OF THE IMPLEMENTATION 

PLAN NOW? 

DR . NELSON : IT ' S BEEN ADOPTED BY THE SOUTH COAST AIR 

QUALITY MANAGEMENT BOARD, AND WE ARE LOOKING ON TRYING TO 

GET THOSE ORDINANCES DEVELOPED FOR THE COACHELLA VALLEY 

AREA . 

WE HAVE A NEED TO MAKE SURE THAT THE RAIL LINE 

IS ALSO NOT IMPACTING ON PM-10 THROUGH ITS USE OF CLEANING 

THE RAILS FROM WIND-BLOWN DUST, THAT KIND OF THING , AS 

WELL AS THE EMISSIONS STRAIGHT OUT OF THE TRACK . 

THE EMISSIONS NEED TO BE OFFSET FROM NOT JUST 

THE SITE PROJECT, WHICH SOUTH COAST WILL REQUIRE. IT WILL 

REQUIRE OFFSET OF THOSE EMISSIONS SO THAT THERE'S A NET 

AIR QUALITY BENEFIT. BUT THEY WILL NOT BE ABLE TO REQUIRE 

OFFSETS OF THOSE RAIL LINE EMISSIONS . AND I BELIEVE THAT 

WE NEED, AS A COUNTY, TO CONSIDER THAT -- THOSE EMISSIONS 

SHOULD BE OFFSET. TOO. 

AND FINALLY. MITIGATION MEASURES TO REDUCE THE 

DAMAGES WERE NOT ADEQUATELY PRESENTED IN THE E. I . R. THEY 

WERE MENTIONED IN APPENDIX E, THE VERY BACK OF IT, THAT 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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THERE ARE ALTERNATIVES TO DIESEL FUEL IN THE TRUCKS AND IN 

THE TRAINS, BUT NO BENEFIT IS MENTIONED IN TERMS OF A 90 

PERCENT REDUCTION IN EMISSION FROM THE RAILS . THAT IS 

SOMETHING THAT SOUTH COAST WILL HAVE APPROVAL OVER AS FAR 

AS THE S. P. MAIN LINE GOES . THAT IS SOMETHING THAT LEAD 

AGENCIES MUST CONSIDER. 

HOWEVER, RISK ASSESSMENT WAS NOT CONDUCTED FOR 

THIS PROJECT. A SCREENING EVAULATION WAS -- TWO-PAGE 

SCREENING EVALUATION WAS IN APPENDIX E FOR THE LANDFILL 

GAS EXPOSURE . WE NEED TO SEE A FINAL -- IT MENTIONS THAT 

WE DO NEED A FORMAL RISK ASSESSMENT, BUT IT IS NOT HERE 

FOR PUBLIC REVIEW . I THINK THAT THAT IS SOMETHING THAT 

SHOULD BE CONTAINED IN THE E.I . R./E.I.S. PROJECT FOR FULL 

DISCLOSURE. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : DR. NELSON, WOULD YOUR NOTES BE 

ADEQUATE? 

DR. NELSON : I WILL SUBMIT THEM IN WRITING. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER : OKAY, THANK YOU . I LOOK FORWARD TO 

THAT . 

DEE DEE STONE IS NEXT, AND FOLLOWED BY TERI 

ADAMS . 

MS . STONE: MY NAME IS DEE DEE STONE . I LIVE AT 142 

EAST LAKE, AND THAT IS PALM SPRINGS. 

I AM REALLY A VERY DISAPPOINTED PERSON TODAY, 

AND IRONICALLY IT IS THE MOST HOLY OF ALL OF THE JEWISH 

HOLIDAYS. AND I LOOK AROUND AND I'M THINKING, WE'RE 
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PLANNING A LANDFILL THAT HAS A LIFE EXPECTANCY OF 115 

YEARS, AND NOT ONE OF US WILL BE HERE THEN. AND I SAW A 

POSTER IN THE BACK OF THE ROOM DEPICTED BY YOUNGSTERS 

SAYING NO ON THE LANDFILL . AND I THINK IN ALL REALITY 

THEY'RE THE ONES WHO SHOULD BE MAKING THESE DECISIONS. 

MANY OF THE PEOPLE HERE TODAY SPOKE ABOUT WHAT A GOOD 

FINANCIAL DEAL IT WILL BE. AND I CERTAINLY WOULD BE THt 

LAST ONE TO SAY I WANT TO DEPRIVE OTHERS OF GETTING THEIR 

RIGHTFUL MONIES AFTER THE FALL OF KAISER STEEL, BUT AT THE 

SAME TIME. I'M THINKING I WOULD RATHER SEE FUTURISTIC 

CONCEPTS COME UP THAT WOULD REALLY -- LIKE A STEVEN 

SPIELBERG MOVIE. 

I BROUGHT HERE FOR EACH ONE OF YOU A PIECE OF 

PAPER THAT DEPICTS A NEW WASTE DISPOSAL IDEA. AND IT 

LOOKS LIKE A PRESSURE COOKER . I WANT YOU ALL TO HAVE YOUR 

COPY. BUT YOU'RE All INVOLVED WITH A REAL TOUGH JOB . YOU 

HAVE TO COME UP WITH, HEY, WE NEED SOMETHING TO DO WITH 

GETTING RID OF WASTE. WHAT SHALL WE USE? 

BUT YOU DON'T GO AROUND TO THE TOP THINKERS IN 

THE FIELD. YOU GO TO SOMEBODY WHO COMES TO YOU AND SAYS, 

GEEZ, WE'VE GOT THIS PROPERTY. WE'VE GOT THESE PEOPLE WHO 

SHOULD BE GETTING SOME MONEY FROM KAISER, CAN'T WE DO A 

DEAL? AND IT'S SAD. IT SOUNDS AWFULLY CONVENIENT, BUT 

IT'S NOT MY FAVORITE IDEA. 

THANK YOU SO MUCH . 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: FOLKS, WE'D REALLY APPRECIATE IT IF 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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YOU WOULDN'T APPLAUD . IT DOESN ' T HELP US A BIT . 

OUR NEXT SPEAKER IS TERI ADAMS. FOLLOWED BY 

FRANCES PEARSON . 

MS . ADAMS : HI . MY IS TERI ADAMS . I'M A RESIDENT OF 

INDIO HILLS . I'M A NURSE . AND OVER THE PAST 20 YEARS I 

HAVE BEEN A VOLUNTEER FIRE FIGHTER IN THREE DIFFERENT 

STATES, SO I BRING A LITTLE BIT OF EXPERTISE WITH MY 

COMMENTS . 

MY MAIN PROBLEM IS THE E.M . S. SYSTEM WAS NOT 

VERY WELL ADDRESSED IN -THIS STUDY . IN FACT, IT WAS JUST 

ABOUT NOT MENTIONED AT ALL . WHEN YOU CONSIDER THE AMOUNT 

OF ACCIDENTS WE HAVE ON I-10 ALREADY , THE AMOUNT OF FIRES 

THAT WE FIGHT EVERY YEAR ALONG THE I-10 RAILROAD -- JUST 

RIGHT HERE IN THE COACHELLA VALLEY , I'M NOT TALKING ABOUT 

OTHER AREAS -- IT ' S A LITTLE BIT HARD FOR ME TO UNDERSTAND 

HOW WELL THE MONEY THEY THINK THEY'RE GOING TO BE SPENDING 

IS GOING TO COVER THE RECOVERY COSTS OF TAKING CARE OF 

THESE PROBLEMS. 

LAST YEAR DESERT HOSPITAL GAVE AWAY SEVEN 

MILLION IN CARE . MOST OF THAT WAS ACCIDENTS, T.C. ·s WE 

CALL THEM, BECAUSE THE PEOPLE HAD NO INSURANCE . THINK 

ABOUT IT . 

OKAY , REAL QUICK . HAS ANYBODY EVER READ THE 

WATER SEEKERS ? L.A. ' S BEEN RIPPING OFF THE WHOLE STATE OF 

CALIFORNIA FOR A LOT OF YEARS . 30 MILLION NEEDED? WE 

NEED 30 BILLION TO COVER THE COSTS OUT HERE . THINK ABOUT 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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THE NUMBERS . 

THE C.H.P. RIGHT NOW IS CHARGED WITH DESIGNATING 

HAZARDOUS MATERIAL ROUTES IN THIS VALLEY . NOW. 111 MAY 

NOT BE GIVEN THAT DESIGNATION . 86 IS BEING UPGRADED. SO 

86 COULD GET THE DESIGNATION. WHAT DOES THAT DO WITH YOUR 

TRUCK TRAFFIC? DOES THAT MEAN A BARGE ACROSS THE SALTON 

SEA TO MEET THAT RAILROAD TERMINAL OVER THERE? THINK 

ABOUT IT . 

AND HOW MUCH MONEY IS GOING TO BE IN A BANK 

SOMEWHERE TO GUARANTEE THE SAFETY AND THE UPKEEP OF THAT 

LANDFILL FOR 115 YEARS? I MEAN, MONEY READILY AVAILABLE 

TO COME OUT FIVE MINUTES FROM NOW IF THEY HAVE A BIG FIRE 

OVER THERE OR A (INAUDIBLE) . AND IT CAN HAPPEN. 

THEY TALK ABOUT FIRES IN HERE, DEEP FIRES IN THE 

LANDFILL WHERE THEY COULD POUR AND PUMP DOWN GASES . WHERE 

IS THE EQUIPMENT GOING TO BE STORED TO DO THAT? AND WHERE 

ARE THE PEOPLE GOING TO BE TO COME AND TAKE CARE OF THAT 
~-: @ 18 PROBLEM? I'LL TELL YOU WHERE THEY ARE RIGHT NOW, THEY'RE 
~:=: 
f 19 OVER THERE IN KUWAIT TAKING CARE OF OIL WELL FIRES. 

1111 20 THANK YOU . 

} 21 CHAI~MAN TURNER : THANK YOU . 

f 22 THE NEXT SPEAKER IS FRANCES PEARSON . FRANCES 

23 APPARENTLY HAS ALREADY GONE HOME, SO SHE'LL BE FOLLOWED BY 

24 LORI HELLER, AND AFTER THAT DENISE DOBRENSKY . 

25 LORI HELLER. 

26 MS. HELLER : HELLO, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN OF THE 

I COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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COMMISSION . I ' M JUST A TAXPAYER AND A HOMEOWNER . AND I 

MOVED JUST RECENTLY FROM ORANGE COUNTY . I WAS BORN IN 

L.A. MY PARENTS LEFT THERE IN THE EARLY '60'S TO GET AWAY 

FROM THE POLLUTION. WE CAME TO ORANGE COUNTY . I GREW UP 

THERE. I CAME OUT HERE A YEAR AND A HALF AGO TO A FAMILY 

MEMBER ' S WEDDING AND NOTICED THAT THERE WAS A BLACK SKY 

OUTSIDE WITH WHITE STARS THAT COULD TWINKLE . AND I SAID. 

~THIS WOULD BE A GOOD PLACE TO MOVE AND RAISE THE REST OF 

OUR FAMILY." 

THE THING IS. IT SEEMS LIKE PEOPLE IN OTHER 

PLACES THINK THAT THERE ' S NOTHING HERE BUT ILLITERATE 

PEOPLE OR RETIREES . WHY DON'T WE DO SOMETHING POSITIVE 

LIKE JAPAN DOES, HAVE A SUPER INCINERATOR WHERE EVERYTHING 

IS USED. THEY RECYCLE EVERYTHING . IT IS SELF-CONTAINED . 

IT'S A BOTANICAL GARDEN . IT WAS ON THE DISCOVERY CHANNEL. 

WHY DON'T THEY PROPOSE SOMETHING LIKE THAT THAT IS 

BENEFICIAL INSTEAD OF NEGATIVE? 

THERE ARE OTHER THINGS AND OTHER WAYS WE CAN 

DEAL WITH THIS. AND I WOULD HOPE THAT PEOPLE'S LIVES AND 

THIS AREA'S RESORTS WOULD SUPERSEDE OVER JUST MONEY , 

BECAUSE IF THERE IS A PROBLEM. WHO IS GOING TO CLEAN IT 

UP? WHO IS GOING TO AFFORD TO CLEAN IT UP? AND THEN ::r. 
~"/,; 

~ 23 WE'LL JUST BE LEFT WITH IT. AND OUR CHILDREN. 

I ;: CHAIR:::::~:::::::::::;:::~::~~::~LOHED BY DONNA 

I COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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CHARPIED. 

MS. DOBRENSKY: LADIES AND GENTLEMEN. MY NAME IS 

DENISE DOBRENSKY. AND I"M WITH A GROUP CALLED FIT 

ENVIRONMENT. WHICH MEANS OUR FUTURE IS IN TROUBLE. WE"RE 

CONCERNED ABOUT THE EVIL EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT THAT"S 

GOING OUT THERE BY DESERT CENTER. 

WHAT I'D LIKE TO SAY IS, WITH THE AIR CONTROL, 

DON"T BE FOOLED BY YESTERDAY"S PROPOSAL TO THE REDUCED 

NUMBER OF TRUCKS ON HIGHWAY 10. THE COMBINATION OF TRUCKS 

AND TRAINS WILL STILL AFFECT OUR REMAINING CLEAN AIR. 

OTHER LANDFILLS HAVE EXPERIENCED AIR POLLUTION AND STENCHY 

ODOR PROBLEMS. 

THE ONLY REDUCTION IN TRAFFIC WILL COME WHEN 

PEOPLE FROM L.A. NO LONGER WANT TO DRIVE HERE. 

WITH THE L.A. POLLUTION BOMB TO OUR WEST, 

PUSHING BAD AIR THROUGH OUR PASS HERE, WHY WOULD WE EVER 

WANT -ONE EAST? THAT'S CRAZY. IN 25, 50 OR 75 YEARS WE'RE 

CREATING A MONSTER PROBLEM WHICH CANNOT BE STOPABLE WITH 

30 MILLION DOLLARS A YEAR. 

WHY WOULD WE. WANT TO SOLVE THE L.A. TRASH 

PROBLEM WHEN THERE ARE OTHER SOLUTIONS? THERE ARE OTHER 

DUMP SITES, TRASH INCINERATIN~ PLANTS THAT ARE CREATING 

ENERGIES. 

AS FAR AS WATER, WHAT SENSE DOES IT MAKE TO 

BUILD A DUMP SITE ON TOP OF A FAULT? THE NEW E.P.A. RULES 

FORBID THIS. THERE ARE NO GUARANTEES THAT THIS LANDFILL 

rn11RT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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HON'T LEAK. AND HHAT DO YOU THINK HILL HAPPEN HHEN AN 

EARTHQUAKE RIPS THROUGH THAT AREA ONE OR MORE TIMES? THIS 

CAN CONTAMINATE OUR AQUIFER AND DEVASTATE OUR ENTIRE 

VALLEY. 

FOR LAND. THE SAME PROBLEMS EXIST IN OUR -- THE 

SAME PROBLEMS EXIST FOR OUR VALUABLE FARMING IN OUR OHN 

LAND VALLEY -- LAND IN OUR VALLEY. THE COST OF THE 

CLEANUP OF THE CONTAMINANTS FROM ONE OF THESE DISASTERS IS 

MANY TIMES THE COST OF THE LAND. 

WHAT'S GOING TO HAPPEN HHEN THE L.A. TOURISTS 

MEETING GROUPS AND HOME BUYERS LEARN THAT THERE IS A 

LANDFILL HERE? THEIR OHN TRASH HILL TURN THEM AWAY FROM 

OUR AREA. 

IF THERE IS A LANDFILL DISASTER ANYWHERE. THE 

NEWS MEDIA WILL SCARE PEOPLE AWAY ALSO. 

WE DON'T WANT A (INAUDIBLE) OUT HERE WITH 

DISEASE AS WELL AS MENTAL AND EMOTIONAL RISKS. 

THE E.I.R. DOESN'T ADDRESS THE FINANCING NEEDS 

TO RESOLVE THESE KINDS OF PROBLEMS. 

WE HAVE A HISTORY IN AMERICA OF PASSIN~ ALONG 

HOMES TO THE NEXT GENERATION. OUR GOVERNMENTS, AT ALL 

LEVELS, IGNORE SOME PRETTY MAJOR PROBLEMS; EXAMPLES AT THE i 
ft :J 23 FEDERAL LEVELS INCLUDE B.C.C.I., S & L. AND NOH OUR BANKS. 

[ 24 IT IS HELL-KNOHN THAT THESE PROBLEMS HERE DISCOVERED BUT 

25 NO ONE DID ANYTHING ABOUT IT. THAT CAN HAPPEN RIGHT HERE 

26 AT EVIL EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT. 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT DOES NOT ANSWER 

WHY ANYONE WOULD WANT TO PUT A LANDFILL IN AN AREA WHICH 

SERVES TOURISM AND RETIREES. WHO WANTS A HOME IN A 

LANDFILL AREA? 

LET'S GET SERIOUS. WE NEED AN ACCURATE COST 

PROJECTION OF ALL OF THE RISK FACTORS FOR THE NEXT 115 

YEARS. THE 30 MILLION DOLLARS A YEAR JUST WON'T CUT IT. 

89 

THERE ARE FACTORS NOT CONSIDERED; HEALTH, SOCIAL 

PROBLEMS. THE LOSS OF BUSINESS. AND EVEN MORE. UNTIL WE 

CAN UNDERSTAND ALL OF THE RISKS AND CREATE A TRUST FUND 

WHICH CAN'T BE USED FOR OTHER PURPOSES, WE'RE CREATING A 

SERIOUS FUTURE TAX PROBLEM. AND GUESS WHO PAYS AND CLEANS 

UP THIS MESS? NOT L.A. COUNTY. NOT THE 30 MILLION 

DOLLARS. THAT'S A DROP IN THE BUCKET. OUR CHILDREN'S 

CHILDREN AND RIVERSIDE COUNTY WILL BE TAXED. 

MY LAST QUESTION IS. WHY RIVERSIDE COUNTY? 

THERE ARE OTHER DUMP SITES WHICH ARE NOT LOCATED NEAR 

AGRICULTURAL LAND AND TOURISM INDUSTRY. RIGHT NOW WE HAVE 

SIGNED PETITIONS OF OVER 1600 PEOPLE THAT I WILL BE 

SENDING IN THAT ARE AGAINST EVIL EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL. 

I'M SORRY. I JUST HAVE TO SAY THAT. FOLKS. THIS WILL BE 

DELIVERED TO YOU, OR IT WILL BE SENT INTO BARRY WETZEL'S 

OFFICE. 

I'D RATHER STAND HERE AND SAY TO YOU PEOPLE. 

"P.S .. I LOVE YOU, PALM SPRINGS,- INSTEAD OF -P.S .• I HATE 

YOU. PALM SPRINGS.· 
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THANK YOU. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: THANK YOU, DENISE. 

DONNA CHARPIED IS NEXT, FOLLOWED BY ROGER 

GEORGE. 

MS. CHARPIED: MY NAME IS DONNA CHARPIED. 

CH ARP IE D. P.O. BOX 321. DESERT CENTER. 92239. 

DURING THE PUBLIC HEARINGS HELD AUGUST 28TH BY 

THE B.L.M .. I MENTIONED THERE WERE SEVERAL ITEMS WE 

REQUESTED TO BE STUDIED AT THE SCOPING SESSION, AND PUT 

THESE ITEMS IN WRITING. HOWEVER. THEY WERE NOT ADDRESSED 

IN THE DRAFT E.I.R./S. 

90 

ONE OF THOSE ITEMS IS A QUESTION THAT KAISER HAD 

ALREADY BEEN DUMPING INTO THE EAST PIT AREA. WE INCLUDED 

A LETTER FROM A FORMER EMPLOYEE OF KAISER WHO STATED THAT 

THEY IN FACT WERE DUMPING. ALONG WITH OTHER INFRACTIONS. 

WE REQUESTED, IN AN EXCAVATION FROM APPROPRIATE 

DEPTH; TO PERFORM MORE SAMPLES TO ASCERTAIN IF DUMPING HAD 

TAKEN PLACE. THE DRAFT E.I.R. HAS FAILED TO DO SO. 

ON AUGUST 30TH OF THIS YEAR KAISER STEEL FOUND 

SOME FUEL TANKS AND SOME SOIL THAT SEEMED TO BE 

CONTAMINATED. ALONG WITH CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS AT THE SMALL 

DESERT CENTER SANITARY LANDFILL. JOE ASBURY. FROM THE 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS UNIT. DID COME TO THE SCENE AND HAD 

KAISER STEEL CLEAN IT UP. THE CONTAMINATED -- OR REMOVED 

THE FUEL TANKS AND THE CONTAMINATED SOIL. 

THE SOIL WAS SUPPOSEDLY SENT FOR ANALYSIS; 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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l HOWEVER, AS OF YESTERDAY AFTERNOON I STILL HAVEN'T 

2 RECEIVED THOSE RESULTS. 
3 ON SEPTEMBER 11TH OF THIS YEAR. AN EMPLOYEE OF 

4 KAISER WAS SUSPENDED FOR DUMPING HAZARDOUS MATERIALS INTO 

5 THE EAST PIT 18 MONTHS OR MORE AGO. 

6 ON SEPTEMBER 16TH, A FORMER KAISER EMPLOYEE TOLD 

7 ME SOME OF THE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS THAT WERE DUMPED WERE 

8 IN FACT RADIOACTIVE. THE PERSON DESCRIBED BLOOD 

9 CONTAINERS THAT HOUSED THE RADIOACTIVE MATERIAL, AND THE 

10 RADIATION INSIGNIA HAD BEEN REMOVED FROM THE CONTAINERS. 

11 THE PERSON SAID SINCE THERE WERE NOT VERY MANY OF THE 

12 CONTAINERS IT WOULD BE TOO COSTLY TO DISPOSE OF THOSE 

13 PROPERLY. 

14 ALSO, THE PERSON CLAIMED THAT TRANSFORMERS 

15 CONTAINING PCB'S WERE ALSO DUMPED IN THIS AREA. 

16 THIS MORNING I RECEIVED A HAND-DRAWN MAP FROM A 

17 PERSON WHO SHOWED VERY CLEARLY TWO SITES OUTSIDE OF THE 

18 EAST PIT AREA WHERE THIS DUMPING HAD OCCURRED. 

19 DURING THE LAST 18 MONTHS OR SO, KAISER HAD 

20 BURNED MATERIAL IN THE EAST PIT AREA. WHEN I INQUIRED 

21 ABOUT THE ·THICK SMOKE COMING FROM THE MINE, I WAS TOLD IT 

22 WAS CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS AND TREE TRIMMING, AND THAT THE 

23 APPROPRIATE PERMITS HAD BEEN ISSUED. 

24 WITH THESE NEH ACCUSATIONS OF HAZARDOUS WASTE 

25 DUMPING, I AGAIN REQUEST THIS AREA BE INVESTIGATED BY A 

26 FIRM INDEPENDENT OF KAISER STEEL. M.R.C .• OR BROWN & 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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FERRIS INDUSTRIES (PHONETIC). 

I WOULD LIKE AN ANALYSIS OF THE ASHES FROM THE 

FIRES. ALSO. IF THERE IS RADIOACTIVE OR OTHER REALLY BAD 

MATERIALS LIKE THAT THAT WERE IN FACT DUMPED. I BELIEVE 

THAT KAISER STEEL, BROWN & FERRIS INDUSTRIES AND M.R.C. 

SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO CLEAN THAT SITE AND DISPOSE OF IT 

PROPERLY BEFORE ANY PERMITS ARE ISSUED. 
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MY FARM IS APPROXIMATELY FOUR MILES DOWNSTREAM 

FROM THIS SITE, AND I WOULD REALLY LIKE MY WATER ANALYZED, 

AGAIN FROM AN INDEPENDENT FIRM TO SEE IF MY HATER HAS BEEN 

AT ALL AFFECTED BY THIS. 

AND I TALKED WITH ALLAN INGALLS (PHONETIC) 

YESTERDAY, WHO WAS KAISER STEEL'S LEGAL COUNSEL. HE SAID 

THAT THE COMPANY TEAM HAD BEEN INVESTIGATING THIS AREA FOR 

THE LAST WEEK AND THEY HAVE NOT FOUND ANY HAZARDOUS 

MATERIALS; THEREFORE, THEY NEVER CONTACTED THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL'HEALTH DEPARTMENT OR THE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

UNIT. 
MR. INGALLS DID GO ON TO SAY THAT THEY HAD BEEN 

DUMPING SOME SCRAP AND SCRAP EQUIPMENT. AND I WANT TO 

KNOW HOW KAISER CAN BE DUMPING ANYWHERE WITHOUT THESE 

NECESSARY PERMITS. 

IF THE RADIOACTIVE CYLINDERS OR THE TRANSFORMERS 

ARE NOT FOUND, I WOULD LIKE TO KNOW WHERE THE DOCUMENTS 

ARE STATING WHERE AND.WHEN THESE ITEMS WERE DISPOSED OF. 

SINCE KAISER STEEL ILLEGALLY HAS DUMPED 
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS INTO OUR SMALL LANDFILL. WHAT CAN BE 

EXPECTED OF THEM AND BROWN & FERRIS INDUSTRIES IF THEY .. 
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HAVE A MEGA DUMP TO USE? THE LOCAL CITIZENS WILL NOT HAVE 

THE LIBERTY OF CASUALLY WALKING TO THE SITE TO SEE WHAT IS 

BEING DUMPED. 

IN CLOSING, KAISER STEEL HAS BEEN FINED IN THE 

PAST FOR ENVIRONMENTAL INFRACTIONS. BROWN & FERRIS 

INDUSTRIES IS NOTORIOUS FOR CONTAMINATING LAND WITH THEIR 

DUMPS THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY, AND MINE RECLAMATION 

CORPORATION IS A FIRM THAT WAS FORMED SOLELY FOR THIS 

PROJECT AND HAS NO RECORD OF LANDFILL EXPERIENCE ANYWHERE 

TO TRACE THEIR TRACK RECORD. 

PUT THESE THREE ENTITIES TOGETHER AND WE HAVE 

ONE LARGE ENVIRONMENTAL TIME BOMB WAITING TO EXPLODE. I 

STRONGLY AND RESPECTFULLY URGE YOU TO REJECT THIS 

PROPOSAL. 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: THANK YOU. 

WILL YOU PLEASE HOLD IT DOWN? 

MR. WOLF: THE LADY JUST MADE SOME VERY SERIOUS 

ALLEGATIONS THAT NOT ONLY ILLEGAL DUMPING BUT EXTREMELY 

SERIOUS ILLEGAL DUMPING TOOK PLACE. AND DID IT THROUGH A 

THIRD PARTY. QUOTING AS HER SOURCE "A PERSON.· AND I, FOR 

ONE. WOULD LIKE TO HAVE THAT PERSON PRODUCED, AND WE WOULD 

LIKE TO HAVE THEM PLACED UNDER OATH AND THEIR TESTIMONY 

TAKEN. 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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MS. CHARPIED: MAY· I? 

- MR. WOLF: SURE. 

MS. CHARPIED: I HAVE TALKED TO THE RADIOACTIVE -- I 

CAN'T REMEMBER THE NAME OF IT NOW, I'M VERY NERVOUS -

FROM THE STATE. THEY SAID THEY WOULD BE HERE TODAY TO 

TALK. 
THE PERSON WHO DID SAY THIS TO ME IS VERY 

FRIGHTENED AND HAS AGREED TO TALK OVER THE TELEPHONE WITH 

THE AGENCY THAT IS INVESTIGATING THIS. 

94 

AND IT"S QUITE -- I THINK WHAT WE NEED TO DO IS 

SEE IF IN FACT THESE THINGS WERE DUMPED. AND THEN MAYBE GO 

FROM THERE. 
MR. WOLF: WELL. THOSE ARE EXTREMELY SERIOUS 

ALLEGATIONS THAT YOU'RE MAKING, AND YOU'RE MAKING THEM 

THIRD PARTY, MA'AM. THIS ISN'T A COURT OF LAW. IF IT 

WERE, I GUESS IT WOULD BE HEARSAY. 

I THINK THAT IF WE'RE GOING TO TAKE YOUR 

TESTIMONY INTO CONSIDERATION. IT'S REASONABLE TO EXPECT 

THE PERSON WHO IS MAKING THESE ALLEGATIONS BROUGHT 

FORWARD, PLACED UNDER OATH, AND HIS TESTIMONY TAKEN. 

MS~ CHARPIED: WELL. AGAIN, BACK IN 1989 WHEN I PUT 

IN MY APPEALS FOR THE SCOPING SESSION, I DID TALK ABOUT 

THE PCB'S AND THINGS LIKE THAT THAT WERE SUPPOSEDLY DUMPED 

AND NOBODY EVER EVE~ LOOKED INTO IT. 

I'M NOT SAYING THAT THESE PEOPLE DID THAT. -THE 

MAN DESCRIBED WHERE THESE THINGS WERE. THEY'RE NOT THERE 

COURT REPORTERS OF- PALM SPRINGS 
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ANYMORE. AND PEOPLE ARE BEING SUSPENDED. THERE ARE A LOT 

OF PEOPLE IN FANCY SUITS AND LAWYERS ALL OVER THE PLACE. 

AND I WANT TO KNOW IF IT WAS THERE. IF IT'S THERE. CLEAN 

IT UP AND GET ·1T OUT OF THERE. THAT'S MY CONCERN. I 

DON'T WANT MY WATER CONTAMINATED. 

MR. WOLF: OKAY. IT IS STILL OF GREAT CONCERN, 

MR. CHAIRMAN. THAT TESTIMONY BE GIVEN THIRD PARTY LIKE 

THAT OF SUCH A SERIOUS NATURE. THE ALLEGATIONS ARE 

EXTREMELY SERIOUS ABOUT THE DUMPING OF NUCLEAR WASTE. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: ARE WE ALL UNDER OATH NOW? 

MR. JOKI: COMMISSION. HER LETTERS ARE IN THE 

APPENDIX OF THE E.I.R. THEY'RE PART OF THE DOCUMENT. 

MR. WOLF: OKAY, WE'RE TALKING UP HERE. FOLKS. 

MS. VALDEZ: IF THE STATE'S INVESTIGATING IT TODAY. 

THEN THERE WILL BE A DEFINITE ANSWER. 

MS. CHARPIED: THEY WERE SUPPOSED TO BE IN TOUCH WITH 

ME LATER ON THIS EVENING. I TO~D THEM I HAS HERE ALL DAY. 
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MR. WOLF: I GUESS WHAT I'M TRYING TO GET CLEAR IN MY 

MIND IS. YOU'RE TESTIFYING TO INFORMATION THAT YOU HAVE NO 

FIRSTHAND KNOWLEDGE OF. THAT YOU HAVE BEEN TOLD av A 

PERSON WHOM YOU HAVE NOT ELECTED TO REVEAL --

MS. CHARPIED: THAT'S CORRECT .. 

MR. WOLF: -- THAT SOMETHING TOOK PLACE. 

MS. CHARPIED: THAT'S CORRECT. THE PERSON IS AFRAID 

TO BE KNOWN. 

MR. WOLF: I CAN UNDERSTAND. ALTHOUGH FROM OUR 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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STANDPOINT. I MEAN. THAT'S AN EXTREMELY SEVERE AND SERIOUS 

ALLEGATION. 

MS. CHARPIED: I UNDERSTAND THAT. 

MR. RICHARDS: MS. CHARPIED. DO YOU HAVE A CONTACT 

WITH THE STATE OFFICE THAT YOU'VE BEEN TALKING TO? 

MS. CHARPIED: YES, SIR. HER NAME IS SARAH LEE. 

EVERYTHING IS BETTER WITH SARAH LEE. 

MR. RICHARDS: AND SHE WILL BE FAMILIAR WITH THIS 

ALL EGA TI ON? 

MS. CHARPIED: YES, SIR. AND I ALSO TALKED WITH 

WAYNE FROM THE COUNTY HERE. HIS NAME IS WAYNE -- I 

HAVE --

MR. WOLF: DALEY (PHONETIC)? 

MS. CHARPIED: RIGHT, WAYNE DALEY. THAT'S CORRECT. 

MR. RICHARDS: WE'LL MAKE CONTACT. 

MR. WOLF: IT WILL BE REAL INTERESTING TO PURSUE IT. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: THE NEXT SPEAKER IS ROGER GEORGE, 

FOLLOWED BY T. ADAMS. 

MR. GEORGE: GOOD AFTERNOON RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

SUPERVISORS AND OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCY REPRESENTATIVES. 

I AM ROGER GEORGE OF PALM DESERT. I COME HERE ON BEHALF 

OF ASSOCIATED (INAUDIBLE). 

MY EXPERIENCE AND BACKGROUND HAVE PRETTY MUCH 

BEEN WITH THE EQUITY QUESTIONS THAT DEALS WITH NATIONAL 

AND INTERNATIONAL STATUTES REGARDING THE ENVIRONMENT AND 

PERSONAL LIABILITIES OF HUMAN RIGHTS. 

I .. ,'"·"·:•:: :;;:«•=,cc~ 
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1 IN THE SILICON VALLEY. I WAS PRETTY WELL 

2 ASSOCIATED WITH RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, AND ALSO FOR 

3 NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL SHIPMENTS IN ASSISTING WITH THE 

4 UNITED NATIONS THAT'S INVOLVED WITH HAZARDOUS MATERIAL 

5 FROM RAND D. PROCESS AND TRANSPORTATION. 

45 6 AND I HAD A CHANCE TO EVALUATE YOUR E.I.S. AND 

7 E.I.R. THAT WAS PRESENTED TO ME. AND I COULDN'T HELP 

8 GETTING OVER THE FACT THAT THERE WAS A LACK IN THE EQUITY 

9 QUESTIONS THAT WERE ASKED. AND THIS WAS THE RISK INVOLVED. 

10 AND THE RISK INVOLVEMENT THAT I'M LOOKING AT IS THE 

11 PERCENTAGE OF ALLOCATION OF RISK IN ALL PHASES OF 

12 DEVELOPMENT OF ANY PROCESS THAT IS DONE WITHIN THE 

13 PROJECT. 

46 14 NUMBER TWO. THE SOCIAL IMPACT WAS COMPLETELY 

15 ELIMINATED. AND WITH REGARDS TO THE SOCIAL IMPACT, I'M 

16 TALKING ABOUT THE SOCIAL RISK PERCEPTION OF WHICH THE 

17 HELP -- AND THE TOXIC RESULT OF WHAT MAY OCCUR TODAY. BUT 

18 ALSO IN THE FUTURE. 

47 19 THERE WAS NO MENTIONING AS FAR AS FUNDING. AND 

20 IT CAME TO ME THAT THERE WAS A STRONG SUGGESTION THAT 

21 THERE BE A COMMITMENT MADE OF A DISTINCT TRUST FUND THAT 

22 WOULD ALLOW A PERCENTAGE OF ALLOCATION THAT WOULD COVER 

23 SUCH THINGS AS RISK FACTORS DUE TO INFLATIONARY COSTS OR 

24 LIABILITIES. BECAUSE APPARENTLY THERE IS NOT ENOUGH THAT 

25 HAS BEEN TAKEN IN ACCOUNT OF THIS MEASURE. AND THE 

26 PROPOSAL DID NOT COVER ANYTHING IN ALL PHASES OF 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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DEVELOPMENT THAT (INAUDIBLE) IS GOING TO BE FUNDED? WHAT 

IS THE RISK CORRIDORS? 

AND THIS IS SOMETHING THAT -- 1·0 LIKE TO SEE 

fHE REVIEW MOTIVE PUT IN THERE, BECAUSE IT·s EQUALLY 

IMPORTANT, NOT ONLY ENVIRONMENTAL AND THE SOCIAL IMPACT, 

BUT OVERALL, LONG TERM WE'RE DEALING WITH RAND D, 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT. AND THERE HAS TO BE MORE, OF 

WHAT I CAN SEE, MORE INVOLVEMENT AS FAR AS THE UNITED 

STATES DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH WITH REGARDS TO THINGS 

THAT MAY OCCUR AS PREVENTATIVE MEASURES AND CONTROLS IN 

PLACE PRIOR TO ANYMORE OF THE PROJECT CONTINUING. 

THE RISKS ARE FAR GREATER THAN THE ASSETS THAT I 

CAN EVALUATE AT THIS TIME. BUT I APPRECIATE IT. AND, YOU 

KNOW, HOPEFULLY IT WILL BE CONSIDERED. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: THANK YOU. YOUR COMMENTS ABOUT THE 

TRUST FUND ARE WELL PLACED. THE COMMISSION HILL LOOK INTO 

THAT. 

T. ADAMS IS FOLLOWING -- IS THE NEXT SPEAKER, 

FOLLOWED BY ANTHONY BARTON. 

BOYLAN. 

MR. ADAMS -- OR ADAM. 

ANTHONY BARTON. 

LOIS MALL, FOLLOWED BY SHIRLEY -- IT LOOKS LIKE 

MS. MALL: GOOD AFTERNOON, PLANNING COMMISSION AND 

STAFF. I AM LOIS MALL. I AM REGIONAL DIRECTOR FOR THE 

AMERICAN LUNG ASSOCIATION, AND ALSO I REPRESENT THE 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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FRIENDS OF THE ENVIRONMENT. I AM ON THE BOARD OF 

DIRECTORS THERE AND THE PRESIDENT OF THAT GROUP COULD NOT 

·APPEAR TODAY. 

MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND STAFF. 

ANYTHING THAT ENTERS THE LUNGS CONCERNS THE AMERICAN LUNG 

ASSOCIATION. FOR THIS REASON. WE HAVE WORKED FOR OVER 40 

YEARS TO ELIMINATE AIR POLLUTION. THE LUNG ASSOCIATION IS 

A HIGHLY REGARDED AUTHORITY ON HEALTH EFFECTS OF AIR 

POLLUTION. AND OUR FOCUS ON HUMAN HEALTH EFFECTS HAS GIVEN 

US A UNIQUE CREDIBILITY THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY. 

AIR POLLUTION AT CURRENT LEVELS CAN INJURE EVEN 

HEALTHY LUNGS. AIR POLLUTION IN THIS PROPOSED PROJECT IS 

A CRITICAL PROBLEM. ONE THAT THREATENS THE HEALTH OF 

EVERYONE. BUT IT IS LIFE-THREATENING TO SEVERAL THOUSAND 

PEOPLE LIVING IN THE COACHELLA VALLEY WHO SUFFER WITH 

CHRONIC POLLUTION PROBLEMS -- PULMONARY PROBLEMS. THESE 

ARE PEOPLE WHO MOVED TO THIS VALLEY BECAUSE OF THE 

RELATIVELY CLEAN AND HEALTHFUL AIR~ 

IN THE 1990 WALL STREET JOURNAL/NBC NEWS SURVEY. 

FOUR-FIFTHS OF THE AMERICANS WHO RESPONDED SAID PROTECTING 

THE ENVIRONMENT WAS MORE IMPORTANT THAN KEEPING DOWN THE 

COSTS OF CONSUMER GOODS. 

MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSIONS ARE THE GREATEST CAUSE 

OF DIRTY AIR. THIS FACT IS NOT DISPUTED. 

THIS MORNING'S DESERT SUN'S ARTICLE STATES THAT 

MINE RECLAMATION CORP. BOARD OF DIRECTORS AGREED TO 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE TRUCK DRIVING DURING THE START-UP 

PERIOD OF AT LEAST TWO YEARS. THAT WOULD STILL BE 200 

TRUCKS PER DAY COMING THROUGH OUR VALLEY. 200 COMING AND 

200 GOING FOR TWO YEARS. THAT WILL CONTRIBUTE TONS OF AIR 

POLLUTION TO OUR ALREADY FRAGILE ENVIRONMENT. REQUESTS 

FOR EXTENSION ON PRETENSE OF TECHNOLOGY IS NOT AVAILABLE. 

TO SUBSTITUTE THE TRUCKS AND SO FORTH WOULD BE LIKE 

GETTING A CAMEL'S HEAD IN A TENT. 

AS I SAID. I ALSO SERVE ON THE BOARD OF 

DIRECTORS OF FRIENDS OF THE ENVIRONMENT. THIS 

ORGANIZATION'S POSITION ON THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL IS 

THAT THE DEVELOPERS BE REQUIRED TO COMPLY WITH THE 

REQUIREMENTS OF THE SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT 

DISTRICT, MAINLY THAT ALTERNATE FUELS, OR ELECTRIC FUELS, 

BE USED FOR TRUCKS AND FOR TRAINS USED TO TRANSPORT ALL 

GARBAGE THROUGH THIS VALLEY. 

THERE CAN BE NO POSITIVE GUARANTEE THAT THE 

PROBLEM OF GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION CAN BE AVOIDED. 

THERE ARE MANY HORRIBLE EXAMPLES OF THIS OCCURRING AT 

OTHER DUMP SITES THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY. 

YOU HAVE A HUGE TASK IN STUDYING THE COLLECTION 

OF STATISTICS THAT HAVE BEEN SUBMITTED ON THE MANY REASONS 

THAT EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT SHOULD NOT BE 

APPROVED. 
WE URGE YOU TO REMEMBER THAT THIS PROJECT COULD 

BE A MAJOR DISASTER FOR THE THOUSANDS WHO MOVE TO THIS 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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VALLEY IN HOPES OF IMPROVING THEIR HEALTH AND THE QUALITY 

OF THEIR LIVES. AND THE INCREASED EMISSIONS OF TRAFFIC 

WILL SERIOUSLY HARM TH£ HEALTH OF CHILDREN WITH ASTHMA. 

OTHER LUNG DISEASES. PREGNANT WOMEN. AND THE ELDERLY AS 

WELL. AND ALL OF THAT. PROGRESSIVE HEART DISEASE. CAN BE 

HARMFUL TO HEALTH AND LUNGS. 

YOUR VOTE AGAINST THE PROJECT WOULD HELP PROTECT 

THE ENVIRONMENT AND WOULD BE SINCERELY APPRECIATED BY ALL 

OF US WHO ENJOY CLEAN AIR AND THOSE WHO MUST HAVE CLEAN 

AIR TO LIVE. IT IS TRULY A MATTER OF LIFE AND DEATH. 

THANK YOU. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER~ THANK YOU. MS. MALL. 

SH I RLEY BOYLAN. I BELi EVE IT IS. FOLLOWED BY 

DAVID LANHAM. 

MS. BOYLAN: MY NAME IS SHIRLEY BOYLAN AND I LIVE AT 

THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN PUMPING PLANT IN DESERT CENTER WITH 

APPROXIMATELY 60 OTHER PEOPLE. 

I WAS VERY SURPRISED TO READ ON PAGE 439 OF THE 

E.I.S. THAT THE AQUEDUCT AND PUMPING STATION IS NOT 

EXPECTED TO BE ADVERSELY AFFECTED BY THIS PROJECT. 

OUR MAIN ROUTE IN AND OUT OF THE PUMPING PLANT 

IS EAGLE MOUNTAIN ROAD. THE ONLY OTHER OPTION IS TO USE 

THE ACCESS ROAD TO KAISER ROAD. TRAFFIC WAS COUNTED 

NOVEMBER OF '89 ON EAGLE MOUNTAIN ROAD. THEY APPARENTLY 

DIDN'T DEEM IT NECESSARY TO COUNT TRAFFIC ON THE ACCESS 

ROAD. 
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IF PRIVATE OR COMPANY VEHICLES LEAVE THE PUMPING 

PLANT NEAR EAGLE MOUNTAIN ROAD. WE WILL NOT ONLY BE 

SHARING THIS ROAD WITH 400 TRUCKS. BUT WE'LL HAVE TO CROSS 

THE RAIL LINE ALSO. THERE IS NO PROVISION IN THE E.I.S. 

FOR ANY WARNING SYSTEM AT THIS CROSSING. 

IF WE CHOOSE TO TAKE THE LONGER ROUTE OF THE 

ACCESS ROAD AND KAISER ROAD. THUS AVOIDING THE TRUCKS, THE 

TRUCK ROUTE, AS WELL AS THE RAIL LINE, WILL AGAIN CROSS 

THE ACCESS ROAD WITH NO PROVISIONS FOR ANY WARNING SYSTEM. 

THE E.I.S. STATES THAT THEY'RE GOING TO WIDEN 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN ROAD, BUT IT WILL REMAIN A TWO-LANE ROAD. 

ACCORDING TO A LOCAL CALTRANS EMPLOYEE WHOSE JOB IT IS TO 

MAINTAIN THESE ROADS, THERE IS INSUFFICIENT MAINTENANCE TO 

WIDEN THIS ROAD. IN FACT, WHEN HE WAS TOLD THE VOLUME OF 

TRAFFIC M.R.C. PLANS TO RUN, HE LAUGHED AND SAID THE ROAD 

WOULD BE DEMOLISHED BY THE END OF THE FIRST DAY. THERE IS 

NO RESEARCH IN THE E.I.R. REGARDING WIDENING THIS ROAD. 

IN PHASE TWO, THE TRUCK AND RAIL LINE WILL ALSO 

BE CROSSING KAISER ROAD. IN PHASE ONE IT WILL ONLY BE THE 

TRUCK ROAD. IF THERE SHOULD BE A BREAKDOWN OR ACCIDENT AT 

THAT INTERSECTION, EAGLE MOUNTAIN WILL BE TOTALLY CUT OFF. 

THE SCHOOL BUSES. PRISON FACILITIES, RESIDENTS WILL NOT BE 

ABLE TO LEAVE OR RETURN. IF THE ACCIDENT NECESSITATED 

EVACUATION, IT WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE TO EXECUTE. THERE 

ARE NO OTHER ROADS OUT OF THERE. 

AT THE B.L.M. HEARING IN DESERT CENTER I 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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QUESTIONED THE LEACHATE RUNOFF BEING DIVERTED DIRECTLY 

OVER THE CANAL WITH REGARD TO THE POSSIBILITY OF 

CONTAMINATING THE WATER SUPPLY TO ALL OF SOUTHERN 

CALIFORNIA. 

I ALSO MENTIONED THE POSSIBILITY OF THIS WATER 

BEING AFFECTED BY MALATHION BEING SPRAYED OVER OPEN CANAL 

IN THE VERY LIKELY EVENT THAT ONE OR MORE MED FLIES ARE 

TRANSPORTED IN A LOAD OF TRASH. 
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I JOKINGLY SUGGESTED THAT IF WE POISONED THE 

DRINKING WATER FOR ALL OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WITH 

CONTAMINANTS FROM THE LANDFILL AND MALATHION. IT WOULD 

SOLVE THE TRASH PROBLEM. I AM. OF COURSE. AWARE THAT THIS 

COULD NOT HAPPEN. 

M.W.D. MONITORS THE WATER VERY CLOSELY AND 

POISONS COULD BE DILUTED SO BY THE TIME THEY REACHED LAKE 

MATTHEWS THEY PROBABLY WOULD NOT BE A PROBLEM. HOWEVER, 

THESE POSSIBILITIES WERE NOT ADDRESSED. 

NOR WAS THE FACT THAT THE PUMPING PLANT DRAWS 

ALL ITS WATER OFF THE CANAL, AND IF IT DOES GET 

CONTAMINATED. THE FIRST PEOPLE TO BE AFFECTED WILL BE THE 

ONES WHO WORK AND LIVE THERE. WITHOUT THE BENEFIT OF 100 

MILES OF DILUTION. 

WHEN I FIRST READ THIS E.I.S .. I DIDN'T 

UNDERSTAND WHY RECON DID NOT ADDRESS THE IMPACT ON THE 

M.W.D. EMPLOYEES LIVING THERE AT THE PUMPING PLANT. THAT 

WAS ANSWERED BY JOHN LARSON, VICE PRESIDENT OF RECON IN 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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CHARGE OF THIS PROJECT. IN A CONVERSATION HE HAD WITH MY 

HUSBAND AFTER THE B.L.M. HEARING IN PALM DESERT. 

MR. LARSON TOLD MY HUSBAND THERE WAS NO ONE 

LIVING AT THE PUMPING PLANT. WHEN MY HUSBAND SHOWED HIM 

THE HOUSES ON RECON"S MAP. MR. LARSON SAID THAT HE'D 

WONDERED WHERE ALL OF THE TRAFFIC HAD COME FROM WHEN THEY 

DID THE STUDY OF THAT ROAD. IF THEY MISSED 60 PEOPLE 

LIVING WITHIN A HALF MILE OF EAGLE MOUNTAIN EXTENSION, 

WHAT ELSE OF MAJOR IMPACT DID THEY MISS IN THIS E.I.S.? 

THANK YOU. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: THE NEXT SPEAKER IS DAVID LANHAM, 

FOLLOWED BY -- IT LOOKS R.J. METKUS. 

MR. LANHAM: THANK YOU. MY NAME IS DAVID LANHAM. 

I"M A RESIDENT OF THE CITY OF RIVERSIDE. 

104 

I"M HERE TO SPEAK BRIEFLY ABOUT THE AIR QUALITY. 

AND I'D LIKE TO THANK MR. BOB COLE FROM M.R.C. BECAUSE I 

THINK HE DID A BETTER JOB THAN I DID. HE MENTIONED 

SOMETHING ABOUT PRISTINE AIR. I THINK THOSE PICTURES 

THERE. THE SLIDES THERE. SHOWED THE CLEAR AIR. THEY LOOK 

LIKE THAT HAMM"S BEER COMMERCIAL WHERE YOU CAN SEE THE 

DEER COME ACROSS FROM THE SUNSET. ALSO, THAT DEEP BLUE 

SKY UP THERE. AS I SAID. I LIVE IN RIVERSIDE. I WORK IN 

LOS ANGELES/PASADENA AREA, I DON'T SEE BLUE SKIES LIKE 

THAT VERY OFTEN. 

BASICALLY, ALONG THOSE LINES. I GUESS I JUST 

WANTED TO SAY THAT THE BEST PROTECTION AGAINST POTENTIAL 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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LEAKAGE FROM A NEW LANDFILL AND DAMAGE TO THE AIR IS TO 

NOT BUILD IT IN THE FIRST PLACE. 

THIS PROJECT, AGAIN. IS AN ENVIRONMENTAL 

DISASTER WAITING TO HAPPEN. THE RIVERSIDE PLANNING 

COMMISSION SHOULD VOTE AGAINST IT. 

PERHAPS WE SHOULD LISTEN TO OTHER SO-CALLED 

PROFESSIONALS IN THE LANDFILL INDUSTRY TO BETTER 

UNDERSTAND THE TOTAL PICTURE. 

I HAVE LEARNED THAT AN OFFICIAL OF M.R.C., 

MR. RICK DANIELS -- AND IN FACT I FOUND OUT TODAY THAT 

MR. DANIELS WHO IS THE PRESIDENT OF M.R.C., UP UNTIL 

RECENTLY WORKED FOR WASTE MANAGEMENT, INC. 

WASTE MANAGEMENT IS ATTEMPTING TO GAIN APPROVAL 

FOR A NEW LANDFILL KNOWN AT GREGORY CANYON IN NORTH 

SAN DIEGO COUNTY. IN HIS WASTE MANAGEMENT POSITION, 

MR. DANIELS VERY OFTEN SPOKE AGAINST EAGLE MOUNTAIN, 

AGAINST THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT. MR. DANIELS, AT 

SEVERAL COMMUNITY GROUP MEETINGS, STATED THAT THE EAGLE 

MOUNTAIN PROJECT WOULD HARM THE AIR, THE WATER, AND THE 

TURTLE POPULATION. 

105 

I ASSUME MR. DANIELS HAS A DIFFERENT POSITION 

TODAY, SINCE HE'S NOW WORKING FOR M.R.C. AND I WONDER HOW 

HE CAN LOOK AT HIMSELF IN THE MIRROR. PERHAPS IT HAS 

SOMETHING TO DO WITH MONEY AND REALLY NO CONCERN FOR OUR 

ENVIRONMENT. 

REGARDLESS, IF IT IS HIS FEELING THAT SUDDENLY 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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M.R.C. WILL PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT, CAN WE BELIEVE HIM? 

I DON'T. 

106 

I'D LIKE TO POINT OUT ALSO-THAT AT ONE TIME 

WASTE MANAGEMENT, INC. LOOKED INTO THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN SITE 

THEMSELVES. THEIR OWN ENVIRONMENTAL PEOPLE DECIDED TO GO 

OUT AND HARM THE ENVIRONMENT. AND NOW ARE PROPOSING THE 

AMBOY SITE IN SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY AS A (INAUDIBLE) 

PROJECT. 

I:D LIKE TO ALSO POINT OUT A POINT THAT WAS MADE 

AT ONE OF THE B.L.M. HEARINGS HELD IN PALM DESERT, A 

STATEMENT THAT WAS MADE BY MR. CASS ALVIN, WHO IDENTIFIED 

HIMSELF AS A LABOR OFFICIAL FROM DOWNEY. I WANT TO 

EMPHASIZE THE FACT THAT HE'S FROM DOWNEY, FROM OUTSIDE OF 

THIS AREA. MR. ALVIN CLAIMED THAT ORGANIZED LABOR IS 

SUPPORTING THIS PROJECT. MR. ALVIN IS WRONG, AND I TOLD 

HIM SO AFTER THE ~.L.M. HEARING. 

IN REALITY, LABOR IS TOTALLY AGAINST THIS 

PROJECT. AT A RECENT RIVERSIDE/SAN BERNARDINO BUILDING 

TRADES MEETING, THE AFFILIATES VOTED TO-OPPOSE EAGLE 

MOUNTAIN. 

IN ADDITION, I HAVE WITH ME A COPY OF A LETTER 

SIGNED BY JERRY CREMMONS (PHONETIC). WHO IS PRESIDENT OF 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE BUILDING TRADES ASSOCIATION, WHICH IS 

ADDRESSED TO THE B.L.M. AND IT STATES, IN PART, AND I 

HAVE A COPY OF IT THAT I'LL PROBABLY GIVE COMMISSIONER 

MARES, I'LL QUOTE THIS: 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 



l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

DOCUMENT 0102 

"A REVIEW OF THE E.I.R./E.I.S. SUBMITTED 

TO THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT RAISES 

SERIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES. THE 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT. IF APPROVED. 

WILL HAVE A NEGATIVE EFFECT ON OUR 

DESERT AIR, GROUND WATER, VEGETATION 

AND ANIMAL LIFE FOR GENERATIONS BEYOND 

THAT 115-YEAR LIFESPAN OF THE LANDFILL. 

.THE STATE TAXPAYERS ARE FACED WITH A 

REFUSE TIME BOMB WHICH WILL COST 

BILLIONS OF DOLLARS TO RECTIFY, 

WHILE MINE RECLAMATION, INC. ENJOYS 

ALL THE FINANCIAL BENEFITS WITHOUT 

CONCERN FOR THE LONG-TERM INJURY TO 

CALIFORNIA. 

.THE STATE BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION 

TRADES COUNSEL IS PRIMARILY INTERESTED 

IN CREATING JOBS FOR INDIVIDUAL MEMBERS. 

HOWEVER. WE MUST GO ON RECORD AS BEING 

IN OPPOSITION TO THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN 

LANDFILL PROJECT. THE FEW JOBS CREATED 

BY THIS ENDEAVOR IS OUTWEIGHED BY THE 

ENORMOUS AMOUNT OF RISK FACING FUTURE 

GENERATIONS OF WORK IN CALIFORNIA.N 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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1 I KNOW MY TIME IS GETTING SHORT. I JUST HAVE A 

2 FEW MORE STATEMENTS. 

64 3 WHO SUPPORTS THIS PROJECT? M.R.C., OF COURSE, 

4 WHO WILL MAKE SO MUCH MONEY THAT THEY WILL BE ABLE TO 

5 TEASE RIVERSIDE COUNTY WITH APPROXIMATELY 30 MILLION 

6 DOLLARS PER YEAR AS A PAYOFF; ALSO. THE KAISER RETIREES, 

7 WHO HAVE BEEN TOLD THAT THE HEALTH PLAN THAT WAS GOING TO 

8 BE LOST IN THE PAST WILL RECEIVE SOME PARTIAL 

9 REIMBURSEMENT. 

10 I WOULD LIKE TO REMIND THE RETIREES THAT KAISER 

11 IS THE ONE THAT LET YOU DOWN IN THE FIRST PLACE. AND I 

12 WOULDN'T TRUST THEM. ANYWAY. I DON'T THINK THIS IS ENOUGH 

13 TO SELL OUT OUR ENVIRONMENT. 

65 14 FINALLY, OTHERS IN FAVOR OF THIS PROJECT ARE 

15 SPINELESS LOS ANGELES AREA POLITICIANS. YOU SEE. IT'S 

16 EASY TO STACK PEOPLE ON TOP OF PEOPLE FOR ENDLESS MILES OF 

17 CONCRETE. BECAUSE THAT'S PROGRESS AND THAT LINES THE 

i 18 POCKETS WITH CAMPAIGN MONEY. WHEN FACED WITH A DECISION 
~l f 19 SUCH AS WHERE TO PLACE THE LANDFILL OR DISPOSE OF TRASH, 
* i 20 THESE SAME SPINELESS POLITICIANS EYE OUR CALIFORNIA DESERT 

[ 21 AS A SOLUTION TO THEIR PROBLEMS. AS A RIVERSIDE COUNTY 
~: f 22 RESIDENT. I RESENT THEIR ATTEMPT. 

f 23 IN CLOSING. I AGAIN URGE YOU TO VOTE AGAINST THE 
=:❖ :-:•: 

I 24 PROPOSED PROJECT. 

25 THANK YOU. 

26 CHAIRMAN TURNER: THE NEXT SPEAKER IS R.J. -- IT 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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LOOKS LIKE METKUS. NOT HERE? 

LARRY CHAPIED THEN. YOU WANTED TO BE LAST. AND 

THEN WE HAVE SOME ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY. 

MR. CHARPIED: THANK YOU. MY NAME IS LARRY CHARPIED, 

CH ARP IE D, AND I LIVE IN DESERT CENTER. I'M A 

FARMER. I'M FOUR MILES BELOW THE PROPOSED PROJECT AREA. 

AND I HAVE SEVERAL THINGS I'D LIKE TO GO OVER, A 

COUPLE OF THEM ARE IN THE E.I.R. AND WHAT A COUPLE OF 

THEM START OUT TO BE ARE OPINIONS .. APPARENTLY, OF WHOEVER 

WROTE THIS E.I.R. 

AND THE FIRST ONE IS OF THE WATER QUALITY. AND 

THE E.I.R. STATES THAT THE WATER QUALITY IS NOT GOOD FOR 

DOMESTIC USE AND ALSO NOT VERY GOOD FOR AGRICULTURAL USE. 

WHEREAS, IN THE CALIFORNIA PARK AND WATER 

RESOURCE BULLETIN NO. 118 IT STATES -- IT COMPARES THE 

WATER QUALITY IN ALL OF WATER BASINS IN CALIFORNIA. AND 

THE BLYTHE AREA. THE CHUCKWALLA AREA AND THE COACHELLA 

VALLEY AREA ALL HAVE IDENTICAL WATER. AND WE ALL KNOW THAT 

BLYTHE USES 993 MILLION GALLONS A YEAR FOR DOMESTIC USE. 

AND WE ALSO ALL CAN LOOK AROUND AND SEE WHAT COACHELLA 

DOES WITH.THE WATER AROUND HERE. 

THE NEXT THING THAT REALLY KIND OF IRKS ME IS 

HOW M.R.C. CONTINUALLY SAYS THAT THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN AREA 

IS NOT PRISTINE AND NOT AESTHETICALLY BEAUTIFUL. WELL. I 

I :: ::::L:FA~:~KA:TT::Es~::.AN::~E: ::::~ ::::EM::::.o:E:::G 
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AS HOW THE LOS ANGELES AREA IS ALREADY DEGRADED. MAYBE WE 

JUST SHOULD DUMP THERE AND FORGET ABOUT POLLUTING OUT 

HERE. 

THE E.I.R. BASES ITS TORTOISE MITIGATION ON A 

STUDY DONE BY GENE CARR. AN EMPLOYEE OF RECON, FORMER 

EMPLOYEE OF M.R.C., PERFORMED IN CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA. IN 

CLARK COUNTY, THEIR MITIGATION OF THE DESERT TORTOISE WILL 

BE THEY WILL IN FACT PICK THE TORTOISES UP, TAKE THEM TO A 

TORTOISE RESERVATION. IF THESE TORTOISES ARE NOT ADOPTED 

IN FIVE DAYS, THEY WILL GIVE THEM A LETHAL INJECTION. AND 

I AM WONDERING, IF THIS IS WHAT THE PLANS ARE FOR THE 

TORTOISES, IS THAT THE PLAN FOR THE PEOPLE THAT DON'T WANT 

TO GO ALONG WITH THIS, TOO? 

ACCORDING TO THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY SOLID WASTE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN, FINAL DRAFT 1989, PAGE ROMAN NUMERALS IV, 

PAGE 5, THE LAST PARAGRAPH. IT SAYS: 

"IN NO INCIDENCE SHALL EXPORTING 

OF WASTES WITH A PUBLIC SITE BE 

RELIED UPON FOR LOCAL" -- .BEING 

RELIED UPON FOR LOCAL USE BE 

CONSIDERED ANYTHING BUT A 

SHORT-TERM, FIVE YEARS OR LESS 

WASTE MANAGEMENT SOLUTION FOR THE 

EXPORTING·AGENCY.· 

IS THERE A COUNTY LAW THAT LET'S PRIVATE 

INDUSTRY IMPORT GARBAGE FOR LONGER PERIODS OF TIME, WHEN 

COURT RE~ORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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THE COUNTY SAYS THEY DON'T THINK IT'S A GOOD IDEA? 

IN THE SAME PLAN, THE WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN, IT 

SAYS: 

PROJECT. 

"THE INITIAL COST TO EXPORTING 

AGENCIES, AS WELL AS A GRADUATING 

COST STRUCTURE, SHOULD BE INCLUDED 

TO PROVIDE A DISINCENTIVE FOR 

EXPORTING GARBAGE TO RIVERSIDE 

COUNTY." 

AND I DON'T SEE THIS AT ALL IN A 100-YEAR 

THE NEXT THING I WOULD LIKE TO TALK ABOUT IS 

SOME OF THE STRUCTURAL PARTS OF THE PROPOSAL. 

THE E.I.R. STATES THE COVER ON THE LANDFILL WILL 

PROTECT ANY WATER FROM GOING DOWN INTO THE LANDFILL. AND 

THEN A LITTLE LATER ON IN THE SAME E.I.R. IT SAYS THAT 

BECAUSE OF ANAEROBIC DIGESTION, FLUIDS WILL BE CREATED, 

BUT THESE SAME FLUIDS WILL THEN EVAPORATE UP THROUGH THIS 

COVER. IT DOESN'T MAKE SENSE TO ME THAT WATER CAN'T GO 

THROUGH BUT IT CAN COME UP THROUGH IT. 

I 71 21 ANOTHER THEORY PRESENTED IS ONE THAT HAS ME I t 22 REALLY BAFFLED, AND THEY TALK ABOUT THE LANDFILL ·,,: 

:I ~ 23 ABSORPTION CAPACITY, AND THIS IS WHEN YOU ABSORB ANY 

f.!.1 :: FLUIDS co"::: ::::~E:N:1::1:H::L~s~R::e::v~s~VER AND OVER 
26 SEEN ON A TELEVISION OR IN A NEWSPAPER WHEN THEY GO TO AN 
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OLD LANDFILL AND EXCAVATE IT. AND THEY'LL FIND AN OLD 

NEWSPAPER OR TELEPHONE BOOK IN PERFECT CONDITION. AND 

WHAT'S HAPPENING HERE IS BECAUSE OF THE MONEY INCENTIVES. 

THESE LANDFILLS ARE COMPACTED AS MUCH AS THEY CAN TO GET 

AS MUCH AS THEY CAN IN. THEREFORE. THE MAJORITY OF THIS 

STUFF THAT CAN ABSORB NEVER COMES IN CONTACT HITH THE 

WATER. WATER FOLLOWS THE PATH OF LEAST RESISTANCE. WHICH 

IS USUALLY DUE TO THE ANAEROBIC BREAKDOWN AS HELL AS 

THINGS THAT WERE ALREADY DUMPED IN THERE THAT HAVE FLUIDS. 

AND AS SOON AS THE RAIN DOES ENTER INTO THESE. 

IT JUST FOLLOWS THE PATH OF LEAST RESISTANCE, TAKING THESE 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS CREATED IN THE LANDFILL DOHN TO THE 

BOTTOM. 

ACCORDING TO THE DEPARTMENT OF HATER RESOURCES 

BULLETIN 118 AND 97-1. THIS HAS ME BAFFLED ALSO BY LOOKING 

AT THE E.I.R .. BECAUSE THEY SAY THAT THE CHUCKWALLA VALLEY 

IS AN ISOLATED AQUIFER, AND DON'T WORRY. IF IT GETS 

POLLUTED. IT'S NOT GOING TO HURT ANYBODY OUT THERE. 

ACCORDING TO THE STATE. THE CHUCKWALLA AQUIFER 

IS DIRECTLY CONNECTED TO THE COLORADO RIVER AND IS ALSO 

DIRECTLY CONNECTED TO THE COACHELLA VALLEY AQUIFER. 

IN THESE STUDIES THE STATE MADE, THE MAIN 

GRADING IS IN TOWARDS THE DIRECTION OF THE COLORADO RIVER. 

IN FACT. THE WATER DRAINS FROM THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN/DESERT 

CENTER AREA TO THE COLORADO RIVER. 

THEY ALSO SAY AT THE DESERT CENTER AREA THE 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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GRADIENT IS ALMOST MINIMAL. 

WHAT WE HAVE HERE IS THE PROPOSED WORLD'S 

LARGEST GARBAGE DUMP, WITH THE POSSIBILITY OF POLLUTING IN 

THE WORLD~S LARGEST WAY. AND WE ALL KNOW, BECAUSE OF 

TAKING A PHYSICS CLASS IN HIGH SCHOOL OR WHATEVER, THAT 

BECAUSE OF CONCENTRATION, WHEN THIS WATER GETS POLLUTED, 

THE HIGH CONCENTRATION WILL MOVE TO THE LOW CONCENTRATION, 

AND EVENTUALLY IT WILL MAKE IT TO THE COACHELLA VALLEY. 

NEXT I'D LIKE TO GET INTO THE LINERS. WHAT I'D 

LIKE TO TALK ABOUT IS WHAT THE E.P.A. SAYS IN THE FEDERAL 

REGISTRY, FEBRUARY 5TH, 1981, PAGE 11,128. THE E.P.A. 

STATES: 

.ALL LANDFILLS WILL EVENTUALLY LEAK.-

THEY ALSO GO ON TO SAY: 

-DATA AND SCIENTIFIC PREDICTIONS 

INDICATE, EVEN WITH THE APPLICATION 

OF THE BEST AVAILABLE TECHNOLOGY, 

IT WILL OCCUR EVENTUALLY.-

THE SAME FEDERAL REGISTRY, EXCEPT A YEAR LATER. 

PAGE 11,129: 

.EVENTUALLY LINERS WILL DEGRADE, 

TEAR OR CRACK AND ALLOW LIQUIDS 

TO MIGRATE OUT OF THE (INAUDIBLE).-

MY QUESTION IS. HOW CAN YOU PREDICT ALL OF THE 

POSSIBLE COMBINATIONS OF CHEMICALS THAT THEY'RE GOING TO 

DUMP IN THERE, WHAT CHEMICALS THESE ARE GOING TO MAKE ONCE 

~ COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 

l,,,-,,,,-



, 

!t :r 
~J 
~~~ 
X•, 

~~i 
::::: 

I 
❖-.. 
::::; 

I 

75 

76 

77 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

g 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

DOCUMENT 0102 

114 

THEY COMBINE. AND HOW THEY WILL ATTACK THIS LINER; AND 

WHAT THEY WILL DO TO THIS LINER. AS WELL AS THE LEACHATE 

COLLECTION SYSTEM PIPES. AND AS WELL AS THE GAS COLLECTION 

SYSTEM PIPES? 

THESE CHEMICALS ARE GOING TO WEAKEN AND SOFTEN 

THESE PIPES. AND THE WEIGHT OF THIS GARBAGE IS GOING TO 

COLLAPSE THESE PIPES. THEN WE HAVE NO LEACHATE COLLECTION 

SYSTEM. WHAT WE HAVE IS A LINER THAT'S GOING TO LEAK. THE 

WORLD'S LARGEST GARBAGE DUMP LEAKING INTO ONE OF THE 

STATE'S LARGEST AQUIFERS. AND WE'VE GOT NO ALTERNATIVE. 

WE'RE DEAD. 

ANOTHER THING I'D LIKE TO TALK ABOUT IS RIGHT 

NOW THEY CONSIDER STATE-OF-THE-ART LANDFILLS AS DOUBLE 

COMPOSITE LINERS. WHICH IS THE GRAVEL. CLAY, PLASTIC. 

GRAVEL. CLAY. PLASTIC AGAIN. AND PLASTIC ON THE WHOLE 

THING. WE'RE TALKING ABOUT THE WORLD'S LARGEST GARBAGE 

DUMP. WHY AREN'T WE TALKING ABOUT STATE-OF-THE-ART 

TECHNOLOGY INSTEAD OF WHAT CAN WE AFFORD NOW AND HOW CAN 

WE PUT IT OFF UNTIL LATER?_ 

THEY'RE TALKING ABOUT NOW HAVING TRANSFER 

STATIONS FOR TWO YEARS. HOW ARE WE GOING TO ELIMINATE 

HAZARDOUS WASTE FROM GETTING IN THIS? ALREADY S.E.S. 

ENGINEERS PREDICTS, AND THIS IS CONSERVATIVE, IF THE 

TRANSFER STATIONS ARE INTACT, THAT .01 PERCENT OR 4,000 

POUNDS OF HAZARDOUS WASTE WILL ENTER THAT FOR THE FIRST 

TWO YEARS. WHAT DOES THAT MEAN? WHAT'S GOING TO GO INTO 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 
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THAT HOLE? 

THE E.P.A. HIRED A COMPANY CALLED GEO SERVICES 

OUT OF BOYNTON, FLORIDA. AND WHAT THEY DID WAS STUDIES ON 

LINERS, CLAY LINERS AND PLASTIC LINERS. WHAT THEY SAID 

ABOUT CLAY LINERS, AND THESE ARE CLAY LINERS MEETING 

E.P.A. DESIGNED REGULATION PERMEABILITY, TEN POINT 

NEGATIVE SEVEN, WHICH IS THE SAME AS IN THE E.I.R. AND 

WHAT THEY SAY ABOUT THESE CLAY LINERS IS THAT A THREE-FOOT 

INCH HEAD ON THIS CLAY LINER WILL TAKE 15 YEARS TO LEAK. 

ONCE IT LEAKS, IT WILL LEAK AT 90 GALLONS PER DAY. 

THE PROPOSAL IN THIS PROJECT IS A ONE-FOOT CLAY 

LINER. DOES THAT MEAN IN LESS THAN FIVE YEARS IT'S GOING 

TO START LEAKING ON US? 

IT SAYS A COMPOSITE LINER, THEY CALL IT F.L.M., 

FLEXIBLE -- OR F.M.L .. FLEXIBLE MEMBRANE LINERS. THEY SAY 

ALL FLEXIBLE MEMBRANE LINERS LEAK BECAUSE OF INHERENT 

FLAWS. THEY SAY IN MANUFACTURING THERE ARE PINHOLES. 

THEY ARE CARBON DEPOSITS WHICH MAKE THE STRETCH MARKS, 

ET CETERA. 

THEY ALSO SAY THAT IN A PROJECT OF THIS 

MAGNITUDE WHERE THEY HAVE TO PUT TOGETHER SEVERAL OF THESE 

PLASTIC LINERS, THAT THERE WILL ALSO BE LEAKS. THEY'RE 

TALKING ~BOUT THE BEST CASE SCENARIO WHERE YOU HAVE A MAN 

WALKING BEHIND THEM WITH A -DETECTION UNIT, AND YOU ARE 

STILL GETTING LEAKS HERE. THEY'RE TALKING IN EXCESS OF 90 

'GALLONS PER ACRE PER DAY IN THE LANDFILL. WE'RE TALKING 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 



80 

81 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

DOCUMENT 0102 

ABOUT WHAT? 37,000 ACRE LANDFILL FOOTPRINT? SOME 

PHENOMENAL NUMBER LIKE THAT. 
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ANOTHER THING THAT HAS ME REALLY CONCERNED IS 

THAT IN FACT WE HAVE SEEN THE KAISER STEEL RAILROAD LINES 

BE WASHED OUT. AND BECAUSE OF THE MAGNITUDE OF THAT, BE 

INCAPACITATED FOR SEVERAL WEEKS AND MORE. 

SO WE.RE TALKING ABOUT -- TO BRING 20,000 TONS 

OF GARBAGE A DAY. WE.RE TALKING ABOUT 1,000 TRUCKS UP AND 

THE SAME 1.000 TRUCKS BACK DOWN. I DON'T SEE HOW THEY 

EVEN TALKED ABOUT THE IMPACT OF THESE UPON OUR PARTICULAR 

AREA. 

WHAT REALLY HAS ME UPSET ABOUT THIS WHOLE THING 

IS I KEEP HEARING OVER AND OVER AGAIN THAT THERE IS NO 

ALTERNATIVE TO THIS LANDFILL IDEA. WE JUST CAN'T KEEP 

CONTINUING WITH THIS OSTRICH APPROACH OF BURYING OUR 

GARBAGE IN THE GROUND AND ACTING LIKE IT'S ALL TAKEN CARE 

OF. AND WE KNOW IT COMES BACK TO HAUNT US. 

RIGHT NOW THERE ARE SEVERAL TECHNOLOGIES 

AVAILABLE. THERE ARE ALSO ALTERNATIVES FOR THIS 

PARTICULAR PIT THAT WILL GENERATE INCOME. 

ONE ALTERNATIVE IS A HYDROELECTRIC PLANT. WHICH 

WOULD USE WATER FROM THE CANAL, PUMP IT UP DURING LOW COST 

HOURS. STORE IT DURING HIGH COST HOURS. LET IT RUN BACK 

DOWN. GENERATE ELECTRICITY AT 80 PERCENT EFFICIENCY. IT'S 

NON-POLLUTING, IT'S GOING TO CREATE JOBS, AND WE HAVE THE 

SAME THING WE'RE TALKING ABOUT HERE, BUT NOT THIS 
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ENVIRONMENTAL TIME BOMB. 

TWO OTHER ALTERNATIVES TO LANDFILLS THEMSELVES, 

I DON'T KNOW WHY THEY HAVEN'T BEEN EXPLORED BY RIVERSIDE 

COUNTY. BECAUSE WE'RE GOING TO START NEEDING THEM. AS WELL 

AS WHY LOS ANGELES COUNTY ISN'T BEING MADE TO EXPLORE 

THESE.· ONE IS CALLED LANDFILL MINING. LANDFILL MINING IS 

WHERE YOU GO TO OLD LANDFILLS. YOU DIG THEM UP AND YOU 

REMOVE ALL OF THE RECYCLABLES AND COMPOSTING MATERIAL. AND 

YOU SELL THOSE. 

BECAUSE YOU'VE DUG THIS LANDFILL UP. YOU CAN 

THEN LINE IT TO BETTER PROTECT YOUR WATER. AND THEN. 

BECAUSE YOU DUG OUT ALL OF THESE RECYCLABLES IN THE FIRST 

PLACE, YOU ACTUALLY HAVE EXPANDED YOUR LANDFILL CAPACITY, 

WHICH YOU CAN THEN RESELL. 

WE LOOK AT THIS, C.C.V., WHICH IS A COMMITTEE 

THAT I AM ON. AND WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE PROJECT. WE LOOK 

AT THIS AS A WIN, WIN, WIN SITUATION. YOU GENERATE INCOME 

BY CLEANING IT UP. YOU GENERATE INCOME FROM THE EXTRA 

SPACE, PLUS YOU ALSO PROTECT YOUR WATER. AND WE WANT TO 

KNOW WHY PEOPLE AREN'T LOOKING INTO THIS AS OPPOSED TO THE 

PROPOSED WORLD'S LARGEST GARBAGE DUMP. 

I NEED TO -- AND I DID ASK, BUT I WANT TO JUST 

ASK NOW,· THIS IS APPARENTLY FORMAL, THAT THE BOARD ALLOW 

24 C.C.V. TO SHOW TWO FILMS ON BOTH OF THE ALTERNATIVES THAT 

25 I JUST MENTIONED AT THE NEXT MEETING IN THE DESERT CENTER 

26 AREA. THEY'RE APPROXIMATELY ABOUT 22 MINUTES TOTAL TIME, 
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THESE TWO. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: I UNDERSTOOD IT WAS TEN MINUTES. 

MR. CHARPIED: WELL. THERE IS TWO FILMS; ONE IS TEN 

AND THE OTHER IS TWELVE. ONE IS ON RECON. WHICH IS A 

DIGESTION OF THE ORGANIC THING SO THAT YOU DON'T HAVE TO 

THROW THAT AND THE OTHER INTO THE LANDFILL MINE. WE 

BELIEVE THAT THE COMBINATION OF THESE TWO CAN REDUCE WHAT 

GOES INTO A LANDFILL BY 80 TO 90 PERCENT. AND WE FEEL 

THIS IS IMPORTANT INFORMATION BEFORE YOU MAKE YOUR 

DECISION. 

MS. VALDEZ: HAS STAFF SEEN THESE? 

MR. CHARPIED: NO. MA'AM. I DIDN'T REALIZE THAT WE 
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WOULD HAVE A SHOW AND TELL. SO I WASN'T PREPARED FOR THAT. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: WELL. I DON'T HAVE A PROBLEM. 

MS. KELLEY: I HAVE NO OBJECTION: 

MS. VALDEZ: OKAY. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: OKAY. 

MR. CHARPIED: OKAY. AND MY LAST THING IS -- WELL. 

ACTUALLY TWO THINGS. 

ONE IS. IS THERE A WAY THAT I CAN GET A COPY OF 

THE COUNTY WASTE MANAGEMENT CONSULTANT'S REPORT THAT HE 

GAVE TO YOU EARLIER TODAY? 

MS. VALDEZ: I THINK IT'S A DRAFT DOCUMENT, IS IT 

NOT? 

MR. MARES: IT IS AN INTERIM REPORT. BUT I WILL 

PROVIDE YOU A COPY. I DON'T HAVE IT AVAILABLE RIGHT NOW. 
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I WILL SEND IT TO YOU. 

MR. CHARPIED: OKAY. THANK YOU. 

AND THE LAST THING. I'D JUST LIKE TO SAY. WE 

KEEP HEARING HOW WE WANT TO ACT LIKE A COMMUNITY HERE AND 

THAT LOS ANGELES IS_DOING THIS GOOD THING FOR US. YOU 

KNOW, COACHELLA VALLEY SUPPLIES A LOT OF FOOD TO 

LOS ANGELES. MAYBE WE CAN TRADE THEM FOR THE GAS. BUT 

IT'S IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA THAT 

EVERYBODY TAKES RESPONSIBILITY FOR THEIR GARBAGE. THERE 

ARE VIABLE ECONOMIC ALTERNATIVES, AND I THINK. WE SHOULD BE 

EMPHASIZING THESE AS OPPOSED TO THE WORLD'S LARGEST 

GARBAGE DUMP. 

THANK YOU. 

MS. VALDEZ: MR. CHARPIED. YOU MADE SOME REFERENCES 

TO SOME STUDIES AND FEDERAL REGISTERS AND DOCUMENTS THAT 

WERE PROVIDED BY E.P.A. COULD YOU MAKE THOSE AVAILABLE TO 

THE PLANNING STAFF? 

MR. CHARPIED: YES. MA'AM. I CAN DO THAT IN WRITING 

AND I WILL. 

MS. VALDEZ: OKAY. I'D APPRECIATE THAT. 

MR. CHARPIED: THANK YOU. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: ONE LAST --

·MR. CHARPIED: I'M SORRY. I FORGOT. THEY ASKED ME TO 

SHOW THESE SIGNATURES, THE 1600 SHE MENTIONED; 1,000 

COMING FROM YOUR AREA, AND 600 COMING FROM THE DESERT 

CENTER AREA, WITH A POPULATION OF AROUND 200. 
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(LAUGHTER.) 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: THE LAST SPEAKER IS ERIK. 

FOLKS. WE HAVE ONE MORE SPEAKER. IS ERIK STILL 

HERE? 

MR. JOKI: SOME SHORT STORIES TO CLOSE OUT MY 

COMMENTS. 

FIRST; FUNDS, FORECLOSURE AND POST-CLOSURE. AT 

C.V.A.G. 'S SEPTEMBER 9TH MEETING, M.R.C. DECLARED THAT AT 

A RATE OF FIVE CENTS PER TON THIS WOULD AMOUNT TO HUNDREDS 

OF MILLIONS OF DOLLARS. MY CALCULATOR MIGHT BE 

UNDERPOWERED. BECAUSE A NICKEL TIMES 730 MILLION TONS 

EQUALS $36,000,500,000, OVER 145 YEARS WITH COMPOUND 

INTEREST PUSHING THAT VALUE, AND INFLATION PUSHING THAT 

VALUE, IT OBVIOUSLY DOESN'T AMOUNT TO HUNDREDS OF MILLIONS 

OF DOLLARS. 

TRAIN ACCIDENT DATA. THE E.I.R. HAS A TABLE OF 

DATA FROM THE YEARS '82 THROUGH '86. MEANWHILE, CURRENT 

P.U.C. DATA SHOWS A TREND OF INCREASING RAIL PROBLEMS, 

NAMELY AN 83 PERCENT INCREASE IN ACCIDENTS FROM '87 

THROUGH '89. 

HAZARDOUS WASTE CALCULATION. THE E.I.R. QUOTES 

ONE INSTANCE WHERE THE HAZARDOUS WASTE CONTENT OF TRASH 

WAS DETERMINED. THEY CAME UP WITH A FIGURE OF 2/lOTHS OF 

A PERCENT, BY THE WAY. THIS IS ONLY ONE NUMBER, BUT LET'S 

USE IT FOR SOME PERSPECTIVE. 20,000 TONS A DAY TIMES .002 

EQUALS 40 TONS PER DAY, OR 80,000 POUNDS, TIMES 365 DAYS, 

COURT REPORTERS OF PALM SPRINGS 



:·::: 

86 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

87 14 

15 

16 

88 17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

DOCUMENT 0102 

121 

TIMES 115 YEARS EQUALS APPROXIMATELY 3.4 BILLION POUNDS OF 

HAZARDOUS WASTE TO DEAL WITH. WORKING A M.R.F. CERTAINLY 

PROMISES TO BE GREAT DUTY. 

LASTLY. A DAILY DOUBLE. TWO ITEMS OF 

CONVENIENCE FOR L.A.; TWO ITEMS OF ARROGANCE: RECYCLABLE 

STORAGE AND GREEN WASTE. 

RECYCLABLE STORAGE. 322 ACRES ARE PLANNED FOR 

STORING PIGGYBACK CONTAINERS FULL OF RECYCLABLES·FOR WHICH 

THERE IS NO IMMEDIATE MARKET. TALK ABOUT OUT OF SIGHT, 

OUT OF MIND. LET THE E.I.R. TELL THEM TO STORE THESE 

CONTAINERS BACK IN L.A. AND SAVE US THE TOTALLY 

UNNECESSARY IMPACTS OF SHIPPING THESE CONTAINERS BACK AND 

FORTH. 

GREEN WASTE. THE E.I.R. HAS A BRIEF COMMENT ON 

COMPOST. BUT DOESN'T ANSWER THE QUESTION, WHAT ABOUT GREEN 

WASTE? 

COMPOSTING ON-SITE. IT'S EQUALLY AS UNPALATABLE 

AS RECYCLABLE STORAGE ON-SITE. MY TWO CENTS SAYS DO IT AT 

THE SOURCE BACK IN L.A. 

THANK YOU. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: THAT'S THE END OF ANY OF THE SLIPS 

WE HAVE. 

WHAT'S YOUR PLEASURE? WE'VE GOT -- WE'LL BE 

CONTINUING TO -- THE NEXT HEARING, WE'LL JUST REPEAT 

THESE, OCTOBER 9TH AT 1:30, DESERT CENTER; NOVEMBER 6TH AT 

1:30 IN RIVERSIDE; NOVEMBER 13TH, RIGHT BACK HERE AT 1:30. 
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i-lS. VALDEZ: OKAY. I MOULD JUST LIKE TO SAY THAT AT 

OUR NEXT MEETING I MOULD LIKE AS MUCH INFORMATION AS I CAN 

FROM STAFF ON THE TECHNICAL JUDGMENTS OF THESE ISSUES. I 

i-lEAN, THERE ARE SOME THAT HAVE TO DO MITH AIR QUALITY. I 

THINK DR. NELSON MADE A GOOD POINT. WHERE ARE HE, AND 

THERE IS A CONCERTED EFFORT IN THE COACHELLA VALLEY TO 

IMPLEMENT A STATE PLAN FOR THE REDUCTION OF PM-10, AND HOW 

.DOES THAT AFFECT WHERE WE ARE MITH THIS PROJECT? 

THE APPLICANT HAS STATED THAT THERE IS SOME 

INFORMATION -- HELL. THEY HAVE ALTERED SOME OF THE 

TRANSPORTATION EXPECTATIONS, AND I IMAGINE THAT HE SHOULD 

HEAR FAIRLY SOON PRECISELY HHAT THE NEH PLANS MIGHT BE. 

THAT HILL GIVE THE PLANNING STAFF A BETTER INDICATION OF 

HOH TO PROCEED AND WHERE WE ARE. IT'S ALMOST LIKE 

STARTING OVER, BUT I THINK I PREFER THAT AS AN 

ALTERNATIVE. SO THAT'S FINE. 

ONE OF THE 'THINGS THAT I NOTICED IN THE STANDARD 

LANGUAGE FOR THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT WAS SOME LANGUAGE 

ABOUT THIS AGREEMENT IS IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE 

CITIZENS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY. AND I WOULD LIKE THE STAFF 

IN EACH OF ITS tESPONSIBILITIES TO CLEARLY DELINEATE HOW 

THIS PROJECT WOULD BE OF INTEREST TO THE COUNTY OF 

RIVERSIDE AND TO THE PEOPLE. 

AND I ALSO WOULD LIKE TO KNOW IF THERE ARE ANY 

ISSUES WITHIN EACH OF THESE RESPECTIVE AREAS THAT WOULD 

POSE PROBLEMS, AND TO WHAT DEGREE, MITH THE HEALTH, SAFETY 
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AND WELFARE OF THE CITIZENS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY. 

I WOULD LIKE SOME MORE SPECIFIC INFORMATION ON 

THE DEVELOPMENTAL AGREEMENT. THE ACTUAL REQUIREMENTS. THE 

PARAMETERS OF THE CONTRACTUAL AGREEMENT THAT WE'RE GETTING 

INTO, AND WHAT KIND OF -- SOME OF THE WITNESSES MENTIONED 

LIABILITY AND EMERGENCY FUNDS. WHAT KIND OF PROVISIONS ARE 

IN THE.DEVELOPMENTAL AGREEMENT IN THAT REGARD. 

IS THERE ANYTHING ELSE THAT THE COMMISSION MIGHT 

BE INTERESTED IN KNOWING ABOUT? 

I THINK ONE THING THAT IS ESSENTIAL IS THIS 

VISIT TO THE SITE. I DIDN'T REALLY UNDERSTAND A LOT OF 

THE ELEMENTS UNTIL I VISITED THE SITE. AND AM LOOKING 

FORWARD TO SEEING IT AGAIN IN THE NEAR FUTURE. 

I DON'T THINK I HAVE ANYTHING ELSE, UNLESS 

ANYONE DOES. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: DAVID. WHAT'S OUR AGENDA THAT DAY? 

MR. MARES: BASICALLY WHAT'S PLANNED RIGHT NOW IS THE 

COMMISSION WILL BE GIVEN A TOUR OF THE PROJECT SITE IN THE 

MORNING. AND THEN PUBLIC TESTIMONY WILL BE TAKEN IN THE 

AFTERNOON AT LAKE TAMARISK AT THE REC CENTER. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: SO WE'RE GOING TO DO THE PITS AND 

ALL OF THAT? 

MR. MARES: RIGHT. YOU REALLY DO NEED TO SEE THE 

SITE TO UNDERSTAND WHAT THE PROJECT IS ALL ABOUT. 

MS. VALDEZ: IT'S REALLY INTERESTING. 

MS. DOBRENSKY: I HAVE A QUESTION. SINCE IT'S BEEN 
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CLOSED OFF TO PEOPLE GOING AND SEEING IT, IS THERE A WAY 

THAT WE WHO ARE INTERESTED TO BE ABLE TO SEE THIS BE ABLE 

TO GO WITH YOU OR CHECK THIS OUT? I MEAN, I'D LIKE TO SEE 

WHAT THIS LOOKS LIKE MYSELF. 

MS. VALDEZ: IT WAS MY UNDERSTANDING THAT THEY 

CAN'T --

MS. DOBRENSKY: THERE ARE NO VISITORS GOING IN RIGHT 

NOW. 

MS. LIND: ANY MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC MAY ACCOMPANY 

THE COMMISSION ON THAT TOUR. 

MR. SHOAL: I HAVE ONE QUESTION FOR THE COMMISSION. 

MY NAME IS DICK SHOAL AND I'M FROM NORTH SHORE. 

AND EVEN THOUGH IT'S THIRD PARTY, WILL THE 

CHAIRMAN OF THIS PLEASE NOTIFY THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY CLERGY 

THAT BURNING WILL CEASE AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN IMMEDIATELY. 

NONE OF THE REST OF US CAN BURN IN THIS COUNTY. IT HAS TO 

BE AGRICULTURE ONLY, AND THERE'S NOTHING AT THAT MINE 

THAT'S AGRICULTURE. SO IF THEY'RE LETTING IT BURN OUT 

THERE, I, AS A TAXPAYER, WANT IT STOPPED NOW. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: FINE. 

MS. DOBRENSKY: YES, MY NAME IS DENISE DOBRENSKY, AND 

I WOULD LIKE TO SEE WHAT THAT PIT LOOKS LIKE. I'VE BEEN 

TOLD THAT THERE ARE NO MORE TOURS GOING ON, YOU CAN'T GO 

IN THERE. I'D LIKE TO GO WITH YOU TOMORROW. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: NOT TOMORROW. 

MS. DOBRENSKY: OR TOMORROW -- I MEAN THE DAY THAT 
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YOU"RE GOING IN THERE. 

MS. VALDEZ: OCTOBER 9TH. 

MS. DOBRENSKY: OCTOBER THE 9TH. OKAY? 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: EXCUSE ME. I THINK THE APPLICANT 

SHOULD MAKE THAT AVAILABLE. 

MR. KOVALL: ABSOLUTELY. THE PUBLIC IS WELCOME ON 

THE PLANNING COMMISSION TOUR. 

WE'VE HAD MANY TOURS OUT THERE. I THINK WHAT 

SHE'S SAYING IS IT'S -- IT IS NOT OPEN TO THE PUBLIC. 
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IT'S PRIVATE PROPERTY. AND WE DON'T WANT PEOPLE GETTING 

HURT OUT THERE. BECAUSE WE DON'T HAVE ANY ACTIVITIES GOING 

ON. BUT CERTAINLY FOR THIS --

CHAIRMAN TURNER: PERHAPS YOU CAN CONDUCT A FEW MORE 

TOURS SO THAT WE DON'T COME UP --

MR. KOVALL: WE'VE HAD MANY TOURS. THE COACHELLA 

VALLEY.GOVERNMENT HAS BEEN OUT THERE. 

MS. DOBRENSKY: 1HEY HAVE BEEN CLOSED DOWN NOW, 

THOUGH, BECAUSE I TRIED TO GO DOWN THERE A MONTH BEFORE 

AND THEY --

20 CHAIRMAN TURNER: THE COMMISSION WOULD APPRECIATE IT 

21 IF YOU WOULD MAKE THAT AVAILABLE. 

22 MR. KOVALL: WE'LL DO THAT. 

23 "S. DOBRENSKY: THANK YOU. 

24 CHAIRMAN TURNER: DAVID, TELL US, WILL YOU PLEASE, 

25 FOR THE BENEFIT OF THE AUDIENCE, TELL THEM WHERE WE'LL BE 

26 MEETING AND AT WHAT TIMES. DO YOU KNOW THAT? 
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MR. MARES: THAT HAS NOT REALLY BEEN ARRANGED YET. 

ANYBODY THAT'S INTERESTED IN ATTENDING THE TOUR SHOULD 

CONTACT MYSELF. AND ONCE THAT INFORMATION IS SET, I HILL 

PASS THAT ON TO THEM. AND THEY NEED TO CONTACT ME AT AREA 

CODE 714-275-3259. 

MS. DOBRENSKY: WOULD YOU REPEAT THAT. PLEASE? 

MR. MARES: AREA CODE 714-275-3259. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: HE WOULD APPRECIATE IT, THOUGH, IF 

THE APPLICANT WOULD MAKE MAYBE EARLIER TOURS AVAILABLE TO 

THESE PEOPLE. I THINK IT WOULD BE EASIER FOR US, RATHER 

THAN HAVE A TRAIN LOAD. SO TO SPEAK, OF PEOPLE VIEWING IT 

AT OUR HEARING. OKAY? 

MR. KOVALL: SURE. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: APPRECIATE IT. 

ARE THERE ANY OTHER ITEMS THAT ANYONE IN THE 

AUDIENCE WOULD WISH TO SPEAK TO THE COMMISSION ABOUT? ANY 

MATTER? 

HE NEED TO TAKE FORMAL ACTION TO CONTINUE THIS. 

MS. VALDEZ: SO THIS IS OCTOBER 9TH? 

MS. ABLARD: OCTOBER 9TH, AND JUST 9:30. THAT'S JUST 

LIKE A GENERIC TIME RIGHT NOW. 

MS. VALDEZ: OKAY, SO I WOULD MOVE TO CONTINUE TO 

OCTOBER 9TH AT 9:30. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: AT DESERT CENTER. 

MS. VALDEZ: AT DESERT CENTER. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: DO HE HAVE A MOTION TO CONTINUE TO 
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THAT TIME AND PLACE? 

MS. KELLEY: SECOND. 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: WE HAVE A SECOND. 

ALL IN FAVOR? 

(AYES.) 

CHAIRMAN TURNER: THE MOTION PASSES. AND IT'S 

CONTINUED TO THAT TIME. 

THANK YOU, FOLKS. 

(WHEREUPON, THE ABOVE PROCEEDINGS CONCLUDED AT 

5: 12 P .... > 
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CERTIFICATE 

OF 

NOTARY PUBLIC 

DOCUMENT 0102 

I. TAMARA A. MIRZA, NOTARY PUBLIC FOR THE STATE OF 

CALIFORNIA, DO HEREBY CERTIFY: 

THAT THE FOREGOING HEARING WAS TAKEN BEFORE ME AT 

THE TIME AND PLACE THEREIN SET FORTH; 

THAT THE TESTIMONY OF THE WITNESSES AND ALL 

OBJECTIONS MADE AT THE TIME OF THE HEARING WERE RECORDED 

STENOGRAPHICALLY BY ME AND WERE THEREAFTER TRANSCRIBED, SAID 

TRANSCRIPT BEING A TRUE RECORD OF THE TESTIMONY GIVEN BY THE 

WITNESS. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I HAVE SUBSCRIBED MY NAME THIS 

DATE : _ ____,S=E .... PT=E ___ MB=E=R-"2=3 ..... , ...a:.1=99 __ 1 __ _ 

":::::::::T'AMtRA A. MIRZA 
C.S. NO. 6874 
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September 20, 1991 

Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast R.A. 
63-500 Garnet Ave. 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Subject: £AGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL DRAFT ~IS/EIR 

DOCUMENT 0103 

CEQA Issue: Does the project have the potential to achieve 
short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term 
goals? 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The problem of Municipal Solid Waste disposal has no single 
solution and rail-haul to a state-of-the-art landfill can 
be one part of a valid system. However, rail-haul will be 
detrimental to long-term environmental goals if it acts 
as a psychological "escape hatch" and thus removes the 
urgency from source reduction and recycling efforts. 

This danger would be mitigated by the inclusion of criteria 
for a high degree of materials recovery as part of the total 

1 system. Unfortunately, the Eagle Mountain Landfill project 
is only half a system. The MRF"s and recovery criteria it 
mentions will be put in place some time in the future by 
some other jurisdiction and be considered by some other 
EIR. 

2 

3 

The DEIR assesses the project as though it were guaranteed 
that the missing MRF half of the system would be in place 
by the time of the landfill opening. However, although the 
Eagle Mountain Specific Plan describes incoming refuse as 
having first passed through a r~~ov~ry facility, it does 
nut mandate that vaste be pre-processed. There is nothing 
in the Plan to prevent the deposit of unsorted waste i.e. 
landfill "business as usual". 

The proposed Waste Inspection Facility is to be used only 
for inspection of locally derived refuse and random container 
loads and is thus inadequate to pt'event the deposit of 
recoverables or hazardous waste. This situation could be 
mitigated if the landfill were allowed to accept waste only 
from transfer stations-or MRF's certified by the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board. I feel the DEIR did not 
adequately discuss this issue and that the final EIR should 
suggest ways to bind the landfill to materials recovery. 

Sincerely, 

~ Cabrillo Avenue, Venice, CA 90291 

:~::~------- ___ -::-:-:---- :-_ :-_ :-::::::::::::::::: :--·.·····················•·-:-z❖•❖:-:-·····w,-.:::-.::i:w..-✓."'-, 
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September 15. 1991 

Bureau of Land Mana~ement 
Palm Sprin~s-South Coast 
65-500 Garnet Ave. 
N. Palm Springs. Ca. 
92258-2000 
Attn: Marianne Wetzel 

Dear Ms. Wetzel: 

DOCUMENT 0105 

Concerning the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project. I have been a 
residen·t and employee at the Eagle Htn. Pumping facility for almost 
five years. I have read the ""Environmental Impact Report·· and I 
consider that document kind of a sick joke. 

The only people that will not be negatively impacted by the project 
will be those that stand to make a profit from the project. The 

1 ""EIP'" does not even consider the approximately twenty five families 
that live and work at the Eagle Htn. Pumping Plant. In place of the 
peace and quiet of the desert that we are used to. and happens to 
be one of the major reasons for staying in the desert. We will be 
surrounded by the noise. stink and dust of an almost constant 
stream of tractor trailers. trucks. and railroad cars. Yet unlike 
the people in cities who choose to live in areas surrounded by 
heavy traffic. We have no choice of where to li've. Also we have no 

2 alternate routes of how to come or go. Any accident.( they happen 
all the time). and we could be prevented from leaving or returning 

3 

4 

to our homes for hours. · 

Traffic is only one aspect of .the negative effect a landfill will 
have on the area. The desert is a fragile area. Already areas are 
declared closed because the existing traffic was considered too 
heavy. The kind of people that will be attracted to the new jobs in 
the desert. (that we are told will be created), will come bringing 
their ATV"s. motorcycles, 4X4"s etc., increa~ing the use of the 
desert as a playground. which will lead to further closing of 
desert areas. - More negative impact. 

I could go on and on, but you get the ideal. 
' 

We have been threatened that if the landfill does nQ.:t. go through, 
it will cost all landowners an additional $500.00 assessment. For 
myself. I would gladly give $500.00 cash to keep it out. It would 
be cheaper and would make more sense to ship the garbage 100 miles 
west and dump it in the ocean. I don"t care at all if you do that. 

Yours truly, 

~1~~~ 

~.·.· .. ·•"·········•·"·•·•··•·•·•w•·•••·:::::·····•··••w•-••-
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Mr. Russell Kaldenberg 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs--south Coast R.A. 
63-500 Garnet Ave. 
P.O. Box 2000 
Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

DOCUMENT 0106 

4062 Harrison canyon Rd. 
San Bernardino, CA 92404 

September 16, 1991 

I am writing in regards to the draft EIS/EIR prepared for the 
proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill. 

Much of the information regarding air quality degradation is 
ambiguous, and several points need further scrutiny. 

How far will the degradation of the air spread? Since 
thousands of tons of air pollutants will be added by the project 
each year, what sort of mitigation or compensation will be offered 
to the public? What kind of health problems will be associated with 
the increase in air pollution? 

What guarantees are set forth that Southern Pacific will use 
the low-emission fuels prescribed? 

How much tortoise habitat will be impacted by this proposal? 
How many tortoises will be lost when they are transplanted? Have 
the prospects for the tortoises' long-range survival been 
estimated? If so, on what are these estimates based? 

Nearby wilderness areas, and the Joshua Tree National 
Monument, will suffer seriously from increased levels of noise, 
light and dust as a result of this project. In light of this, and 
the intolerable levels of increased air pollution, this project 
cannot be justified. 

Strict legislation mandating high levels of recycling and 
source reduction are the keys to landfill crises--not finding 
somewhere else to dump the problem. AB939 does not go far enough, 
and that is the issue requiring study. 

l1)?;~'--d 
Ken Levy, Vice ~ Executive Committee 
Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter 
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Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast R-A 
P.O. Box 2000 
North Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 
ATTN: Russell Kaldenburg 

15457 Eto Camino Road 
Victorville, CA 92392 
September 19, 1991 

RE: EIS/EIR for proposed landfill at Eagle Mountain 

Dear Si rs: 

DOCUMENT 0107 

I am writing to oppose the proposed landfill project at Eagle 
Mountain. Although there is certainly a need for landfill sights, 
I find that the many weaknesses and inadequacies of this project 
make it inappropiate at this time. 

1 The plan fails to properly address the air quality problems. 
With over 2o tons of solid waste being trucked in or hauled by rail 
each day, plus the equipment being run at the sight, there would be 
significant pollution. This would effect the air quality in the 
surrounding area, which includes the Joshua Tree National Monument. 
All waste material coming from any significant distance should be 
transportated by rail, rather than truck, as is described in Phase 1. 
There should be a plan for alternative fuels, rahter that dependancy 
on the polluting fossil fuels. 

2 

3 

The proposal also does not deal adequately with the recycling 
aspect. There must be a definate plan to separate the recyclables 
before the solid waste is transported to the site, rather than, as 
the proposal plans, storing· such materials at the site. 

The proposal is also inadequate in its reclaimation plan. It 
calls for coverate of one foot of soil. This could erode quickly, 
leaving no soil, and a depth of one foot would not sustain native 
vegetation, most of which have very long roots. 

Greater attention must be given to environmental concerns before 
there is any dumping of solid waste in· Eagle Mountain. 

Sincerely yours, 

J? . --: .. f 
( ,(l l~ ( :_,, . u._ ,c/·- •,_(. '- / 

Carol A. Wiley n° 
,' 
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iepte.mber 2~. 1991 

To: 
SubJect: 

Bureau of La.Di ffanagellent 
!:agle nountaJ..n Lal:Jdfill Project 

The Callform.a Integrated iaste 118.nagement Act of 1989 (AB 939) included 
•nev reqw.rements in the city and county vaste ll8llage•ent plannil:lg process 
and the accompanyulg recycllllg goals• It reqw.res that by July. 1991. • 
each c1t7 must prepare. adopt am sublut to the county a source reduction and 
recycling element to outline a program tor 1118.Il8.gement ot solid vaste 
generated nthl.n the city.• 
Included in the management of solid vaste and preparation of a source 
reduction a.nd recycl.1.Dg eleJaent is the reqw.rement tbdt ·each city or county 
plan shall include an J..lllPlementation schedule to d1vert 25 percent of all 
solid waste from landfill or transfor-.at1on facilities bv January 1, 1995, 
through source reduction, recycling and compostlllg' activities. By January 1, 
2000 diversion i~ ~O percent. 

¥1th the precedl..Ilq issues in llWld. and 'lith the Caliform.a Integrated Yaste 
J:ra.nagement Board bel..Ilq the State perllittlllq authority for landfills, and 
•1elegati.ng tlus authority to the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) to act for 
the C!iml in issUl..Ilg' the solid waste facilities perllit, I ask you to respond 
to the follovinl;1 questions: 

1 Hov nll the mecha.nis:m. vork to monitor the city and county plans to eru1ure 
that source reduction, recycluig and compostlllq activities are being 
accomplished by the January 1. 1995 and January 1. 2000 dates. 

2 Will the CIWB or LEA. in issui.Dg a peillit. be both authorizillq the 
lD8.uguration of filluig of the aine site and also authorizlllg' the eligibility 
of the Los Angeles Ba.sin cities to participate in this disposal. Is this tvo 
peI'lll. t:s, or one? 

Regardle:s:, of one. tvo;or aore perut:s required fro• the C!l?IB, I sublll.t tbat 
prior to alloVl.Ilq any city to participate in any baull..Ilq ot trash to the 
[agle llountain :site tbat city au:st be in full coapllance nth the California 
Integrated iaste llamgement Act of 1989. includlllg' the preparation of a 
source reduction and recycling ele•ent Also, that a schedule is prepared 
for llOmtorlllg' and tbat the aomtorJ.Dg is actually perfoned to verify 
compliance nth requireaents for the diversion of solid waste of 2~ and then 
5°" by the years 1995 and 2000, respectively. If these requireme~ts are not 
met. I submt tbat no IIUDl.Cipality or count7 be per11.tted to participate in 
the ewcuation of trash to the Eagle llountain Site. and if at any time in the 
future reverts to a state of non-cOllpliance is prevented from participating 
in the ewcuation of trash until such tille as-cOJ1pliance· is re-attained. 
Please respond to these questions and pchnts. 

Sincerely, 

Rb~ 
P.O. Box 1450 
Palla Spri.nqs, CA 92263 

I ' 

'-
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Patricia Larson 
County Supervisor 
Drawer 1330 
Indio, CA 92202 

Dear Supervisor Larson, 

DOCUMENT 0109 

September 19, 1991 

I have questions and some comments regarding the proposed 
1 dump at Eagle Mountain. What exactly is this "M~morandum 

of Understanding" that our county has entered into with 
the· dump operators? Are we now obligated to go along with 
this? 

2 

At the planning commission meeting in Bermuda Dunes (9/18/91) 
these on the commission were threatened to "approve it now" 
or you will lose your opportunity, as other counties are 
vying for this type of project. It that's true, let them 
have it! Another comment along that line from the pro-dumpers 
was that we buy and use their (L.A. areal industrial products 
and th~refore we have a duty to accept their wastes. It was 
later pointed out by a Coachella Valley resident that our 
agricultural products feed many people in the metropolitan 
areas. I hope that you would agree that that this exchange 
is better that the one proposed by the man from Orange County. 

We have a county to be proud of! Some really terrific 
projects have recently been approved, such as the Thermal 
Airport Enterprise zone and the Del Webb Sun City project 
in Bermuda Dunes. The ones that own land around those 
projects must be absolutely thrilled with the supervisors 
on getting the projects through. 

I question just who the county is dealing with on the Eagle 
Mountain dump? Who or what is MRC and what about their 
partner, Browning-Ferris Industries. What is their business 
and more important - What is their track record? I read in 
National Geographic (March 1985) that organized crime is 
found in every level of the waste disposal industry- in 
hauling, landfilling, incineration and recycling! Does this 
mean that they are getting {nto honest work? I don't think so. 
The article stated that "organized crime is besting 
disorganized government". 

The same article went on to mention the Stringfellow pits 
near Riverside and doubts they wobld ever be cleaned up. 
I checked on the current status of.the site and although 
35 million plus has been spent to date, the clean up is 
not complete and they have no target date for completion. 
It is leaking, it is being monitored, and they have wells 
attempting to retrieve the contaminents in the underground 
water. Perhaps the decision-makers should keep this recent 
and on-going environmental nightmare in mind before they 
jump into this next venture. 
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3 No amount of money is worth the risk. The same article 
closed in saying that "the EPA plans to bar new landfills 
above vital aquifers. I guess they never got around to 
it or we wouldn't be in this current situation. 

Picture this Supervisor Larson, the ground-breaking and 
ribbon-cutting ceremonies for the Del Webb Project, the 
Thermal Airport Expansion, and the Eagle Mtn. Dump. Which 
of the three will you be proud to attend and have your 
picture taken with the developers? This proJect is flawed, 
dangerous and embarassing to be associated with. It appears 
that we will do anything for money. 

At the recent CVAG meeting in Palm Desert, it was disgusting 
watching the various city spokespersons fighting over how 
much they would get SSS for their approval vote on the dump. 
It was quite a sight. If these representatives from Palm 
Desert, Indian Wells, Indio and Coachella had any vision 
at all they would see the imminent threat that this dump, 
the largest in the state has on their tourism industry and 
eventually the underground water supply. 

The approval and resulting pollution will deter tourism in 
our valley. Have you asked the residents of Palm Valley CC, 
Avondale, The Lakes CC, Desert Falls and Regency Palms their 
views on increased train traffic and noise and the effect 
it might have on their property values and enjoyment? 

We received the letter from the MRC backers threatening 
us with increased property taxes if we don't write our 
representatives and get the dump approved. To tell you the 
truth, with the largest landfill in California just west 
of and above our water supply, we can't enjoy the property 
any more. 

My family settled in the Coachella Valley in 1913. In the 
early 1960's we purchased 80 acres near Desert Center to 
start a date ranch. My father said that the Desert Center 
area has good water and it made him think of the Cathedral 
City/Rancho Mirage area in the 1940's. In the last ten 
years the residents there have been under assault and 
studied as a dumpsite for all of Southern California's and 
societies ills. A radioactive dump, a hazardous dump, 
2 prisons (approved and built) and now this. 

Please consider quality growth.' Sometimes rushing 
development brings the wrong kind of industry that would 
serve to prevent future quality growth. Please work to 
protect and encourage quality growth, clean industry that 
is in demand - not a project that is a sore on the 
environment. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
l/3"s-o ~ ~ 
f~ ~, ~ q2:Z.60 

:'.:::_ ........ -.. : ... ·.·.····'············.-.-.-.• ... -.......... ....-. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ,,w,>>~mJ,,WA 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

DOCUMENT O 110 

September 23, 1991 

Bureau of L.and Management 
P, S. - S. Coast RA 
63-500 Ciarnet Avenue 
N, Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

ATTN: Marianne Wetzel 

Dear Ma. Wetzel: 

I llva at MW01s Eagle Mountain Pumping Plant. located at the north 
end of Eagle Mountain Road. We average 60 full time residents, 
several crews hare on a part time basis, and tour busses, all 
traveling Eagle Mountain Road, RECON stated they were unaware of 
anyone living at the Pumping Plant, and thus, did not address any 
Impact this projac:t might have on us. 

I feel there are a number of areas where our safety and quality of 
life wlll ba affected, and would llke to see REC<.IN address them In 
the Final EIS/R. 

I, 

2. 

3. 

s. 

tin page 25 of the EIS/R, regarding Eagle Mountain Road, 
they state the intention of widening "the existing 
two-lane, 20 foot wide paved road to a two-lane, 110 foot 
wide paved road. This does not seem to mitigate any 
traffic problem. 

In case of a rail ■ trike, according to page 353, "an 
additional 650 true.ks per day would be required. 11 WIii 
these trucks also be using this two-lane road? 

How many of the "sllghtly less than 500 total daily trips" 
of employees, delivery vehicles, service vehicles, and 
other traffic to and from the site, referred to on pages 
362 and 363, wlll also be traveling Eagle Mountain Road? 

As shown on Figures 11-13, the rail line wlll cross Eagle 
Mountain Road, Paga 31 states "up to six tralni per day" 
will use this rall line. I could find no provision for any 
warning system for the "at grade" crossing. 

Also shown on Figures 11-13, this rail line will run 
approximately 2,000 feet from our homes, Particularly if 
the train, run at night, what effect will the noise have 
on u17 

-t-
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Bureau of ~and Management 

September 23, 1991 
Page Two 

6. They did not count the traffic on our "access road" to 
Kaiser Road. This road Is used by all company vehicles 
commuting between here and Cena headquarters, the tour 
busses, and resident traffic going to and from the school, 
Desert Center, and points- east. The truck road and rail 
line will cro11 this road, again with no provision for any 
warning system. 

7. MRC proposes to divert the leachate runoff directly over 
the aquaduct. They seem to think this contaminated water 
cannot pass through the dirt and concrete covering thi1 
section of canal. How can they presume the leachate will 
not permlate the canal and contaminate MWO's water? 

B. The probability of the med.,;fly being brought out here in 
a load of trash is also not addressed in the EIR'/S. This 
would affect many more people than Just the Pumping 
Plant residents, however, there 11 one possibility specific 
to us. If Malathion is sprayed over open canal, with or 
without leachate contamination, will the canal water still 
meet state domestic water standards? All Pumping Plant 
water is drawn off the canal. Evan if we buy outside 
water for drinking, we still have to use canal water for 
all other uses. 

9. Page "BIi, regarding earthquakes, says "severe ground 
shaking could occur." What effect would this have on the 
leachate recovery system and the liner? 

On a more community wide basis, RECON has been less negligent, 
but has still not addressed a number of areas. 

1. 

2, 

The Phase I rail line will pass 750-1, 000 feet from Eagle 
Mountain School's cl■urooms, and less than 300 feet from 
the trailers our teachers llvl\ In, If the trains run during 
the day, they wlll disrupt the classes, and If they run ■t 
night, they will disturb teachers sleep. I can see no 
benefit to our children from tired teachers or disruption 
from nolH, Is MRC going to pay to move our school out 
of the area of disturbance? 

In Phase I, the truck road will cross Kaiser Road 
approximately ti miles from the school, In Phase 11. · the 
rail line will also cross at the same place. We run two 
school buss es morning and afternoon. 
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Eac:h trip will require the bus to cross the Kaiser Road 
Intersection and the Pumping Plant acc:ass road 
intersection, both coming and going. The proposed stop 
sign and warning lights may be sufficient with regard to 
safety on Kaiser Road, but again. there Is no pr-ovision 
for a warning system on the access road. Also, how much 
of a delay wlll these cro11ings cause to our school 
busses? My daughter is picked up at the Pumping Plant 
at 5: 30 a.m. by the high school bus. How Nrly wlll _she 
have to leave once they have to wait on truci<s and 
trains? 

3, Pages 11l7 and 148 state if II truck is involved in an 
accident, It could result In spillage of solid waste 
material, causing a potential health and safety hazard, 
Obviously, this would equally apply to a train accident. 
If the accident should happen at the Kal ■er Road 
Intersection, It would totally cut off Eagle Mountain, as 
there is no other access. Residents, employees, prison 
facilities and achool bunes will not be able to leave or 
return, If the accident neceHltated evacuation, It would 
be lmpouible, 

ll, The EI R /S states the "vectors rHulting from the 
proposed action would be considered a significant public 
health and safety factor," on page 3'45, Page 377 tell us, 
11 almo1t all project activities which Involve the u■e of 
mobile equipment will generate fugitive dust, 11 Page 514 
states 11 Tha potential Impact of windblown debris Is a 
significant c:onc:ern. 11 What radius will these factor■ affect? 
Are our children going to have bugs, dust and trash 
spr-ead over the school playground every day 7 

S, In the event of contamination of the water or air pollution 
affecting property values, what provisions will be made to 
compensate the home owners a11d farmers affected? 

6, If the trucks are stopped at the bottom of the Indio 
grade due to high winds, they wlll all be leaving Indio at 
the same time. This will impact traffic: on 1-10, as well as 
on the surface road■ here, Also, h■■ MRC made any 
provisions for such an Influx of trucks to arrive at the 
handling yard simultaneously. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to address areas of inadequacy In 
the EIR/S. Your consideration of these issues will be appreciated. 

Slnc:eraly, 

Shirley M. Boylan 
P, O. Box 107 
Desert Canter, CA 

92239 

cc:: David Maras, Planning Department 
Patric:!• Larson, County Suparvi ■or 
Robert Presley, State Senator 
Ecology Dept., MWD 



Sierra Club 
San Gorgonio Chapter 

Serving Riverside and San Bernardino Counues 
Tabqwu Group • Los Senanos Group 
San Bernardino Mtns. Group • Moiave Group 
568 N. Mountain View Ave., Swte 130 
San Bernardino, CA 92401 
(714) 381-5015 . 

20 September, 1991 

Russell Kaldenberg 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs--South Coast R.A. 
63-500 Garnet Ave. 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, Ca. 92258-2000 

RE: Eagle Mountain Landfill DEIS/EIR 

Dear Mr. Kaldenberg: 

DOCUMENT O 111 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed Eagle 
Mountain Landfill DEIS/EIR. 

Owing to the depth and complexity of this issue, this public 
comment period is likely to draw a broad range of response from 
the environmental community. The Sierra Club is fortunate to 
contain many experts in many fields, any of who might chose to 
respond individually according to their speciality. The sum of 
this input from individual members should be regarded 
collectively. 

However, at the time of this writing the San Gorgonio Chapter 
holds plenipotentiary jurisdiction of this project for the Sierra 
Club. Any position regarding this project expressed by other than 
designated spokespersons for the San Gorgonio Chapter should be 
regarded as individual opinions . 

. . . To explore. enJoy and preserve the nation's forests. waters, wildlife, and wilderness ... 
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In general we have found the DEIS/EIR complete in format and in 
some matters appropriately and sufficiently detailed. However in 
the course of our in-depth review we have discovered enough 
serious gaps in internal consistency, shallow analysis, and 
shortcomings in technical qualifications and/or capricious 
documentation to generate serious doubts regarding the· DEIR/EIS 
adequacy. 

The single, most damaging environmental impact associated with 
this project is, without question, the air quality degradation. 
And yet this subject is dealt with almost cryptically. We are 

1 especially concerned with the DEIR/EIS failure to in any way 
substantiate or cite documentation relevant to fossil fuel use by 
the locomotives which will haul 16,000 tons of trash per day up 
to 250 miles. The air quality calculations are flawed, the effect 
of such contamination is grossly understated, and the discussion 
of cumulative air quality impacts is virtually non-existent. 

We conclude that the inadequacy of the DEIS/EIR represents a 
prejudicial abuse of discretion as put forth in Kings County Farm 
Bureau et al. v. City of Hanford (5th Dist. 1990) 221 Cal.App.3d. 
As such we ask that the deficiencies noted below be corrected and 
that the DEIS/EIR be recirculated for public comment. 

Response to Scoping 

The following oral and written (paraphrased)· comments received 

subsequent to release of the Notice of Preparation do not· appear 

to have been addressed in the DEIS/EIR. Section 21082.l of The 

California Code of Regulations, Title 14 (the "Code") directs 

thai a response be made to any pertinent comments received prior 

to preparation of the DEIR:· 

-The EIR should address the larger context of the waste 
management problem, including a discussion of alternatives to 
landfills and the project's deterrence of recycling efforts. 
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[goes to determination of project need] 
3 -How will the project affect local socioeconomics?. 

[socioeconomics] 
4 -What contingency plan is proposed for interruptions in rail 

service? [ public safety, air quality and transportation 
impacts] 

5 -What economic impact will this proposal have of the cost of 
refuse disposal to households and businesses? 
[socioeconomics} 

6 -several issues were raised regarding the proximity of a 
school to trash haul transportation. [public safety] 

7 -What will prevent the site from accepting more waste than it 
is licensed to receive? [project description] 

8 -What does the county mean that 50\ of revenues ~ill go to 
the local communities? [socioeconomics] 

9 -What standards does the EIR propose regarding the degree of 
separation for recyclables? [ project description, public 
safety] 

10 -What steps will MRC take if monitoring discloses 
contamination of test wells? [public safety] 

11 -How will MRC control odor and debris contamination of Joshua 
Tree National Monument and adjacent wilderness areas? [land 
use 1 

12 -How will MRC compensate local citizens for the environmental 
degradation? [project description--an interesting concept 1 

13 -Where will transfer stations be sited. [if a hypothetical 
model had been constructed for the purpose of fuel 
calculations, perhaps it should have been disclosed in 

14 

15 

response to this inquiry] 
-What is the cost effectiveness of this project compared to 
"all reasonable alternatives• including recycling, waste 
reduct ion .... ? [ goes to weighing project need and 
socioeconomic impact] 
-What is the expected loss of b,usiness and public revenue and 
loss to human life associated with this project? [public 
safety, socioeconomics] 

Project Description/Proposed Action Alternative 

First, we challenge the specific exclusion of transfer stations 
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16 fr~::-: the project scope. The DEIS/EIR does not appear to 

substantiate any coordination with responsible agencies in making 

this decision, pursuant to Section 15082 of the Code. The DEIS/ 

EIR has failed to respond to several relevant public comments 

[see comments above] focused on transfer station operation. This 

in not in conformance with Section 20182.l. Through the body of 

the document there occurs considerable inconsistency between what 

impacts are evaluated (i.e. fuel consumption and air quality of 

transfer stations) and those analyses that the DEIS/EIR specific 

excludes (impacts associated with transfer stations). Since the 

proposal has a causal relationship on a predicted 6 transfer 

stations, we disagree that the environmental impacts associated 

with these transfer stations can be examined separately. 

17 A substantial portion of the environmental impacts associated 

with the Eagle Mountain Landfill proposal are likely to occur 

with the ( transfer station) processing and transportation of 

waste. There is an indisputable causal relationship between this 

proposal and the rail haul of waste to the site. The tonnage of 

waste, along with the distance which it is transported, is 

directly proportional to fossil fuel consumption, secondary air 

pollution, traffic congestion, and 'public safety. 

18 The project description in negligent in its failure to disclose 

the complete proposal to rail haul trash from transfer stations 

located outside the county. 

,:·=:_:_._:- .=::.: .. : · .... = .. :.:.:.:.:_:_:_:_._:_:_:_:;········ ............ ·-········· .. ::❖•• ("h'!-/✓)/~.Ul/.,:y~ 
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The DIES/EIR on p. xvii references a proposal to landfill 20,000 

tpd but fails to mention the source or method of delivery. Page 

19 SO states that the site would accept up to 6 trains per day of 

20 3,SOO tons each. This corresponds to 21,000 tpd by rail. The 

Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan, reprinted in the DEIS/EIR 

Volume I, Appendix B, p. 7, indicates that the proJect will 

import 16,000 tpd of waste via rail. Yet, aside from a cursory 

discussion of the Ferrum Junction-to-Eagle Mountain segment, this 

phase of operation is completely omitted in the •proposed 

21 Action.• No direct reference to the rail haul element occurs for 

approximately the fist 100 pages of document (p. SO). This 

omission denies the causal reader any opportunity to completely 

assess the proposal without either prior knowledge of the project 

or an in-depth reading of the DEIS/EIR. 

22 Without a direct statement of project description relating to 

trash import quantities, the public is effectively blocked from 

reviewing or forming an independent assessment of the project 

impacts relating to energy, (transportation) public safety, or 

air quality. 

23 Again, the "transfer stations" aeldressed in this study are 

i 
~~) 
~J 
!{ 

l:_i:_::_i_:!: ::::::::e~:e::::~::::~::::•::::::;:::::r::l;::::::::::::r::::::t 
description offers far too much latitude to be of significant I value in estimating project impacts. The "no project• alternative 
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(vol. II, p. 190) identifies the following sources of waste: 

Orange County 
San Gabriel Valley 
Central LA/SF Valley 

2,000 tpd 
7,000 tpd 
5,000 tpd 

(2,000 tpd below the proJect proposal for rail haul trash). 
Were these figures used in the computation of fuel 
expenditures? 

The San Gabriel valley may represent the least degree of 

transportation related impacts, while the Orange County market. may 

represent the greatest. We suspect that the decision regarding 

which wastesheds are serviced will occur as the product of market 

forces, not environmental concerns, 

25 To provide for a more meaningful assessment of impacts we 

recommend that a model distribution network be developed and 

incorporated as part of the DEIS/EIR. This model would serve to 

establish the •worst case scenario• perimeters within which the 

project would be permitted to operate. 

26 

27 

At the same time we would like to see specified the means by which 

the landfill processing capacity cou•ld be theoretically increased. 

We are concerned that only minor modifications in operatio~s might 

result in accelerated disposal and hence, increased emissions. 

We are disturbed by the lack of a definitive time line in 

reference to the project operational phasing. The proportional 
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impacts associated with •phase 1• appear to be proportionately 

greater than those of •phase II.• We are aware that local 

communities appear resistive to the concept of local transfer 

stations. As such the political climate may indefinitely forestall 

implementation of Phase II. 

28 We have received numerous reports including press coverage of 

local officials which suggest that the Eagle Mountain facility may 

receive waste from San Diego County. The DEIS/EIR makes no 

reference to this. What expansion of service area is feasible for 

areas not addressed in the DEIS/EIR? 

29 The proposal to allow on-site storage of recycled materials (p. 

41, p. 373) presents additional difficulties not addressed in the 

DEIS/EIR. With full implementation of AB939 this measure could 

theoretically result in the transport of up to 10,000 tpd of 

~ recycled material by the year 2,000. The transport and handling of 
~ 
f. recycled materials are not addressed in the DEIS/EIR. For this 
@ 
::::: 
l component of operation to be included, an operational ceiling »: 

I pursuant to on site storage of recyclables should be established. 
❖.• 

The impacts associated with this operation should have been 

assessed at the draft stage. 

Recent legislation ( passed subsequent to release of DEIS/EIR) 

30 mandates ground water monitoring at landfills. What procedures 

~ will be used to monitor ground water contamination? What actions 

I can be taken upon detection of significant contamination? 

I 
:::::,.,-,-=-=·=·=·=·=·=·=·=·=·=-=-=·=·=·>=·=·=··•.-:·:-:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:::::::.:::::.:,:.:.:.:.::::::::: ?:.w,~.::::-:~,.~*.: 
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31 we note with dismay the complete absence of any standards or 

objectives pertaining to recycling. our conclusion following 

review of the DEIS/EIR is that it is not the specific intent of 

MRC to foster recycling. While we recognize the privilege of MRC 

to refrain from voluntary participation in recycling efforts, this 

project is exploitive of the public hysteria surrounding Southern 

California's landfill crisis. To promote this project, the DEIS/ 

EIR down plays or completely discredits project alternatives which 

would result in significantly lesser environmental impacts 

including major recycling and localized disposal. The failure of a 

society to deal with its local solid waste issue, where possible 

on a local basis when environmental impacts can minimized violates 

its common sense responsibility to live within its means, its 

•carrying capacity.• To perpetuate such behavior is socially 

irresponsible and morally reprehensible. 

32 

Project Need 

In interviewing a number of solid waste officials in Los Angeles 

and orange counties, we have concluded that the effective shortage 

of landfill availability is more a function of political 

intervention by developers and homeowner associations than 

physical space constraints. The DEIS/EIR inventory of potential 

new waste sites should include a discussion of landfill 

availability based on appropriate zoning and geophysical 

·==:\::: :,:-:::•··. :-···· ·:::·::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;::~===~::::~;-;--..: 
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constraints. 

33 The statement of project need seems to imply that the Eagle 

Mountain proposal is some sort of magical palliative without which 

the reg ion's sol id waste problems cannot be solved. Litt le 

creden~e is placed on substitute operation of the Amboy landfill, 

presently in the early stages of environmental review. 

34 At the same time this section down plays the importance of AB939 

in reducing the waste stream. The enforcement provisions written 

into the legislation are likely to guarantee a 50% reduction by 

the year 2,000. The 5% figure cited in the DEIR/EIS reflects pre

AB939 incentives. Nor is the project likely to delay the opening 

of new local landfills. 

35 

36 

The forces proponent to the opening of this landfill have less to 

do with legitimate demand for such exotic waste disposal solutions 

as they do with the fiscal motives of MRC seeking to find a 

constructive use for an abandoned mine as well as county officials 

seeking new sources of income. We are disappointed that the DEIS/ 

EIR made no reference to the county •tipping fees" proposed for 

this operation. 

Alternatives Other Than Proposed Action 

Why is the Rail Only Alternative proposed for 16,000 tpd as 
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opposed to the 18,000 tpd of rail haul refuse proposed for the 

Project Alternative? ~hile rail haul from the San Bernardino and 

37 Riverside areas may prove more expensive than truck delivery, we 

feel that a Rail Only alternative should have been developed for 

the 20,000 tpd operation. Delivery restricted to rail is likely to 

significantly lower air emissions and other impacts in the site 

vicinity. 

38 If the rail haul handling capacity cannot be designed to 

accommodate 20,000 tpd, the Riverside and San aernardino 

wastesheds should not have been excluded from the reduced landfill 

operations alternative simply because they were merely too costly 

to service by rail. This omission appears to violate the spirit of 

Section 15126 of the Code. 

39 In omitting this alternative the DEIS/EIR implies that the Rail 

Only Alternative will eliminate the Eagle Mountain Landfill from 

servicing the local community. This is likely to establish a 

prejudicial climate among local residents. 

Processing/Transfer Stations 

We appreciate the difficulty of forecasting the environmental 

impacts of transfer stations yet to be designed or located. The 

40 impact of these stations goes beyond cumulative; these transfer 

stations must be addressed as a component of the project. The 
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point is largely moot since the DEIS/EIR explores many of the 

pertinent environmental impacts already. For the time being, we 

accept the data offered as a binding component of the DEIS/EIR. 

While it may not be feasible to forecast the effects of specific 

siting or design, the proposal can influence future development. 

We propose that, if approved, the Eagle Mountain rail haul be 

restricted to operating from transfer stations which meet 

specified siting, design, and operational criteria. 

41 Ideally the processing stations would be located adjacent to a 

rail spur to allow for the direct loading of containers. The 

locating of a transfer station any significant distance from a 

rail spur would result in a complete, additional handling 

operation for handling all processed waste. Allowing any exception 

to this criterion allows for a significant increase in traffic and 

air pollution. If transfer stations are to be permitted apart from 

rail spurs, a •worst case ~cenario• must be developed to account 

for additional impacts. 

42 From the brief description of transfer stations offered, we 

conclude that transfer station dev~lopment and operation will be 

effected by an autonomous private or public body. This presents 

some difficulty in the adoption of any standards (i.e. waste 

separation) proposed by the DEIS/EIR. The Class III operation is 

not permitted to accept hazardous or radioactive waste. Yet the 

proper disposal of th~se wastes is a very expensive proposition. 
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The transfer station operator would benefit from allowing the bulk 

43 of hazardous wastes to pass by. How doe~ MRC propose to enforce 

compliance with DEIS/EIR standards which prescribe waste 

separatic:--,? We can assume, but not conclude that hazardous and 

radioactive wastes detected in the waste stream will be disposed 

of correctly. Regulations pertinent to the proper disposal of 

these wastes should be included in the FEIS/EIR. 

44 At the same time a statement which reads that waste shall be 

screened is meaningless unless defined by standards of performance 

(i.e. •no more than 10 tons of waste shall be screened by any one 

45 operator in an 8 hour day.• Standards relating to the health 

safety of workers involved in the screening operation should be 

addressed at this time as well. 

Personal experience with the handling of radioactive wastes has 

revealed that radioactive waste cannot be visually identified. 

46 What method is proposed to screen 3,000 tons of waste per day, per 

transfer station for radioactive wastes? 

Energy 

In establishing so wide a range of rail transportation perimeters, 

47 the DEIS/EIR estimate of fuel consumption must be regarded as 

highly speculative. The project description establishes no source 

location for the loading of rail cars bound for Ferrum Junction. 
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Neither is this data disclosed in the supporting study by Sierra 

Research. 

48 The DIES/EIR on Table 25, p. 575 lists diesel fuel consumption 

attributed to rail transportation at: 

49 

rail spur from transfer station: 2,160 gpd 
10,425 gpd rail haul (presumably to Eagle Mtn.): 

On the other hand, information derived from Sierra Research, 
Volume II, p. 76, Table 21 demonstrates the following 
emissions relative to project-induced rail haul: 

S.P. 
E.M. 

NOx emissions/ 
day(lbs.) 

8,120 
2,762 

NOx emissions/ =gpd 
1,000 gallon(lbs.)total 

558 
403 

total: 

14,552 
6,853 

21,405 

Note that this figure calculates to only 4.5 trains per day 
when 6 trains per day are proposed. 

With no discussion of how fuel consumption was derived, and with 

this wide discrepancy in consumption, how reliable can the DEIS/EIR 

be as a means to convey energy and air quality impacts to the 

public? 

Did Sierra Research consider the weight of the refuse containers 

(estimated at 2 tons each) in making their determination? 

The recovery of LFG can~ot be used to offset the significant energy 

use requirements for this project for the following reasons: 
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l. Recovery of LFG at the Eagle Mountain landfill is 
speculative, conditional on fiscal feasibility and gas volume 
generation. 
2. The recovery of LFG is likely to be higher in the "no 
project" alternative as the DEIS/EIS has predicted a lower gas 
volume generation at the Eagle Mountain site than at 
alternative landfills. 
3. The diesel fuel expenditure that the DEIS/EIR is attempting 
to offset with recovered LFG is in addition to fuel which 
would consumed in the course LFG recovery under the "no 
project" alternative. 

Air Quality 

Section 21003 (bl 'Jf the Code directs that the EIR be "organized 

and written in such a manner that will be meaningful and useful to 

decisionmakers and the public.• Sections 15006 (q), (r), and 15120 

51 and 15140 direct that the EIR be written in plain language. The 

DEIR .does neither. Aside from an offhand remark buried 8 pages 

into the summery of environmental impacts stating that with 

mitigation, the proJect air quality impacts "will not be reduced 

below a level of significance, no mention is made of air quality 

impact until page 36~. Here the reader is informed that there is 

@ no "generally adopted criteria to define the significance of 
.:::: 
@. impacts form emissions associated with the project.• 

From table 25, p. 371 the reader learns that the project will 

generate: 
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NOX CO SO2 
3,231 1,312 

PMl0 
419 466 tons of pollution per year 

From the 1990 Draft South Coast Air Quality Management Plan 
_ p. 3-12 prepared by SCAG, the projected emissions for all on

road vehicle emissions for the 1997 baseline year are: 

NOX 
448 

163,550 
l. 97\ 

co 
2,682 

978,930 
.13\ 

PMl0 
47 

17,155 
2.44\ 

SO2 
25 

9,125 
5.10\ 

tons of pollution per day 
=tons per year 
of all pollutants produced 
by all on-road vehicles in 
the South Coast Air Basin 

52 With implementation of Tier I AQMD Control strategy, the baseline 

for these emissions will reduce by approximately SO\, doubling the 

percentage of pollutants represented by the Eagle Mountain 

proposal. The combined SO2 emissions of the Eagle Mountain and 

Rail Cycle Bolo Landfill proposals could equal one fifth of all 

SO2 emissions for all on-road vehicles within the South Coast Air 

Basin. So much for the •single molecule theory.• 

53 

54a 

Table 31, p. 396 lists •no project• alternative air emissions from 

transfer stations which match exactly the emissions forecast for 

Table 26, p. 384, •total project emissions.• At the same time the 

•with mitigation• measures demonstrate a 19\ reduction in 

emissions from the non-mitigated project emissions as well as the 

•no project• emissi~ns. This produces sever~! problems. 

1. The vast majority of refuse in Southern California is not 
handled at transfer stations. Discussions with officials at 
the Santa Monica transfer station have revealed that the 
station was constructed specifically with rail haul in mind. 
Thus with the •no project alternative, there· is no valid 

\t:::::: .. ·::: .. ·:·: :=· · :-::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;.;:;:;:;:;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~~~~~==~?::~::r.x~:::-....... . 
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reason to conclude that the equivalent 20,000 tpd of refuse 
would be treated at transfer stations. 
2. A duplication in these figures indicates that one or the 
other is merely speculative. 
3. If the transfer stations are not to be regarded as part of 
the DEIS/EIR, and presumably the transfer stations are to be 
operated independent of MRC, this DEIS/EIR can establish no 
.binding mitigation measures pertaining to transfer station 
operation. 
4. If the transfer stations are built, and the Eagle Mountain 
Landfill not approved, similar mitigation measures are likely 
to be proposed in other EIRs. Additional emissions 
regulations of existing and future transfer stations are 
likely to be implemented with the adoption of more stringent 
AQMD regulations. 

The wrongful inclusion of this material artificially elevates the 

•no proJect• alternative emissions, thus reducing the apparent 

difference between the •project• and "no Project• alternatives. 

Table 33, p. 100, Volume II lists a difference in mitigated v. 

unmitigated gas flare emissions. The aforementioned Table 26 lists 

the mitigated figures from Table 33 as unmitigated. Obviously some 

mitigation is candidly proposed to lower these emissions. The 

higher figure should be reported as well so the public can assess 

the true unmitigated emission level. 

In its haste to discount the feasiaility of alternative fuels as a 

means of mitigating on-site emissions, the DEIS/EIR overlooks the 

possibility of substituting gasoline for diesel. Properly 

catalyzed, the use of gasoline in loaders, haulers, compactors, 

and miscellaneous equipment would eliminate most of the equipment-

related, on site emissions. In addition, gasoline solves the 
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horsepower and fuel storage problems cited. 

Cumulative Impacts 

57 Both errors of commission and errors of omission exist within the 

DEIS/EIR Cumulative impacts section. In restricting the •Regional 

Area• of analysis to •eastern parts of Riverside County,• the 

DEIS/EIR has confined its cumulative impacts analysis to an area 

smaller than the project physical impact. A chief concern is 

obviously air quality, but the impacts branch out into 

transportation and public safety as well. 

To reiterate, the air quality impacts are not restricted to point 

source (transfer stations and E.M. landfill) but rather occur 

along rail lines at all points between. The air basins affected by 

these emissions commingle. Thus any air quality emissions within 

this greater region are fair game, even those outside the 

regulatory control of Riverside County. 

Section 15130(b) of the Code mandates that the cumulativi impacts 

section include, among other things 1 a list of past, present, and 

reasonably anticipated future projects likely to produce 

cumulative (not necessarily restricted to synergistic effects) 

impacts along with a summary of each project's anticipated 

impacts. As well this should include a discussion of potentials 

for mitigation. 
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58 At the very least, an appropriate discussion of. all related 

proposed mega landfills is war ranted. Furthest along in the 

planning process, the "Rail Cycle" proposal presents what is 

perhaps the best opportunity for evaluating cumulative•air quality 

impacts. Since it is very unlikely that this proposal will result 

in the cessation of existing landfill operations presently 

servicing the same wasteshed, all existing waste operations should 

be addressed in the Cumulative Impacts section. The Eagle Mountain 

DEIS/EIR is totally deficient in these areas. 

59 At the same time, the cumulative socioeconomic impacts of the 

Eagle Mountain and Rail Cycle proposals will have a 

proportionately greater effect on the economic stability of the 

greater region. This should have been addressed. 

60 

Public Safety 

The DEIS/EIR fails to address the proJect impact of increased air 

emissions on public health. In the very least, the report should 

identify the types of ailments typically associated with air 

pollution, as well as the frequencJ correlation of increased air 

pollution levels to cases of various ailments. 

Table 10, p. 149 is somewhat misleading. While trains may produce 

a lower overall billion ton/mile accident rate than trucks, this 
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project will transport trash 4-6 times as far as the no project 

alternative. 

61a Using simple math and Table 10 as a source, we can derive a 

probable accident rate. 

16,000 tpd 
x 365 days 

5,840,000 tons per year 
x 400 miles (round trip estimate) 

2,336,000,000 ton miles per year 
2.336 billion ton miles/vear 

x 4.2 rail freight accidents per btm 

X 

X 

X 

(average 1982-1986) 
=9.8 rail freight accidents per year 

16,000 tpd 
365 days 

5,840,000 tons per year 
40 miles (round trip estimate) 

233,600,000 ton miles per year 
.2336 billion ton miles/year 

56.6 truck freight accidents per btm 
(average 1982-1986) 

m J\ =13.2 truck freight accidents per year 
::m: 

W 61b While the number of truck accidents is slightly higher, the 
:tf 
:} comparison is flawed from the beginping. Not simply a matter of 
J; 
I~= comparing •apples and oranges•--the rail freight accidents are 

frequently massive events, easily capable of causing service 

interruptions and higher potential for fatalities--it is a matter 

of comparing watermelons and grapes. 

The DEIS/EIR failed to address the probability of train-related 



DOCUMENT 0111 

motor vehicle accidents corresponding to this dramatic increase in 

rail service, along with the annual cost in human life and 

personal property. 

62 The standards for worker safety to be developed, referenced in the 

DEIS/E!R, should be included no later than the FEIS/EIR. Failure 

to include a summery of this information denies public access to 

review and comment on the adequacy of any mitigation measures 

proposed. 

Biological 

63 The DEIS/EIR is unclear: what is the total acreage of Category I 

or Category III tortoise habitat physically impacted by the site 

development? The report contains several obscure references to 

development which may degrade habitat (i.e. drainage improvements 

in buffer areas). We are concerned that the proposed compensatory 

64 

habitat preservation package may be inadequate, but again, the 

DEIS/EIR is vague on this subJect to allow a more focused 

evaluation. 

What is the estimated take of tortoises attributed to 

translocation? What is this estimate based on? 

65 What is the expected long-term survival rate for translocated 

tortoises? On what data is this estimat~ based? 
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66 The site revegetation measures proposed are totally inadequate. A 

minimum maintenance scenario is unlikely to succeed in the desert 

environment due to low precipitation, high evapotranspiration, and 

herbaceous predators. Studies have shown that if left to its own 

resources, a desert may take a century to heal. 

67 The 12• topsoil atop the barrier layer is an inadequate rooting 

medium for most woody xerophytes. The combination of this thin 

rooting layer interfaced with the compacted barrier layer is 

likely to result in a rapid and complete (surface) erosion and 

possible localized, transverse slope failures of the surface 

layer. This would in turn expose the barrier layer to erosive 

forces. 

68 

Growth Inducements and Socioeconomics 

The key to an evaluation of regional socioeconomic impacts seems 

to rest with the cash flow between counties. Our rough estimates 

indicate that the project will result in an annual revenue loss of 

approximately billion to Los Angeles and Orange Counties. Yet 

the only information furnished in this regard is the reference on 

p. 243 to a SCAG document located at the Desert Center Library. 

The data should have been summarized and thus appears to violate 

the intent of sections 15140 and 15147 of the Code. The 60 day 

comment period does not allow sufficient time for the public to 

chase down information which should have been included in the 

report. 
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69 The project proposes to use approximately 36,000 gallons. per day 

of diesel fuel. As most fossil fuel consumed in this country is 

imported, this will have a significant contributory impact on the 

trade deficit. The present value retail cost of this fuel, 

projected over the project life span, is approximately $ 1. 6 

trillion. While this may represent a small fraction of the net 

trade deficit, the cumulative impact of several such projects 

might be significant. This should be addressed. 

Noise 

70 At what time of day were noise level readings taken? Sound 

traveling much further at night is likely to have a significantly 

greater impact on nocturnal species than the DEIS/EIR implies. 

Noise level readings should be developed so that a full measure of 

these impacts can be evaluated. 

Sincerely, 

/r·~ 
atraic Kelly, ASLA (Mr.) 

Conservation Chair 
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NO nnMP .1\1' F.M':T,F. MnTTN'T'/\ TN ' 

! SUPPORT THE CITIZENS FOR THE CHUCKWALLA VALLEY IN THEIR EFFORTS IX 

?ROMOTING ALTERNATIVES TO LANDFILLS. I AM. REGISTERING MY OPPOSITION 

~O THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT, WITH THIS PETITION. I WA~T 
,. 

THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, AND OTHER POLITICIANS TO 

KXOW THAT I DO NOT THINK THIS PROPOSAL IS IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE 

AREA. I SAY NO! TO DUMPING GARBAGE AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN. 
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NO ou:1:, AT EAGL:C:: ~1'JUNTAIN 

HE, THE CONCERNED CITIZENS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, ARE REGISTERING OUR 

OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN DUMP SITE WITH THIS PETITION. 

WE WANT OUR SUPERVISORS TO KNOW THAT WE DON'T THINK THIS IS IN THE BEST 

INTERESTS OF OUR AREA. WE SAY NO! TO DUMPING GARBAGE AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN. 

~ ~ -,57 

59- 7-r7 

to: J. Coon P.O.Box 436 Desert center, Ca. 
92239 
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NO DUMP AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN 

WE, THE CONCERNED CITIZENS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, ARE REGISTERING OUR 

OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN DUMP SITE WITH THIS PETITION. 

WE WANT OUR SUPERVISORS TO KNOW THAT WE DON'T THINK THIS IS IN THE BEST 

INTERESTS OF OUR AREA. WE SAY NO! TO DUMPING GARBAGE AT EAGLE' MOUNTAIN. 

Name Address 
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send to: J. Coon P.O.Box 436 Desert cen1::er, c~. 
92239 
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NO DUMP AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN 

WE, THE CONCERNED CITIZENS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, ARE REGISTERING OUR 

OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN DUMP SITE WITH THIS PETITION. 

WE WANT OUR SUPERVISORS TO KNOW THAT WE DON'T THINK THIS IS IN THE BEST 

INTERESTS OF OUR AREA. WE SAY NO! TO DUMPING GARBAGE AT EAGLE' MOUNTAIN. 

Name 

/ , --,/. /.) • )!, I. L..,, 

Address 

/ / 

.:;,_;t,,t1(( /.1~1 f;,_·~.'t 
-- /°'',,!~_,,")~I 

r• ,- . Ci 

, , : ;_:. ,,.. rtlW,n ~ , t-rd,n; · < Jn. · -, r u~ 
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1
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When completed, please send to: J. Coon P.O.Box 436 Desert 

I ~C' 
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NO DU~P AT !::AGLE '.10UNTAIN 

l·lE, TIIE CONCERNED CITIZENS OF THE CHUCKA~LA VALLEY, ARE R.CGISTE.:UNG 

OU!l O!'POSITION TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOU!-lTAIN DUMP SITE WITH TEIS 

!'ETITION. l-lE WANT OUR SUPERVISORS TO KNOW THAT WE DON'T THI!m ':HIS IS 

IN THE DEST INTEREST OF THE co:-li•1UNITY. WE SAY NO! TO DU~1P!NG G,;RDAGE 

AT EAGLC MOUNTAIN. 

Name 

,./t" /-' I I c<ia I OA c 

.:=::.:::.::::. ·:·. ·:•:::·:.:,: :.: .. ·. :;:,::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~~==~~=::::-:-· ~~~=-=====~: . 

Address 

1/,j ~.,;,,_ 

Ca_ 9 J_; 

Pti . ./f'nc.- // .. :/· · -1.i f.,,"'-2... ~ 
,?. o . /31.• ,x /3 r ,r.Q , 7 a , t ": c. . 9 .A.)__ ;. 

V 0Cx:,l) :tcs ! L "'u ~( mi'>- 4' ~ :::;d::~5 

~.?' ?<I ~-?V;J i'bde,'7 /;_,,,? 4 
Pc, e 3/.2; 'b14.:~t f:.-,rt·:- (Jv 



~i 
ii 
;, 
~ 

·=·=· 

DOCUMENT O 112 

NO DUMP AT F:M~LF. MOUNTAIN 

I SUPPORT THE CITIZENS FOR THE CHUCKWALLA VALLEY IN THEIR EFFORTS IN 

PROMOTING ALTERNATIVES TO LANDFILLS. I AM REGISTERING MY OPPOSI~ION 

TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT, WITH THIS PETITION. I WANT 

THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, AND OTHER POLITICIANS TO 

K~OW THAT I DO NOT THINK THIS PROPOSAL IS IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE 

AREA. I SAY NO ! TO DUMPING GARBAGE AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN. 

NAME ___ ADDRESS 
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t·lE; THE CONCERNED CITIZENS OF THE CHUCKA~LA VALLEY, JI.RE REGISTERING 

OUR 0:-'POSITION TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE ~OUI-.ITAIN DUMP SITE WITH THIS 

?ETI'!'ION. WE WANT OUR SU!?ERVISORS TO KNOW THAT NE DON'T THINK THIS IS 

IN THE DEST INTEREST OF THI: C8'.·li'IUNI':'Y. WE SAY NO! TO DU~PING GARBAGE 

AT EAGl...E ,·IOUNTAIN. 

Name Address 

~~~~~~----..:!.~~~~~~~~~~7 

)~J'J 
--;;;?. . 4, q_iz. I 8o - <;-s,_ ., ~M4,UCD4 ½~ C-4. 9;:-zr:, / 

i':,,Tf, 13:,. ;;,;,,.,:,t';,:;; P. $, t- I 7 ~&~ U. 

~~~~~~~:.....a..=.....---t;,...J.~~~~~'---,,1.~1 
.!ox. J.-.5 CJ.. elf e ~'"/t/ 7r:R _r/.Z~S 

(uvr. t l't/J2v,. {W,;ft· &., /w'. (Lu,;~ Av,r ~¥S ~.e,,.~.J ~,Je,, ~, '1'?.1 ~ 7 
4:~t:~ @I.S 01: >-, r- flr_eJ! .. :fCe0fr?1<.. Cc- 1~27 

~ 

-.l!.!,..~-4Zd~a:-.:::::~~~~~~~~~.:=:...=P:::........:-:::..=--~--=J)~~:::::'..__~L.:.;1 ..... ~ .. ::i 3; 
.J., ,Z. 2-£ I:__:;,.'...(__-. _ ....... ~.,:: ::,_ J) (!_ q :z_._z ~---: 



DOCUMENT O 112 

NO DV~P AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN 

I SUPPORT THE CITIZENS FOR THE CHUCKWALLA VALLEY IN THEIR EFFORTS IN 

PROMOTING ALTERNATIVES TO LANDFILLS. I AM REGISTERING MY OPPOSITION 

TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT, WITH THIS PETITION. I WANT 

THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, AND OTHER POLITICIANS TO 

KNOW THAT I DO NOT THINK THIS PROPOSAL IS IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE 

AREA. I SAY NO! TO DUMPING GARBAGE AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN. 
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~1ease send to , J. Coon p.Q. Box 436 Desert Center, 
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NO DUMP AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN 

1'1E, THE CONCERNED CITIZENS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, ARE REGISTERING OUR 

OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN DUMP SITE WITH THIS PETITION. 

t'1E WANT OUR SUPERVISORS TO KNOW THAT WE DON'T THINK THIS IS IN THE BEST 

INTERESTS OF OUR A.'ClEA. t'1E SAY NO! TO DUMPING GARBAGE AT EAGLE' MOUNTAIN. 

Name Address 

center, Ca. 
92239 
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NO iJU~P AT EAGLE '.-10UNTAIN 

!·TE, THE CONCERNED CITIZEN.S OF THE CHUCKAWALLA VALLEY, ARE REGISTERING 

OUR ODPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED E1'.GLE MOU!ITAIN DUMP SITE WITH THIS 

PETITION. lvE WANT OUR SUPERVISORS TO KNOW THAT WE DO.J' T THI!-IK THIS IS 

IN THE I3EST INTEREST OF THE co:-li-lUNITY. WE SAY NO! TO DUMPING GARCAGE 

AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN. 

Name Address 
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~O DOM~ ~T EAGLE MOUNTA!~ 

! SCPPORT THE CITIZENS FOR THE CHUCKWALLA VALLEY IN THEIR EFFORTS IN 

PROMOTING ALTERNATIVES TO LANDFILLS. I AM REGISTERING MY OPPOSITION 

TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT, W:TH THIS PETITION. I WANT 

THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, AND OTHER POL:TICIANS TO 

KNOW THAT I DO NOT THINK THIS PROPOSAL IS IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE 

I • 
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~hen completed, please send to : J. Coon P.O. Box 436 Desert Center, 
California, 9:2239 
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NO uU'.·! 0 A7 !':AGLE '.lOUNTAIN 

:·lE, TIIC CONCERNED CITI;:E:-JS OF THE CHUCKAWALLA VALLEY, ARE R::GISTI:~I...;l~ 

OUR. onPOSI':'ION TO THE .PR'J?OSED !:AGLE MOUNTAIN DU!-1P SITE WI':'!! ':'!ITS 

PET!Tim:. \•lE lvl\.NT OUR Sv?ERVISORS TO KNOW THAT llE DO.J'':' TH::1;· ':'!!IS ::.:=; 

IN T!--!E _OEST INTEREST OF THC CO'.li·l\.i'.,:TY. WE SAY NO! TO DUMP!::G ,~;\:113 v~: 
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NO DUMP AT EAGLE '.10UNTAIN 

t·lE, THE CONCErtNED CITIZENS OF THE CHUCKA~LA VALLEY, ARE RSGISTE.!UNG 

OUR O!'POSITION TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN DU!1P SITE WIT!l T!fIS 

!'ETITION. 1-JE WANT OUR SUI'ERVISORS TO KNOW THAT WE DON'T THI:m ·:·Hrs I5 

IN TIIE OEST INTEREST OF THE co:-li•IUNITY. WE SAY NO! TO DUMPD!G G!·.RDAGr: 

AT E!l,GLE MOlJ~TAIN. 

Name 
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NO nnMP 111' l'/\r:r.r MOfTN'T'I\TN 

! SUPPORT THE CITIZENS FOR THE CHUCKWALLA VALLEY IN THEIR EFFORTS IN 

?RO~OTING ALTERNATIVES TO LANDFILLS. I AM REGISTERING MY OPPOSITION 

TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT, WITH THIS PETITION. I WANT 

~HE RIVERSIDE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, AND OTHER POLITICIANS TO 

KXOW THAT I DO NOT THINK THIS PROPOSAL IS IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE 

AREA. I SAY NO! TO DUMPING GARBAGE AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN. 

NAME ADDRESS 

~e) i1 l1 1, 

- ' When completed, please send to: J. Coon P.O. Box 436 Desert Center, 
California, 92239 
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NO DUMP AT EAGLE MOUNTAI~ 

WE, THE CONCERNED CITIZENS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, ARE REGISTERING OUR 

OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN DUMP SITE WITH THIS PETITION. 

WE WANT OUR SUPERVISORS TO KNOW THAT WE DON'T THINK THIS IS IN THE BES~ 

INTERESTS OF OUR AREA. WE SAY NO! TO DU~PING GARBAGE AT EAGLE MOUNTAI". 

Name· Address 
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When completed, please send to: J. Coon P.0.Box 436 Desert center, ca. 
92239 
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NO DUMP AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN 

tvE, THE CONCERNED CITIZENS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, ARE REGISTERING OUR 

OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE ~OUNTAIN DUMP SITE·WITH THIS PETITION. 

WE WANT OUR SUPERVISORS TO KNOW THAT WE DON'T THINK THIS IS IN THE BEST 

INTERESTS OF OUR AREA. WE SAY NO! TO DUMPING GARBAGE AT EAGLE
0 

MOUNTAIN. 
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NO DUMP AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN 

tvE, THE CONCERNED CITIZENS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, ARE REGISTERING OUR 

OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN DUMP SITE WITH THIS PETITION. 

WE WANT OUR SUPERVISORS TO KNOW THAT WE DON'T THINK THIS IS IN THE BEST 

INTERESTS OF OUR AREA. WE SAY NO! TO DUMPING GARBAGE AT EAGLE' MOUNTAIN. 

-.. ._r:{ 
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M3$L_ 
('.\~~-,{>. 
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When completed, please send to: J. Coon P.O.Box 436 Desert center, Ca. 
92239 
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NO DUMP AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN 

C~t:-oe.c.A 
WE, THE CONCERNED CITIZENS OF BhffftE, ARE REGISTERING OUR OPPOSITION 

TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN DUMP SITE WITH THIS PETITION. WE WANT 

OUR SUPERVISORS TO KNOW THAT WE DON'T THINK THIS IS IN THE BEST 

INTERESTS OF OUR AREA. WE SAY NO! TO DUMPING GARBAGE AT EAGLE 

MOUNTAIN. 
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When completed, please send to:· J. Coon P.O.Box 436 Desert center Ca. 
92239 
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NO DUMP AT F.i\GLr MOTJN'l'J\. TN 

' I SUPPORT THE CITIZENS FOR THE CHUCKWALLA VALLEY IN THEIR EFFORTS IN 

PROMOTING ALTERNATIVES TO LANDFILLS. I AM REGISTERING MY OPPOSITION 

TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT, WITH THIS PETITION. I WANT 

THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, AND OTHER POLITICIANS TO 

KNOW THAT I po NOT THINK THIS PROPOSAL IS IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE 

AREA. I SAY NO ! TO DUMPING GARBAGE AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN. 

NAME ADDRESS 
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California, 92239 

J. Coon P.O. Box 436 Desert Center, 
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NO DUMP AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN 

WE, THE CONCERNED CITIZENS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, ARE REGISTERING OUR 

OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOUNTAIN DUMP SITE WITH THIS PETITION. 

WE WANT OUR SUPERVISORS TO KNOW THAT WE DON'T THINK THIS IS IN THE BEST 

INTERESTS OF OUR AREA. WE SAY NO! TO DUMPING GARBAGE AT EAGLE' MOUNTAIN. 

Address -.._ 
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When completed, please send to: J. Coon P.O.Box 436 Desert center, Ca. 
92239 
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NO DU!-!P AT EAGLE ~-tOUNTAIN 

t-1E, THE CONCERNED CITIZENS OF THE CHUCKAWALLA VALLEY, ARE R:::GISTERH;G 

OUR. O~POSITION TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOUiiTAIN DUMP SITE WITH TIIIS 

PETITION. NE WANT OUR SUPERVISORS TO KNOW THAT t-JE DON'T THI!~K T!IIS IS 

IN Tl!E 13CST INTEREST OF THE C0:1i•1UNITY. WE SAY NO! TO DUMPING GARJ3N:;r: 

AT EJ\GLE ~IOUNTJ\IN. 

Name Address 
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NO uU:-tP AT EAGLE ~-10UNTAIN 

\·7E, THE CONCERNED CITIZENS OF THE CHUCKA$.LLA VALLEY, ARE REGISTERING 

OUR O?POSITION TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE MOUiiT_AIN DUMP SITE WITH THIS 

PETITION. lvE WANT OUR SUPERVISORS TO KNOW THAT WE DON'T THINK THIS IS 

IN THE DEST INTEREST OF THE co:-li-lUNITY. WE SAY NO! TO DUMPING GARBAGE 

AT EAGLE MOUNTAIN. 
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September 18, 1991 Public Hearing on the Eagle Mountain Project 
County Of Riverside Planning Department, Bermuda Dunes, California 

During the Public Hearing held August 28th, by BLM, I mentioned 
there were several items we requested to be studied at the Scoping Sessions, 
and had put the items in writing. However, they were not addressed in 
the Draft EIR/S. 

One of these items is a question if Kaiser Steel has already been 
dumping into the East Pit area. We included a letter from a former employee, 
who stated Kaiser was dumping, along with other infractions by Kaiser. 
We requested an excavation, to an appropriate depth, or perform bore 
samples to ascertain if dumping had taken place. The Draft EIR/S failed 
to do so. 

On August 30th Kaiser Steel dumped some fuel tanks, and soil that 
seemed to be contaminated, along with construction debris at the small 
Desert Center Sanitary Landfill. Joe Asbury, from the Hazardous Materials 
unit came to the site, and asked Kaiser to remove the contaminants, and 
properly dispose of them. Mr. Stokes and Miss Roberts, from Kaiser Steel 
had a crew removing the material within an hour or so. The contaminated 
soil was supposedly sent for analysis, however, I have not received 
the results at this time. 

On September 11, 1991, an employee of Kaiser was suspended, for 
dumping hazardous materials into the East Pit area, 18 months or more 
ago. On September 16, 1991, a former Kaiser employee told me, some of 
the hazardous materials that were dumped, were radioactive. The person 
described lead containers that housed the Radioactive material, and the 
radiation insignia had been removed. The person said, since there were 
not very many containers, it would be too costly to have them disposed 
of properly. Also, the person claimed, transformers containing PCB's 
were dumped, and who knows what else !?! 

During the last 18 months or so, Kaiser has burned material in the 
East Pit area. When I inquired about the thick smoke coming from the 
mine, I was told it was construction debris, and tree trimmings, and 
the appropriate permits had been issued. With these new accusations of 
hazardous waste dumping, I again request this area be investigated by 
a firm independent of Kaiser Steel, Mine Reclamation Corporation, and 
Browning Ferris Industries. I would like analysis of the ashes from 
the fires. Also, if radioactive or other materials were in fact dumped, 
Kaiser Steel, Browning Ferris Industries, and Mine Reclamation Corporation 
should be required to clean the site, and dispose of it properly, before 
any landfill permits are issued. The three firms just mentioned, should 
absorb the cost of doing so. My farm is approximately 4 miles downstream 
from the site, I request an independent firm to conduct analysis of my 
water well to determine contamination from these materials. 

I spoke to Alan Englis on September 17th. Mr. Englis is the legal 
council for Kaiser Steel. He said, the •company team'' investigated the 
site all week, and found no evidence of hazardous materials being dumped. 
Since their team found nothing, the Environmental Health Department nor 
the Hazardous Materials Unit were called. Mr. Englis did say dumping 
of scrap and scrap equipment had occurred. How can Kaiser Steel be 
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dumping without the necessary permits ? If the rad·ioactive cylinders 
or the transformers are not found, where are the dockets stating where 
and when these items were disposed? Since Kaiser Steel illegally dumped 
hazardous materials into the Desert Center dump, what can be expected 
of them and Browning Ferris Industries, if they have a megadump to use 
? The local citizens will not have the liberty of casually walking to 
the site to see what is being dumped. 

7 In closing, Kaiser Steel has been fined in the past for environmental 
infractions. Browning Ferris Industries is notorious for contaminating 
land with their dumps throughout the country. And, Mine Reclamation 
Corporation is a firm that was formed solely for this project, and has 
no record of landfilling experience anywhere, to trace their track record. 
Put these three entities together, and we have one large environmental 
time bomb waiting to explode. I strongly and respectfully urge the Riverside 
County Planning Department to reject this absurd proposal. Thank you. 

Donna Charpied Desert Cente~ farmer 
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR/S BLM HEARING AUGUST 28, 1991 DESERT CENTER, c; 

1. Mrs. Larson said at the Board of Supervisors meeting in June 1989, "Any 
written concerns must by law, be addressed in the Draft EIR/S." My 
husband and I submitted written concerns at the Scoping Sessions and 
a few items were not addressed. I am hoping these hearings are 
not just to serve only to appease the people. We will re-submit 
concerns not addressed in the draft, plus, comment on areas of concern 
in the draft document. At this time, I would like to formally request 
a copy of the Final document, including appendices, when complete, 
to enable me to verify our concerns have been addressed. 

2. My next comment concerns the Desert Tortoise : 
a. Proponents argue General Patton's army rolled over the tortoise 
with their tanks etc., and nobody worried about the tortoise then. 
Well, at that time, the desert tortoise was not on the endangered 
species list. Who know's maybe Patton's army led to them being 
on the endangered list now. In those days, people were not aware 
of the environment, and how fragile ecosystems. For instance, farmers 
would broadcast DDT on their farms with bare hands and no protective 
equipment at all. I make this point to illustrate, human beings 
learn from their mistakes, instead of ~erpetuating them. 

b. The tortoise study in the document was largely based on research 
in Clark County Nevada, not Eagle Mountain/ Desert Center. Which 
brings up one of my previous concerns, not addressed in the draft. 

1. Jean Carr, formerly Director of Marketing Affairs and Public 
Affairs for MRC, worked for RECON prior to her employment 
with MRC. 

2. Jean Carr and MRC recommended RECON to BLM to prepare the 
document. Of particular interest, too, is Mr. Kaldenberg, 
from the Federal lead agency, BLM, once worked for RECON, 
too. I've always felt we've been dealing with a stacked deck 
from the beginning. 

3. Jean Carr is now working for RECON again, and did the desert 
tortoise study in Clark County, the D EIR/S refers to. I 
do not think Jean could possibly have a neutral position because 
of her close ties to MRC. 

The Desert Pupfish, also an endangered species, lives in the tributary 
of Salt Creek. This species is near extinction, according to Professor 
Allan Schoemherr, from Fullerton College. When there is a rail 
accident in that area, and the pupfish is destroyed, the mitigation 
measures call for "the nearest suitable genetic strain of pupfish 
will be the source of transplantation." Since this fish is nearly 
extinct, where is this suitable genetic strain going to come from?'!? 

5 4. The leaf nosed bat roost in the mine tunnel. There will be a chimney 
constructed of concrete sewer pipes to permit the ingress and egress 
of the bats. As the garbage gets higher, the chimney will be extended. 
When I was a child in Pa., the old miners would tell stories of 
how they would take a canary into the mine, if it died that indicated 
gasses were present. This chimney will act as a landfill gas collection 
pipe. Thus, it seems the mitigation measures will serve to simply 
kill the bats off. 
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"Although sheep may continue to use a disturbed area, the level 
of stress they endure, which could affect their susceptibility to 
disease or decreased reproductive success, is not known." Since 
this is unknown, stating impacts to the Bighorn sheep will be reduced 
below a level of significance, is at best a hypothesis, and not 
a fact. 

7 6. It states in the document ravens will not be attracted to the dump 
because they will cover the trash, daily. According to the Draft 
Raven Management Plan of April 1990, by the BLM, page 9, even dumps 
with a daily cover have large numbers of the birds. Thus, that 
mitigation measure is moot, and another method must be studied. 

a 7. This project is suppose to boost employment in our community. There 
is an established industry right now in Eagle Mountain, the MTC 
Return to Custody Facility. This already established, well functioning 
industry stands to lose up to 50% of their employees with MRC's 
false promises of high paying garbagemen jobs. More consideration 
to MTC with regards to employee loses should be fully studied. 

9 8. An integral part of this project is one of recycling. AB939 states 
25% reduction of waste by 1995 and a 50% reduction of waste by 2000. 
There are no provisions prohibiting any city or county from exceeding 
these goals. A 100 year dump will remove incentive to reduce the 
waste stream. Furthermore, MRC has stated, if the market is such, 
there is no money in railing the recyclables back to the city, they 
will dump them in the pit. So much for waving the recycling banner!!! 

10 9. Southern California Association of Governments wrote a feasibility 
study on hauling solid waste by railroad to remote areas. : Charles 
Tobin conducted a feasibility study of the disposal of solid waste 
at Eagle Mountain. "At 15,000 tons per day, 250 operating days 
a year, the Eagle Mountain landfills would last approximately 40 
years." Mr. Tobin is referring to 3 pits not one_! The draft EIR/S 
states the East Pit alone has a projected lifespan of 100 years ! 
If the County of Riverside is basing financial projections over 
the 100 year period, the bookkeeper will be sorely disappointed! 
Plus, Los Angeles really would not have the extended easy out of 
their trash crisis, that they think. Since we have two scientific 
feasibility studies stating different results, I feel a third neutral 
party should determine-exactly what the longevity of this proposal 
really is. 

.. l. ij 1110. southern Pacific has shown, in very recent times, to be an ENVIRON-
i MENTAL MENACE TO SOCIETY ! It is not in the desert community's 
i interest to have such an irresponsible rail carrier responsible 
~ for carrying out the monumerital task of railing garbage 200 miles, ® . 
~ through our pristine deserts. I feel another carrier should be f studied for this proposal. 

8 11. I cannot help at this moment but to think of a statement a friend f of mine, Mr. Ragsdale made, sarcastically one day. He said, "I'll 
* put an ad in the Wall Street Journal saying, 'Come to Riverside 
!:l:!:\_._\,. County, home of the world's largest dump'"· Sounds like quite a 

tourist attraction to me. I think Riverside County, and the Desert J in Eastern Riverside County deserves more dignity than that. Kaiser 

1 ... ·.·.·.·.• .... ·"·····='--·········'""'·:,····,.,,.·,,,,,,_,-
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12 Steel made a big sore on the Earth, now they ~ant to fill it with 
infectious material, and let it fester for eternity, degrading the 
air, water, and our quality of life. This proposal is profoundly 
ludicrous, rife with negative consequences. I urge the BLM to reject 
it. 

Donna Charpied 
P.O. Box 321 
Desert Center, Ca. 92239 
619-392-4722 

1.-·.························h~;--,ry 
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR/S EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT SEPTEMBER 20, 1991 

I WATER ISSUES 
The DEIR/S states our water is not any good for drinking or irrigating 

crops. In a comparison of water wells in Blythe, and water in the 
Coachella Valley, the water quality is virtually identical. Reference 
California Department of Water Resources Bulletin# 118 

According to the Department of Water Resources Bulletins# 118 & 91-7, 
maps show the Chuckwalla aquifer is directly connected to the Colorado 
River and Coachella Valley aquifer. These studies state the main gradient 
or direction of underground water flow is from Eagle Mountain/Desert 
Center area to the Colorado River. They also state the gradient or flows 
from the Eagle Mountain/Desert Center area to the Coachella Valley, although 
to a much lesser extent. It also states ·the gradient is almost level 
at the Desert Center area. Physics tells us, through simple diffusion, 
a body of water that has contaminants introduced will eventually distribute 

1 evenly, through the body of water. Remember, this is the proposed world's 
largest garbage dump, thus we have the world's largest potential contaminatio: 
of the Chuckwalla Valley, Colorado River, and Coachella Valley. 

II. RESEARCH FROM THE E.P.A. & FEDERAL REGISTRY 
According to the Environmental Research Foundation, fractured bedrock 

is highly undesirable beneath a landfill site, because leachate cannot 
be located once it escapes. Mines and quarries should be avoided because 
they frequently contact groundwater. The· DEIR/S says mining operations 
penetrated into the groundwater, and the historic groundwater level is 

2 752 feet. This is a very poor site selection. 

Landfill liners 
Federal Registry February 5, 1981, page III 28 : "Eventually liners 

will degrade, tear, or crack, and allow liquids to migrate out of the 
unit." 

3 1). How can the applicants predict all the possible combinations of 
chemicals that will be created inside the landfill, producing new 
chemicals that will attack the liner and leachate collection system? 

.4 2). What is the expected duration of hazards inside the landfill versus 
the expected duration of the liner and leachate collection system. ? 

3). SCS Engineers have stated .01% of the material dumped will contain 
hazardous materials .. 01% of 20,000 tons a day is 4,000 pounds 
of hazardous material a day, admittedly a conservative estimate. 

5 4). The state of the art, is a double composit liner. Why not implement 
this, here, for the world's largest garbage dump? 

The EPA hired Geoservices from Boyton, Florida to study landfill 
liners. Clay liners meeting EPA design regulations of 10 to minus 7 
cm/s, (the same as stated in DEIR/S), will leak 90 gallons of fluid per 
day per acre. Reference pages 3-18, Background Document on bottom liner 
Performance in Double-Lined Landfills and Surface Impoundments. Three 
inches of water on a 3 foot clay liner will take 15 years to break through, 
then 90 gallons of fluid per acre per day, will escape. The proposed 

6 liner here, is one foot. Does this mean in 5 years or less the leaking 
will begin ? 

Geoservices reports, all plastic liners, (also called Flexible Membrane 
Liners, or FML's), always have some leaks. FML's often develop defects 
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called "pinholes" during manufacture; these result from thin places , 
("fish eyes"), bubbles, foreign material, or lumps of carbon in the raw 
molten plastic, from which the FML is rolled (calendered) into sheets. 

7 Furthermore, when a large landfill linet"is created by joining strips 
of FML together with glue or by welding, the resulting seam often leaks. 
Even with good quality assurance, an average of one or two leaks per 
1,000 feet of seam can be expected, and, .02 to l gallon per acre of 
leachate leaking. 

According to Jeffrey Bass' book, Avoiding Failures of Leachate Collection 
and Cap Drainage Systems, leachate collection systems will fail 4 ways : 
1. They can clog from silt or mud 
2. They can clog up because of the growth of microorganisms in the pipes. 
3. They can clog because of a chemical reaction leading to the precipitation 

of minerals in the pipes. 
4. The pipes themsel~es can be weakened by chemical attack (acids, solvents 

oxidizing agents, or corrosion) and may be crushed by tons of garbage 
piled above them. 

8 Seepage Control, from Phoenix, Arizona states, once contamination 
of a groundwater aquifer occurs, it is virtually impossible to correct. 
Reference : Draft EIR/S Appendix one of two. 

9 The DEIR/S states the cover on the landfill will protect against 
rain permeation into and through the garbage. Later it notes, fluids 
generated from anaerobic digestion will evaporate up through this same 
cover. This is a contradiction, for we have never heard of "one way" 
dirt before ! 

10 Another unfounded theory presented is the absorption capacity of 
the landfill will keep fluids from moving. We have all-read in the news
papers or have watched TV reports, where old landfills have been excavated, 
and find newspapers and.phone books in excellent condition. Because 
of the compaction of the garbage, a very low percentage of the total 

11 garbage comes in contact with introduced fluids. The inherent chemical 
fluids, as well as those created by anaerobic digestion, initiates the 
path to the bottom. When intense thunder storms occur, the path is already 
made, and fluids pick up more of the hazardous chemicals, as it follows 
the path of least resistance, to the bottom of the landfill, and eventually 
into our aquifer, to our farm's water well. 

12 MRC states we receive approximately 3 inches of rain per year. 
We have measured as much as 3 inches or more dur-ing a two hour rain 
storm. Interesting, when asked to see MRC's rain gauge during a tour 
of March 1991, of their weather station, MRC said they have no rain gauge. 
How do they know how to prepare for one of our "gully washers" without 
monitoring the amount of rain that does fall into the pit each year? 

MRC said Eagle Mountain is substantially degraded. This is their 
opinion, and we resent a statement like this about our home. Los Angeles 
is severely degraded, LET'S DUMP THERE! 

The DEIR/S based a lot of the tortoise study by Jean Carr (employee 
of RECON), performed in Clark County Nevada. In Clark County, they will 
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13 transport the tortoise to a holding area for 5 days. If it is not adopted 
in that time, it will be given a lethal injection. Is this the tortoise 
management plan for our desert, too? · 

14 

15 

16 

17 

According to Riverside County solid Waste Management Plan, Final 
Draft 1989, page IVS, last paragraph 

In no instance shall exporting of waste into a public site be relied 
upon for local use be considered anything but a short term (less than 
5 years) waste management solution, for the exporting agency. Is there 
a County law allowing private landfills to take waste longer? If not 
we do not want this law changed. 

Page IV-6 item SB : High initial cost to export, as well as graduated 
cost structure should be included in the import agreement to provide 
increasing disincentive to export to Riverside county. How does a 100 
year project meet this requirement? 

Transfer stations : We think, at no time should there be garbage 
brought to Eagle Mountain without going through a materials recovery 
facility, (MRF), also known as transfer stations. These facilities were 
not even address in the DEIR/S. We think a MRF should be set up in LaQuinta 
for the Coachella Valley's garbage, and one set up in Lake Tamarisk for 
trash in the Eagle Mountain/Desert Center, and Chiriaco Summit areas. 
Some people in these areas feel this project is a good idea because of 
the money it will supposedly generate. So,we feel they should carry 
some of the burdens involved in the project. Also, recently, we have 
read people in Los Angeles are fighting against transfer stations in 
their back yard ! These people do not want to take any responsibility 
for ANY of their trash generation. These facilities should be built and 
ready to go before ANY garbage arrives to Eagle Mountain. 

Please refer to the DEIR/S Appendix 1 of 2 Document dated April 
8, 1968. "This is a permeability study on the slime. The conclusion 
states 'It may be concluded from test work to date that some percolation 
definitely does take place'. Also this report states the slime water 
is excessively high in sulfate ions." It seems ironic, MRC plans to 
use a potentially hazardous material to protect our groundwater. ~i i 18 

Also in this appendix, we requested a study of the native jojoba 
plants in this area, that was not conducted. We have spent over 10 years 
researching this plant, in the wild, studying the growth patterns, etc. -:::: 

1,~ 
~=~; 
:=::: 
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We base our cultural practices after the wild, to help make jojoba a 
cash viable crop. Where the Eagle Mountain road will be extended, is 
one of the areas of great interest to us. We have located, what the 
science world refers to as a Female Hermaphrodte. It is believed, jojoba 
existed as a hermaphrodite many years ago, until it evolved into a dioecious 
plant. We have received letters, from scientist stating the plants we 
found are very rare, one in a million. In one particular wash, there 
are several of these hermaphrodites living. These may well be the oldest 
living jojoba plants in the world ! The changing of the natural washes 
in this area may affect these plant's ability to survive. We again request 
a more in depth study to the jojoba. The DEIR/Sonly mentioned they 
are native here . 

.. .: ·- -.. . - ------ --·· .. ... .: ·-------·-- -.. .: .. . .. ~ - .. ~ . -..... ------. . . 
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During an Evaluation Committee meeting with MRC, during April 1990, 
the Committee requested MRC to have the Agriculture Commissioner to look 

19 into the project. There is a possibility of transporting the Medfly 
from the Los Angeles area to the Coachella Valley and the Eagle Mountain/Dese! 
Center area. Donna Charpied is a member of the Committee, and at the 
time MRC said the matter would be looked into. The DEIR/S failed to 
do so. John Schrader, from the County's Ag Department, during a meeting 
of California Certified Organic Farmers John said, "If the State finds 
two flies, a 19 square mile radius would be sprayed with Malathion, and 

20 81 square miles would be quarantined for 105 days". In the worse case 
scenario, the possibility of crop destruction exists. Crops such as 
grapes and vegetables cannot be held for that long period of time. 
Furthermore, we are contract inspectors for California Certified Organic 
Farmers, and there are many certified organic farms in the Coachella 
Valley, and two Certified Organic farms in Desert Center : the Charpied's 
and Desert Center Grape Farm. Spraying any petro-chemical near these 
farms will have an especially financial impact on the organic growers. 

21 

We would like a study conducted on the possible introduction of the Medfly 
to our deserts. 

Lastly, there are some very innovated, environmentally sound ways 
to deal with our garbage. One such technology is implemented by RECOMP 
in Saint Cloud Minnesota. They use a Eweson (pronounce Avison) digester. 
The waste is placed in a digester and the final product is marketed 
as mulch. All recyclables are first retrieved at the tipping floor as 
with any other transfer station. This type of facility could be built 
by existing landfills. RECOMP has reduced the amount going into landfills 
by as much as 80%. We have simplified the technology of this, but will 
show a VCR tape at the next hearing. 

Another alternative to creating new landfills exists in Collier 
County, Florida, where they basically mine existing landfills, for the 
recyclables and composted solid waste. This process enables us to reclaim 
approximately 40% of the old landfill. This system would allow all 
landfills to remain open. It would allow placement of a new liner, as 
waste is cleared from the ground. Then the reclaimed landfill space 
can be re-sold. This is a WI:N ! WIN! WI:N ! situation, politically, 
economically, and environmentally. 

The facts are Desert Center does not need this dump. Riverside 
County does not need this dump. And, with the innovative technology 
available, Los Angeles does not need this dump. The only people who 
"want" this dump are MRC, solely because of the money. This is not a 
realistic basis for embarking on a path to the world's largest potential 
environmental disaster ! In closing, if mega-dumps are so safe, why 
would Los Angeles give up that great tax revenue to Riverside County !? 

Please send a copy of the Final document, along with appendixes to: 

Donna & Larry Charpied 
P.O. BOX 321 
Desert Center, ca. 92239 Thank You. 

? ... ·.·.·.·.··'·....-··_.:: .. :::: ....... ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::·::··::-»»;,,r./ .... 
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THE BASICS OF LANDAU.S-
HOW THEY ARE CONSTRUCTED AND WHY THEY FAIL 

..__ ... _ ......... 

--------
s.-, ·---·---

WHAT IS A LANDFILL? A secure landfill is a carefully-engineered depression in the ground (or built on 
toe of the ground. resembling a football stadium) into which wastes are put. The aim is to avoid any 
hyaraulic (water-related] connecnon between the wastes and the surrounding environment, particularly 
groundwater. Basically, a landfill is a bathrub In the ground: a double-lined landfill IS one bathrub 1ns1de 
another. Bathtubs leak two ways: out the bottom or over the top. 

WHAT ARE LANDFILLS MADE UP OF? There are four critical elements 1n a secure landfill: a bottom 
hner, a leachate collection system, a cover, and the natural hydrogeolog1c setting. The natural setting can 
be selected to m1nim1Ze the possibility of wastes escaping to groundwater beneath a landfill. The three 
other elements must be engineered. Each of these elements is cntical to success. 

THE NATURAL HYDROGEOLOGIC SElilNG:(ou-want the geology to do two contradictory things for 
you. To prevent wastes escaping, you want roc"Rs as tight (waterproo~ as possible. Yet if leakage occurs, 
you want the geology to be as SJmple as possible so you can easily predict where the wastes will escace 
to. so you can put down wells and capture the escaped wastes by pumping. Fractured bearock 1s highly 
undesirable beneath a landfill because the wastes can't be _located if they ecsape. Mines and quarries 
snould be avoided because they frequently contact the groundwater. 

::":-. -:-:~ 
!'_:.:-,=:. WHAT IS A BOTTOM LINER? It may be one or more layers of clay or a synthetic flexible membrane (or 

combination of these); the liner effeCtlvely creates a bathtub in the ground. If the bottom liner fails, wastes 
~1 will migrate directly into the enVJronment There are three types of liners: clay; plastic; and composite. 

l==~=_\==="_l::·=_\===_l==.= WHAT IS WRONG WITH A CLAY LINER? A mechanism called diffusion will move organic chemicals like benzene through a three-foot thick clay landfill liner 1n approximately 5 years. 
Natural clay 1s often fractured and cracked. Some chemicals can degrade clay. 

1 WHAT IS WRONG WITH A PLASTIC LINER? The very best landfill liners today are made of-a I ~i~::.t~:i•E:-i=l1~;~,~~!E.i"'E£r will 

~' .. ·.,m.•cc=.•·•····•·'·:·:·:·:·C::::::::::::·>~f·•9WW,· · ' 
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degrade HOPE. but mueh more benign things can cause it to deve.fop stress cracks, sueh as, 
margarine. vrnegar. ethyl alcohol (also know as booze), shoe polish, peppermint oil, ID name a few. 

WHAT IS WRONG WrrH COMPOSrtE LINERS? A composite liner is a single liner made of two 
pans. a plastic liner and compacted soil (usually day soiQ. Reports show that all plastic liners 
(also called Flexible Membrane Liners, or FMLs) always have some leaks. ft is important ID 
realize that all matenals used as liners are at least slightly penneable to liquids or gases and a 
certain amount of permeation through liners should be expected. Additional leakage results from 
defects such as cracks, holes, and faulty seams. Studies show that a 10-acre landfill will have a 
leak rate somewhere between 02 and 10 gallons per day. 

WHAT IS A LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM? Leachate is water that gets badly contaminated by 
contacting wastes. It seeps ID the bottom of a landfill and is collected by a system of pipes. The bottom 
of the landfill is sloped: pipes laid along the bottom capture contaminated water and other fluids (leachate) 
as they accumulate: the pumped leachate is ·treated at a wastewater treatment plant (and the solids 
removed from the leachate dunng thlS step are retumed to the landfill, or are sent ID some other landfill). 
If leachate collection pipes dog up and leachate remains in the lmffill, fluids can build up in the bathtub; 
the resulting liquid pressure becomes the main force driving waste out the bottom of the landfill when the 
bottom liner failS. 

WHAT ARE SOME OF THE PROBLEMS WITH LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEMS? Leachate 
collecton systems can clog up In less _than a decade.· They fad in several known ways: 1) they clog up 
from silt or mud: 2) they can clog up because of growth of microorganisms in me pipes: 3) they can clog 
up because of a chemical reacton leading ID the precipitation of minerals in the pipes: or .4) the pipes 
become weakened by chemical attack (acids, solvents, oxidizing agents, or corrosion) and may then be 
crushed by the tons of garbage piled on them. 

WHAT IS A COVER? A cover or cap is an umbrella over the landfill to keep water out (ID prevent 
leachate formatron). It will generally consist of several sloped layers • day or membrane liner (ID prevent 
rarn from intruding), overlain by a very permeable layer of sandy or gravelly soil (to promote rain runoff), 
overlain by topsoil in which vegetatron can root (to stabilize the underlying layers of the cover). If the 
cover (cap) is not maintained, rain will enter the landfill, resultrng in buildup of leachate ID the point where 
the bathtub overflows rts sides and wastes enter the environment 

WHAT ARE THE PROBLEMS WTTH COVERS? Covers are vulnerable to attack from at feast 
seven sources: 1) Erosion by natural weathenng (rain, hail, snow. freeze-thaw cycles, and wind); 2) 
Vegetaoon, such as snrubs and trees that contrnually compete with grasses tor available space, 
senorng down roots that will relenUessfy seek to penetrate the cover: 3) Bul'TOWlng or soil-dwelling 
mammals (woodchucks, mice, moles, voles), reptrfes (snakes, torteises), insects (ants, beetles), and 
worms will present constant threats to the rntegnty of the cover: 4) Sunlight (if any of these other 
natural agents should succeed rn uncovering a portion of the umbrella) will dry out clay (permitting 
craCKS to develop), or destroy membrane liners through the action of ultraVJofet radiation; 5) 
Subsidence-an uneven caving-in of the cap caused by settling of wastes or organic decay of 
wastes, or by loss of liquids from landfilled drums-can result in cracks in clay or tears in 
membrane liners, or result in ponding on the surface. which can make a clay cap mushy or can 
subJect the cap to freeze-thaw pressures; and 6) Rubber tire$, which "floar upward in a landfill; 
and 7) Human activities of many kinds. 

r - -
Prepared by: Enwonmental Research Follldalion ➔ ~vw,_. 

P.O. Box 3541 
Prince!Dn. NJ 08543-3541 
(609) 683-0707 1 a~~• ~ · \ I \C\ 

For our ccmplell! landllll package, which gives more details ab0Ut liWffills. as well as ci1aliDns tor impOnant published studies. 
please send s11.00 10 us at the above addr8SS. 
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HAZARDOUS WASTE NEWS #37 

Frmi ucm.: Weekly aevs and resoarces for citheas ficht1111 todcs •• August JD, 1917 

EPA SAYS ALL LANDFILLS LEAK, EVEN 
THOSE USING BEST AVAILABLE LINERS 

People who al"e enthusiastic about 
gal"bage incinel"atol"s often fail to mention 
that evel"y incinel"atol" has a landfill 
associated with it. The ash left ovel" fr-om 
incinel"ation needs to be landfilled. and the 
ash is toxic. Some engineel"s (especially 
those employed to pl"omote gal"bage 
incinel"atol"s) tl"y to al"gue that the toxic 
constituents of the uh will l"emain safely 
in the landfill "fo,.evel". R But this is a 
flawed view: the weight of evidence and 
opinion in the technical wol"ld does not 
agl"ee with this al"gument. On the contl"al"y, 
even the U.S. Envil"onmental Pl"otection 
Agency says that all landfills will leak. 
The agency has published this opinion on 
many occasions in the_ Fedel"al Registel". 
But befol"e we look at the EPA's l"Hsons 
fol" believing all landfills will leak, let's 
look at the way landfills al"e constructed: 

A landfill is a cal"efully-engineel"ed 
depl"ession in the gl"ound (ol" built on top of 
the ground, resembling a football stadium) 
into which wastes al"e put. The intention is 
to avoid any hydl"aulic [watel"·l"elated] 
connection between the wastes and the 
natul"al envil"onment. To achieve this goal, 
thel"e al"e foul" impol"tant parts of all 
landfills: a ·bottom linel", a leachat~ 
collection system, a cove,., and the natul"al / 
hydl"ogeologic setting (the eal"th). 

The hydl"ogeologic setting can be 
selected to slow the entl"y of wastes into 
the natul"al envil"onment. The other- thr-ee 
components must be engineel"ed. The 
bottom liner- can be one or- mol"e layer-s of 
clay OI" a synthetic flexible membr-ane linel" 
[ FML]. for- example. a sheet of plastic; the 
liner- effectively Cl"eates a bathtub in the 
ground. The leachate collection system 
consists of sloping the sides of the landfill 
and putting pipes in the lowest places, to 
pump out contaminated watel" and othel" 
fluids (leachate) as they accumulate; the 
pumped leachate is tl"eated at a wastewatel" 
tl"eatment plant (and the solids l"emoved 
from the leachate dul"ing this step al"e 
l"etul"ned to the landfill, or are sent to 

some othel" landfill). The covel" OI" cap will 
consist of sevel"al sloped layel"s of clay or
FML (to prevent l"ain from intl"uding). 
ovel"lain by a vel"y permeable layer of sandy 
OI" gl"Bvely soil, ovel"lain by topsoil in which 
vegetation can l"oot (to stabilize the 
undel"lying layel"S of the cap). 

Each of these components is Cl"itical to 
success. If the bottom liner fails, wastes 
will migrate directly into the envil"onment. 
If leachate collection pipes clog up and 
leachate r-emains in the landfill, fluids can 
build up in the bathtub; the resulting liquid 
pl"essul"e becomes the main force dl"iving 
waste out the bottom of the landfill when 
the bottom liner- fails. If the cover (cap) 
is not maintained, nin will enter the 
landfill, resulting in buildup of leachate to 
the point whel"e the bathtub overflows its 
sides and wastes enter the environment. 

, In the Federal Register- Feb. 5, 1981, 
the EPA fil"st stated its opinion that all 
~andfills will eventually leak: 

•Thel"e is good theol"etical and empirical 
evidence that the hazBl"dous constituents 
that al"e placed in land disposal facilities 
very likely will migl"ate fr-om the facility 
into the broader environment.• This may 

~ccul" sevel"al yeal"s, even many decades. 
aftel" placement of the waste in the facility. 
but data and scientific pl"ediction indicate 
that. in most cases. even with the 1pplica -

NE.lalE TO Ri:11 READERS 

We 90t fl)Dr 11ee fl'lll fnelllls vii) told as yaa are 
111terested 1n 1olv111q the problee of tmna. H 
J'll'llr u1hnq late! says '"Ellp:· follovtd by 1 ••· 
ber. you v1ll receive four free 111u'!s of lla:urdDus 
last.e llevl: 1f you d0 aot respond by tile 4tll 111ue. 
we viii step boll:er1nq you. If rour liul sars 
•specu1· ve ve sent you last t1111 one issue t.e
ause ve think 1ts c:anten s viii 111tertst you. Ou~ 
reqular sllbscr1pt1on rate 11 S12 per rear. 

Sblries 1n the Jen are drawn fl'lll I larqe paol of 
111forut1on 1ft' IACIIIL. the RU0te Access Cha1c1I 
laurds Electran1c Library. a c:o11puterued database 
ve u1nu1n II a ruource for tins aews-shett and 
for ae by the 1tc111. local pernaents. schaols, 
libraries. and CltlZID ICtlYJSts. Anyo:ie VIUI I 
tabletop CD11puter <Apple. Cor.110110re. l!!!·PC or 
vllatever> an dul 1ilto IACml. v1tll 1 :dD and 
111tract useful 1nforut1on. For free a::ess to 
RACHEL. vri te us. The sources o! 1n!c~:.1t 1On for 
our ne■s stories =•~ also be f0•1nd 1n RACIIEI •. 
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tion of best available land dispoHI technol• 
ogy. it will occur eventually.• [pg. 11128) 

•Manmade permeable materials that 
·might be used for liners or cover• (e.g .• 
membrane liners or ofher materials) are 
subject to eventual deterioration. and 
although this might not occur for 10. 20 or 
more years, it eventually occurs and, when 
it does, leachate will migrate out of the 
facility." (pg. 11128) 

1 
"Unfortunately. at the present time, it 

s not technologically and institutionally 
ossible to contain wastes and constituents 

( orever or for the long time periods that 
\may be necessary to allow adequate 
9egra:fati0n to be -1chi~v-d." (p9. 11129) 
/ "Consequently, the regulation of 

; hau rdous waste land disposal facilities must 
, proceed from the assumption that migration 

1 of hazardous wastes and their constituents 
\ and by-products from a land disposal 

facility will inevitably occur." (pg. 11129) 
\ More than a year later. on July 26, 
1982, the EPA again put its opinions into 
the Federal Register, emphasizing that all 
landfills will inevitably leak: 

I 
"A liner is a barrier technology that 

/ prevents or greatly restricts migration of 
. liquids into the ground. No liner, however. 

l 
can keep all liquids out of the ground for 
all time. Eventually liners will either 

· degrade, tear. or crack and will allow 
liquids to migrate out of the unit." [pg. 

I 32284) 
"Some have argued that liners are 

devices that provide a perpetual seal 
against any migration from a waste 
management unit. EPA has concluded that 
the more reasonable assumption. based on 
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what is known about th• pressures pl•-. 
on liners over time. is .that any liner ~ 
begin to leak eventually~• {pgs. 322:! 
32285). . 

In the Federal Regbter May 26, lSi. 
pgs. 28314 through 28328) • .the EPA argu 
forcefully that all landfills will eventu••• 
leak. Another EPA quote: 

"Many organic constituents are 1to1L, 
(degrade very slowly); other hazar.Ju, 
constituents (e.g .. toxic metals) ne.,,. 
degrade. Yet the existing technology f .. 
disposing of hazar-dous wastes on or in ti, 
land cannot confidently isolate these w,nl". 

· from the environment forever. 
•since disposing of hazardous was•~s •· 

or on the land inevitable (inevitably 1 J 
results in the release of hazardous con 
stituents to the environment at some tune 
any land disposal facility creates ■om .. 
risk.• (pg. 28315) 

EPA. went on to estimate th:it th .. 
duration of the hazard from a landfill wuuld 
be .. many thousands of years.• (pg. 2flJ15l 
And the Agency said, •The longer one 
wishes to contain waste, the more difficult 
the task becomes. Synthetic liners and 

.. caps will degrade; soil liners and cap• may 
erode and crack ..•.. EPA is notawareof any 
field data showing successful long•t~rm 
containment of waste at facilities which 
have not been maintained over time." (pg. 
28324) _, 

"Ultimately. waste reduction and re
source recovery probably provide th• hest 
alternative to land disposal." said th11 EPA 
(pg. 28325). though it has never be9u11 any 
programs to make this happen. 
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HAZARDOUS WASTE NE\VS #90 

Fnia ucm: Weekly news and resources for citheas fichtinc tmics -- jupst 15, 1911 

LEACHATE FROM MUNICIPAL DUMPS 
HAS SAME TOXICITY AS LEACHATE 
FROM HAZARDOUS WASTE DUMPS 

In a new study. researchers at Tens 
A&.M University have compared leachate 
from municipal landfills with leachate from 
hazardous waste landfills and they report, 
" ... There is ample evidence that the 
municipal waste landfill leachates contain 
toxic c~emicals in sufficient concentratign 
to be potentially as harmful as leachate 
from industrial waste landfills.• Specifi· 
cally, the Texas researchers compared 
leachate from several municipal landfills 
with leachate from the notorious Love 
Canal landfill (and other hazardous waste 
landfills, such as Kin-Bue in Edison, NJ) 
and they found the leachates similar in 
their cancer-causing potential. 

Leachate is the liquid that is produced 
when rain falls on a landfill, sinks into the 
wastes. and picks up chemicals as it seeps 
downward. Industries creating •hazardous 
wastes" (as legally defined under federal 
law) may not send those wastes· to munici· 
pal landfills. but must instead send them to 
special hazardous waste landfills. 

When a new municipal landfill is 
proposed, advocates of the project always 
emphasize that "no hazardous wastes will 
enter this landfill." The Texas study shows 
that even though municipal landfills may 
not legally receive "hazardous" wastes, the 
leachate they produce is as dangerous as 
the leachate from haza r-dous waste landfills. 

Dr. Kirk Brown and Or. K. C. Donnelly 
at Texas At.M, authors of the new study. 
examined data on the composition of 
leachate from 58 landfills. The data they 
reviewed showed 113 different toxic 
chemicals in leachate from municipal 
landfills and 72 toxic chemicals in leachate 
from hazardous waste landfills. The abun· 
dance of toxics in municipal landfills prob· 
ably occurs because the entire spectrum of 
consumer products ends up in municipal 
landfills. whereas hazardous waste landfills 
serve a limited number of industries within 
a region. 

The actual source of the toxic chem• 

icals in municipal landfills is not known 
precisely. Under federal law (RCRA 
Subtitle C) each "small quantity generator 
can send up to 2640 pounds per year of 
legally-hazardous chemicals to municipal 
landfills. In 1980, the EPA (U.S. Environ
ment:11 Protection Agency) estimated that 
600.000 tons per year of legally-hazardous 
wastes were going to municipal dumps from 
69S.000 "small quantity generators." 

Illegal dumping may be another source: 
illegal dumping is impossible to pr-.v-.nt 
entirely because someone bringing in a 
truckload of wastes may hide a few gallons. 
or a few barrels. of hazardous chemicals in 
the middle of the truckload. The higher 
the price of legal disposal, the more 
incentive people have to dump illegally. 
However, the most likely source~f most·of 
the toxic materials in municipal landfills is 
legally-disposed household products like 
paint solvents,. oils, cleaning compounds. 
degreasing compounds, and pesticides. •in 
addition. the final depository of most of 
the products of our modern industrial 
society is the municipal waste landfill 
where the paints, plastics, and pharma· 
ceuticals dissolve and degrade in the acidic 
anaerobic (oxygen-free) environment. 
thereby, releasing degradation products 
which may be even more toxic than the 
products from which they originated." say 
Brown and Donnelly. 

The findings of Brown and Donnelly 
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·wm com• H no surpriH to many ,... 
surchers who have lcnown for yHrs that 
municipal IHchate is u toxic H the 
IHchat• from industrial landfills. For 
example. in an article entitled. •Application 
of Hydrogeology to the Selection of Refuse 
Disposal Sites.• Ronald A. Landon reported 
in 1969 in the journal Ground Water Vol. 7 
(Nov.-Dec •• 1969). pgs. 9-13. that"Leach
at• at its source. that is within the landfill, 
has concentrations and characteristics of 
many industrial wastes; and in many in· 
stances would be better treated u such a 
waste.• (pg. 12) 

What Brown and Donnelly have contrib
uted is a quantitative analysis of the 
toxicity and the cal"cinogenic potential of 
leachates from the two types of landfills. 

Brown and Donnelly conclude. •The 
rislc calculations based on suspect car• 
cinogens ••• indicate that the estimated 
cal"cinogenic potency for the leachate from 
some municipal landfills may be similar to 
the carcinogenic potency of the leachate 
from th• Love Canal landfill.• 

In industrial handfill leachate. 32 
chemicals cause cancer; 10 cause birth 
defects, and 21 cause genetic damage; in 
municipal landfill leachate. 32 chemicals 
cause cancer, 13 cause bil"th defects. and22 
cause genetic damage. 

The new study, • An Estimation of the 
Rislc Associated with the Organic Con• 
stituents of Hazardous and Municipal Waste 
Landfill Leachates, • appears in the journal, 
Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials. 
Vol. 5. No. 1 (Spring. 1988), pgs. 1-30. 
Request a free repl"int from 01". Kil"k 
Brown, Soil and Crop Sciences Department, 
Texas A&M Univel"sity. College Station, TX 
77843. Phone (409) 845-S201. 
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WHAT WE MUST DO·-PART 3 
BFI: -wE'VE GOT THE UPPER HANO• 

Five l"epol"tel"s with the Ft. Laudel"dale 
(Fla) Sun Sentinel investigated the nation· s 
trash haulers 1n 22 states in 1987 ( see HWN 
#88 and •89). and l"eported last Cece~ 
that the waste industry is so aggl"e111ve and 
has grown so la .. ge that it often outstrips 
the ability of govel"nment -to contl"OI it. 

The Sun Sentinel team wl"Ote, "'Officials 
concede they often al"e outflanked by the 
technical expel"tise the firms can muster-. as 
well as the complexity of affixing blame for
causing contamination.· 

•·These companies often under-stand 
the l"egulations bettel" than the r-egulator-s. · 
said Steven W. Sisk, an EPA ru .S. Environ
mental Pl"otect1on Agency] ·investigator-. 

John Bakel", manage!" of environmental 
programs for Waste Management, the lar-ges~ 
U.S. waste hauler-. says. •1n EPA, ever-y 
two yeal"s I'm dealing with new people. The 
agencies al"e a little behind in the technical 
expel"tise, • he said. Ml". Bakel" blamed low 
salaries fol" the tul"novel". 

Richard Oakley. a vice president of 
Brownirig-Fel"l"is Industries [BFI), the 
nation's second-lal"gest haulel". says. "A 
lot of times when we go fol" meetings with 
them. technically we've got the upper-
hand.• · 

Waste Management and BFI routinely 
claim that test results showing they· ve 
contaminated gl"oundwatel" al"e simply "lab 
errol", • not evidence of pollution. .. Regu
lators usually accept these claims without 
independent vel"ification, • the Sun Sent,
nel l"eports. 
- [We'll mail you all 25 stol"ies fl"Om the 
Sun Sentinel fol" S12.00. J · 
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RACHEL'S HAZARDOUS WASTE NEWS #109 
-------------------------------·----

Fro11 lachel: lleeltly 11evs 111d resources for cl them Hchtinc todcs -· Decaber ?6, naa ----------------------------------- ·-·---
THE CATCH-22S OF LANDFILL DESIGN 

The waste hauling industry knows that 
all landfills will eventually leak because 
their- own industr-y tr-ade jour-nals ar-e now 
telling the s~or-y. Waste Age is the main 
magazine for- the waste industr-y. The 
editor-s of Waste Age ar-e not sympathetic 
to envir-onmental gr-oups. For example, it 
was in Waste Age· s columns that you may 
have r-ead, 

"The NIMBY [not in my back yar-d) 
syndr-ome is a public health pr-oblem of the 
fir-st or-der-. It is a r-ecur-r-ing mental illness 
that continues to infect the public. · 

"Or-ganizations that intensify this illness 
ar-e like the vir-uses and bacter-ia which 
have, over-the centur-ies, caused epidemics 
such as the plague, typhoid fever-, and 
polio. 

" .... It is time solid waste management 
pr-ofessionals stopped wr-inging their- hands 
and started a campaign to wipe out this 
disease." (Waste Age. Mar-., 1988, pg. 197.) 

Clear-ly Waste Age is no friend of the 
grass r-oots environmental movement. Yet it 
has been publishing articles that say what 
we·ve been saying all along: the secur-ity 
and safety of landfills is dependent upon 
the landfill cap, and the landfill cap is 
inevitably destr-oyed by natur-al forces. 

I Waste Age has r-un a ser-ies of ar-ticles 

~ 
over- the past two year-s saying why land
fills will inevitably leak, and suggesting 
that the only solution to the pr-oblem is 
per-petual maintenance of the closed landfill. 
Since humans have no experience maintain-
ing anything in per-petuity. perpetual 

1: m11intenance 1s an untested and unproven, 
@. and, one can only say, silly non-solution. 
~ If we took it ser-iously. per-haps we would 
~ develop a lar-ge army of landfill maintainer-s 
t whose only job in life will be to maintain 

the toxic gar-bage left behind by their 
par-en ts and thei r-par-ents· parents and their 
par-ents' par-ents' par-ents and so on for
gener-etion after- gener-ation. 

Despite the silly- suggestion that 
per-petual maintenance of landfill caps is a 
way out of our- pr-esent garbage problem, 
these articles contain much good infor-ma-1 t;on about why landfHI, IQk, 

~:::~:-:-:-:-: :·.·=·=·=·=··. :.,.,•.•,•··· .. ·.···············•·· •.... o::::::::: ::: : :;;;;; •::;-;--4~~;-///#.,,; 

Remember, a landfill is nothi11g mor-e 
than a bathtub in the gr-ound ( per-1,;aps. in 
the case of a double-lined IJndfill, one 
bathtub inside another). A b11thtub will 
leak if its bottom develops a hole. or- it can 
simply fill up with water- (for- example, 
rainfall) and leak over its sides.' ·Either-· 
way, a landfill can contaminate the !ocal 
envir-onment. Therefor-e, a ·ca0 00 is plac!!d 
over- the landfill when the landfill is full. 
The "cap .. is supposed to ser-ve as an 
umbr-alla to keep rain out. to keep the 
bathtub fr-om spilling over- its sides. 

Wr-iting in Waste Age. Or-. Oavid I. 
Johnson and Or. Glean R. Oudder-ar- of the 
Michigan State Univer-sity Oepar-tment of 
Fisher-ies and Wildlife, have ar-gued. 

"Ther-e is evidence that the engineer-ed 
integr-ity of a cap will not be maintained 
over the landfifl's extended life." (This is 
somewhat fancy language for "All landfi:ls 
will eventually leak.") 

Johnson and Oudder-ar- go on to say, 
"Regulations may requir-e bonding for five 
to 20 year-s. Yet fr-om a biological and 
geophysical point of view this time per-iod 
is a totally inadequate maintenance 
requir-ement." (Translation: It may take 
natur-e mor-e than 20 ye■ r-s to destroy a 
landfill cap, but natur-e has all the time 1n 
the world. so you'd better be pr-epar-ed to 
maintain a landfill for- the long hau I• -
for-ever-.) 

Catch 22 11: A landfill cap is intended 
to b6 imper-meable--to keep water- out. 
This means water is supposed to r-un off 
thesur-face. But this. in tur-n. invites soil 
er-osion. "But 1n the runoff pr-ocess. cap soil 
will be car-r-1ed with the r-unoff, causing 
sheet and r-ill er-osion and. ultimately. 
gullying of the cap." When you get gullies 
in the cap, it's all over-. 

Other- physical for-ces wor-king con
stantly to destroy I landfill cap ar-e fr-eeze· 
thaw and wet-dry cycles. Soil shrinkage 
during dry weather- can cause cracks. Rain 
penetr-ates the cracks. In winter, r-a1n 
freezes to ice and expands. widening the 
cracks. And so on, year in. year out. 
century after century. The cracks not only 
let in water. they also pr-ovide p.athways for
plant r-oots and for- bur-rowing animals. 

Catch 22 12: To minimize soil erosion. 
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and to m1n1m1ze changes due to wet-dry 
cycles. you need to establish vegetation on 
the cap. However, plants maintain their 
physical stability. and they gather water 
and nutrients. through roots. which can 
penetrate a landfill cap. destroying the 
cap· s integrity. Furthennore. plants pro• 
vide cover (and food) for burrowing ani• 
mals. which then burrow into the cap. 
destroying it. 

A study of a solid radioactive waste 
landfill reveals that mice. shrews. and 
pocket gophers can move 10. 688 pounds (S .3 
tons) of soil to the surface per acre per 
ye■ r. •similar activity would have a 
dramatic impact on landfill cap integrity.• 
Johnson and Oudderarobserve. Burrowing 
animals of concern include woodchucks, 
badgers. muskrats. moles, ground squir• 
chipmunks. gophers. prairie-cfogs and· 
badgers. Clay presents little barrier to ~ 
such animals: •synthetic liners. measured 
in mils [of thickness]. are not likely to 
impede these same mammals.• Johnson and 
Oudderar observe. Non-mammals are also a 
problem: crayfish. tortoises. mole sala
manders. and •a variety of worms. insects 
and other invertebrates" can make holes in 
a landfill cap. 

Earthworms alone can have a devasta
ting impact on a landfill cap. Earthworms 
pan two to 15 tons of soil through their 
digestive tracts per acre per year. "The 
holes left as they move th rough the soil to 
feed increase water infiltration." Johnson 
and Dudderarcomment. They give evidence 
that worm channels allowed plant roots to 
grow to a depth of nine feet in Nebraska 
clay soils. 

In a section called •The fundamental 
dilemma.· Johns-,n and Oudderar sum up: 

• At t~ii ;:oint you may well say: "!f \¥8 
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plant. were encour~g,ng plant and animal 
penetration of the clay cap. If we·don't 
plant. we get erosion or freeze-thaw 
destruction o# the cap.· 

"Unfortunately. that is one of the 
fundamenta, dilemma~ left us by the nonnal 
processes of change in the natural world. 
be they the progr-essive conversion of a 
grassy field to a forest or the utilization -of 
cracks in concrete sidewalks bv ants and 
dandelions. 

·This same successional development 
process. 10 intensively studied in the 
ecological literature, will detrimentally 
affect long-term landfill integrity ... So 
there you have it, r-ight fr-om the pages of 
Waste Age: the for-ces of natur-e. left to 
themselves. will destroy landfill caps. the 
key element intended to pr-event landfills 

· from leaking.-· ·· · -~ 
What hope is there? Perpetual care 

A perfectly silly idea. What r-easonabln 
hope is there? None whatsoever. All , 
landfills will eventually leak. Happy new ( 
year. 

For further Information. see: David I. 
Johnson. •Caps: The Long Haul.• Waste Age 
March. T'JB6. pgs. lJ·H: David I. Johnson, 
•Copping Future Costs.• Waste Age August. 
T'JII. pgs. 11-86: David I. Johnson and 
Clenn R.. Dudderor. •Con Burrowing Ani· 
mals Cause Croundwater Contamination!" 
Woste Ag• March. T'JBB. pgs. T OB- TT 1; se~ 
also David I. Johnson ond Cl,utn R.. Dud
deror. •De~igf!_ing on'!. Maintaining Londfill 
Cops for th• ·Long Hou/.• Journal of 
R.esoureeManoq~~nr ond Teehnoloqy. Vol. 
16 (April, T'J88). pgs. J"·IIO. Dr. Johnson 
(phone 511/JSJ-T'J'JT] and Dr. Dudderor 
(phone 511/JSJ·l'J'JO/ are with Dftportment 
of Fi:;herie~ and WIidiife. Michigan Stat~ 
Univ~r~it}'. Eart !.=~sf.-:g. _..~I 'IS!Z'I. 
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Ki\LH£L'S rtAL ... ~KLJUUS WASTE NEWS #116 

Fros lachel: Veei.1, nevs aDd resources for citlum ficbt1111 tones •· Fellruaru 14, i,a, 

ANALYZING WHY ALL LANDFILLS LEAK 

The U.S. Envir-onmental Pr-otection 
Agency (EPA) has paid for- a ser-1es of 
engineer-ing studies to find out the best 
way to make a landfill. They wanted to 
know what was the "best demonstr-ated 
available technology" ( BOAT) for making 
landfills. These studies r-each some 
sur-pr-ising conclusions. 

Landfills ar-e bathtubs in the gr-eund; 
the bottom of the bathtub is called a liner 
and it can be made of compacted clay soil, 
or- it can be made of I huge sheet of 
plastic under-lain by or-dinary soil. or- it caa 
be a huge sheet of plastic under-lain by a 
layer- of compacted soil (usually clay soil). 
The thir-d combination, plastic liner- and 
compacted soil, is called a "composite 
liner-." (A composite liner- is not a double 
liner-; it is a single liner madeup of two 
parts; to cr-eate a double liner-, you would 
use two composite soil liner-s together, 
separ-ated by a layer- of sand or- gr-avel.) 
Geoser-vices did not examine the second 
type of liner (plastic sheet on or-dinary soil) 
becauseordinar-ysoil pr-ovides poor-support 
for- a plastic liner- car-rying many tons of 
weight. so they r-estricted their- analysis to 
compacted day liner-s vs. composite liner-s. 

The EPA wanted to know which liner-s 
wer-e the best ones available: compacted 
clay liner-s, or- composite soil liners? So 

. , they hir-ed Geoser-vices (of Boyton, Flor-ida) 
to tell them. The r-esulting study makes 
dull r-eading because it is filled with 
technical details, but the conclusions are 

f fascinating. All lint!rs pt!r(orm worse than 
~ anyonf! suspt!Ctt!d. 
{ Clay liner-s 
f Geoser-vices didn't have much good to 
j say about clay liner-s. The flow of liquids 
j thr-ough a liner (the liner's permeability) is 
~~ measur-ed ir: centimeter-s per-second (cm/s). ;J The EPA's cur-r-ent r-equirement for a liner 
Ii for- a hazardous waste landfill is that it 
::::: - pass liquids thr-ough it no faster than 10-7 
l cm/s (r-ead ten to the minus seven centi· 

\_·:_=:i:_=:_i_·:_=:i:_=:_;::: ;~~~~:e~~:::~".~~::d~~e~::e:~~~;:::~ 
on actual exper-ience in the field. Geoser 
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vices concludes that this ideal permeability 
is often not achieved for- a var-iety of 
r-easons. (See pgs. 3-3 thr-ough 3•8; case 
studies of clay liner-s appear- in Appendix 
A.) Ther-efor-e, they assume that the actual 
penneabilitv in the· r-eal wor-ld lies between 
10-7 and 1Q·6cm/s. Geoser-vices concludes. 
"Pouiblythe mostsignificant obser-vation is 
that with compacted [clay] soil bottom 
liner-s, leakage out of the [landfill] will be 
large (if ther-e is leakage through the top 
liner-) .... even in (landfills} meeting cur-· 
r-ent EPA design r-equir-ements" including 
per-meability of 10•7 cm/s (pg. J-18). By 
"large" leakage, Cieoserviees means 90 
gallons of fluid leaking thr-ough each acre 
each day, or 900 gallons per- day leaking 
from a 10-acr-e landfill. Their calculations 
show that, with 3 inches of water- standing 
on the bottom liner-, it will take 15 years 
for- leakage to br-eak thr-ough a J·foot-ttiick 
compacted clay bottom. liner, but once 
breakthr-ough has occur-r-ed, 90 gallons per
acr-e per- day will pass thr-ough the liner
continuouslyther-eafter. (See pg. 3-16, and 
Table3·3on pg. 3-40.) ltwon·ttakever-y 
long to contaminate a lar-ge dr-inking water
supply if you pour 90 to 900 gallons of 
toxics into it day after day. year- 1fter
year-. Thus Geoservices has shown that 
clay linen ar-e an envir-onmental disaster. 

Composite linef"S 
Geoser-vices r-epor-ts that all plastic 

liners (also called Flexible M•mbr-ane 
Liner-s, or- FMLs) always have some leaks . 
"A common misconception regarding FMLs is 
that they are impermeable. that is. no fluic:! 
will pus thr-ough an intact FML. However, 
it is important to r-ealize that all mater-ials 
used as liner-s ar-e at least slightly 
permeable to liquids or- gases and a cer-ta1n 
amount of permeation thr-ough liner-s should 
be expected. Additional leakage results 
from defects such as cr-acks. holes. and 
faulty seams." (ps. 4·2) 

FMLs often c:!evelop defects callee! 
"pinholes· dur-ing manufacture; these r-e• 
suit from thin places ( "fish eyes"). bubbles. 
foreign material. or I umps of ca r-bon in the 
raw molten plastic from which the FML 1s 
r-ollec:! (""calender-ed .. ) intoshe•ts. Further· 
mor-e, when a lar-ge landfill liner- is created 



by joining strips of FML together- with glue 
or by welding. the resulting seams often 
leak. Cieoservices pravides same data on 
typical seam defect r-ates. They look at six 
~sestudies (pgs. 8•7thr-u 8·11). Basedon 
the six case studies. they dnw the fol• 
lowing "tentative conclusions:" an aver-age 
of one leak per- 30 feet of seam can be 
expected if there is no quality assurance 
program (quality assurance being a third 
party coming along behind with spec,al 
equipment to check the adequacy of the 
seams). Even with good quality assurance. 
"an aver-age of one leak per- 1000 feet of 
seam can be expected with reasonably good 
installation, adequate quality assurance, 
and r-epair- of noted defects." (pg. B-11) 
That is to say, 11nrl~r- t..,e t,~st of r.in::uff'• 
stances, you'll get one leak per- thousand 
feet of seam. If the landfill liner is made 
by welding strips of FML that a,.e each 20 
to 30 feet wide, you can expect one to two 
defective seams in each acre of landfill. 
· Based on actual data. Geaser-vices 

concludes thata "standar-d" (typical) leak in 
an FML has an area of one square cen
timeter- (1/16 of a square inch) and that 
the" standard" ( aver-age) number- is one hole 
per- acr-e. They point out that this 
"standard" hole size and standard number
per acre are based on the assumption that 
"intensive quality assurance monit~r-ing" 
will be performed during liner- installation, 
so clearly we ar-e talking about the best 
case. not the wor-st case here. Design 
flaws, poor- construction practice. or- poor 
quality usur-ance would result in larger 
holes. gr-eater numbers of holes. or- even· 
large tears. (pg. B-13) 

Geoservices then goes through an 
elabor-ate mathematical analysis to f,gur-e 
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out how much fluid will pass thr-ough a 
composite liner- under the best possible 
conditions and under- less ideal (but still 
optimistic) conditions. They conclude (pg. 
B-41) that the "best demonstrated available 
technology" (BOAT) for composite landfill 
liners will allow leakage rates somewher-e 
between 0.02 and 1.0 gallons per- acre per 
day. (SeeTable8-10onpg. 8-51.) Thus 
they conclude that a 10-icr-e landfill will 
have a leak r-ate somewher-e between 0.2 
and 10 gallons per day. or- between 73 and 
J6SO gallons of fluid per year-; over- 10 
years. such a landfill will allow the leaking 
of 730 to 36.500 gallons of fluid. And this 
is the "best demonstrated avail1ble technol
ogy"•·the very best we can do when 
"9Vel""f~~ing :;~s rigl-:~. 

Next week we will show that leaking 
730 to 36,500 gallons of toxics into a water
supply during• 10-year period guarantees 
destr-uction of the drinking water- r-esou r-c:e. 

We will also show that the Ceaser-vices 
study is unduly optimistic because. as they 
say themselves (pg. B-7) ... Many types of 
FMLs swell when placed in contact with 
chemicals. As • result. the distance 
between polymeric chains increases and 
permeability increases. Therefore, an FML 
can have a low permeability for water- and 
a high permeability for- some chemicals ... 

If you'r• int•r•sted in tt1r:hni,:o/ dt1toils. 
g•t: Ceos11rvir:11s. Inc. Bor:kqround Docu· 
mttnt on Bottom Lin•r P11rformant:t! in Dou
bl11·Lin•d Landfills and Surfot:t! Impound· 
!!!!!!!!· Springfit1ld. VA: Not,onol T t1t:nntt:al 
Information St1rvir:•. April, 1981. Ord•r 
from Notional Ttn:ltni,:ol Information St1r· 
vie•. Springfit1ld, VA 11161; :,hon• (70JJ 
1111-11650. UrderNo.PB81·1B119·1. $36.95. 
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THE BEST LANDFILL LINER: HOPE 

The very best landfill liners today are 
made of a tough plastic film called high 
density polyethylene (HOPE). HOPE has 
only been in use in this country for this 
purpose since the early 1980s, so we have 
little actual experience to 90 on. However, 
landfill designers assure us that HOPE 
resists attack by nearly all chemicals. 

Resistance to chemical attack is 
important because the thet-ry of landfill 
design says that the landfill liner must 
maintain its integrity for the duration of 
the hazard it is supposed to contail"'.. If 
the garbage in the landfill will remain toxic 
for thousands of years, the landfill liner 
must maintain its integrity for thousands of 
years; if the liner fails before the hazard 
has gone away, the failed liner will allow 
the hazard to escape, and we will have 
simply passed today's problem onto our 
children and grandchildren. 

There are other plastic liners besides 
HOPE in use today, and we will discuss 
their characteristics in future issues of 
~- But HOPE is the liner of choice, if 
you can afford it, so let's start there. 

When we looked up HOPE in a standard 
reference source (the Kirk-Othmer En• 
cvclooec:!ia of Chemical Technology. 3rd 
edition). we learned that HOPE "is not 
attacked by most inorganic chemicals and is 
insoluble in most organic solvents at room 
temperature. In a study of linear polyeth· 
ylenes, only 14 of 2i0 chemicals and 
materials were rated as capable of causing, 
upon prolonged exposure at room tempera· 
ture, softening, embrittlement, or a 
significant loss of strength." The study 
cited by Kirk·Othmer was conducted by the 
Phillips Petroleum Company in Bartlesville, 
OK, so we phoned Phillips to learn more. 

Phillips has been in the plastic business 
for JO years, and they are proud of their 
HOPE product. They sent us I very 
informative booklet describing the chemical 
properties of HOPE. The booklet described 
the use of HOPE for packaging. Thus the 
information is very relevent, because that's 
what a landfill liner is: a huge plastic 

====: ..... •.·.•-·.·········································"··:-... : .. ···········••,•,•;❖~:,.~_.:-: 

baggie for packaging wastes; like a plastic 
bottle or drum, a landfill liner is intended 
to contain wastes, to prevent them from 
escaping. The booklet gave us confidence 
that Phillips hu done its homework, but it 
did not give us confidence in HOPE as a 
landfill liner. 

According to Phillips, there are many 

~ 
household chemicals that will degrade 
HOPE, permeating it (passing through it), 
making it lose its strength, softening it, or 
making it h~,:ome brittle and crack. If 
you've ever :,eld a thick (100 mil, or 1/10 
of an inch) piece of HOPE landfill liner in 
your hand, you know it's about as stiff as 
a linoleum tile. If chemicals make it even 
stiffer and it cracks under the massive 
weight of the garbage heaped above it, 
that's all she wrote for the safety of the 
local environment. 

In addition to many individual chemicals 
(mentioned below), Phillips lists two major
classes of chemicals that are not compatible 

1lwith HOPE: aromatic hydrocarbons, and 
halogenated hydrocarbons. The basic 
aromatic hydrocarbon is b!.!?!!!!,e (a major-
component of gasoline); others a re toluene 
(also called methylbenzene), and the three 
xylenes (o·, m• and p•xylene). Others 
include naphthalene (moth balls), and p
dichlorobenzene (also moth balls). These 
aromatic hydrocarbons "permeate excess
ively and cause package defornaation," says 
Phillips. 

Another class of compounds incom· 
patible with HOPE is halogenated hydr-ocar· 
bons. The most familiar names here are 
carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, DOT, 
aldr~ane. 2.4-0, 2,4,5-T, 
trichloroethylene, trichloroethane, per-
chloroethylene, and so forth. The full list 
is very long and growing all the time as 
chemists find new ways to attach chlorine, 
fluorine, bromine and iodine atoms to 
carbon and hydrogen. 

The Phillips booklet lists many in· 
dividual household chemicals as incompat· 
ible with HOPE. 

Appendix I of the Phillips booklet lists 
the following chemicals under the heading 
"can cause stress cracks" in HOPE: 

Acids: acetic acid (1\ to 10\ solution); 



Foods C. food products: cider. lard. 
margarine. vinegar. 'Vanilla •~tract. 

Household toiletries and pharmaceuti
cal products: detergents (standard); de
tergents (heavy duty); dry cleaners; hair 
oil; hair shampoo; hair wa'\l'e lotions; hand 
creams; iodine (tincture) ("embrittlement 
may occur after prolonged exposure'"); 
lighter fluid; nail polish; shaving lotion; 
shoe polish (liquid); shoe polish (paste); 
soap; wax (liquid and paste); amyl alcohol 
100\; carbon tetrachloride; chlorobenzene 
("softening and part deformation will 
occur-); chloroform ('"softening and part 
deformation will occur'"); cyclohexanol: eth
yl alcohol (also known as booze); methyl 
alcohol ( a component of shellac); propyl 
alcohol. 

Oils: cu tor; min•""•'~ -:-•~::,-ermi~~; 
'Vegetable; pine. 

Industrial chemicals: amyl alcohol 100\; 
}f chlorobenzene; chloroform; cyclohexanol; 
f\ ethyl alcohol; methyl alcohol; pr-opy~ 

alcohol. 
So much for stress cracks. What about 

common chemicals that can permeate 
through HOPE? Phillips says "permeation is 
considered a physical migration of a 
product through the container walls." 
Chemicals that will permeate a plastic film 
will often also physically damage it. 
Appendix I of the Philips booklet lists the 
following chemicals (giving the permeation 
in parentheses): 

Household toiletrie!: and pharmaceutical 
products: lighterfluic ("high"); nail polish 
(" 4\ 1011 per year'"); shoe polish (liquid) 
("high"); turpentine ("8. 5\1011 per-year"). 

Industrial chemicals: acetone ("3.4\ 
1011 per year"); amyl acetate ("4\ 1011 per 
year"); amyl chloride ("high"); b1tP1Zene 
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\ n19n J; caroon -tetracntor1du"80\ los: 
per year"); chlorobenze-ne -Chigh; soften· 
ing and part deformation will occur"); 
chloroform ("high"); ethylene chlorid• 
("high; softening and part defonnaflon wil. 
occur·); gasoline ("high·); tglut.,_'!eJ"high, 
softening. swelling. and part deformation 
will occur"); "trichloroJth)'.Jcn-t c·high; 
softening. swelling. and part deforma
tion will occu,.") . 

Oils: orange ("high"); peppermint 
("high"); pine C-high·). 

So much for chemicals that pass 
through HOPE. weakening it as they go. 

Appendix 11 of the Phillips booklet lists 
the following chemicals u '"unsatisfactory·· 
or causing '"some attack"' on HOPE at room 
temperature: bromine liquid; butyl acetate: 
chlorine liquid; chloro1ulfon1c acid 100\; 

: :;•c!oha:;;a:-;;,ne; ettu:!_c;l:!_!or..we; melh~
yl ketone; methyl bromide; methylene chlor
ide 100\; nitrobenzene 100\; oleum concen
trated; petroleum ether; tetralin; tetrahy
drofuran; xylene. 

So long as your municipality"• garbage 
contains none of the items listed above 
(assuming the information from Phillips is 
complete). HOPE will perhaps do a good job 
for you. However, if your garbage is free 
of these items. you•r• probably from an
other planet anyway and therefor'e you 
won't need to r-ely on Americas best 
available landfill liners for solving your 
resource management pr-oblems. 

::iet Mar-lex Potyethylene TIB 2 Packag
ing Properties fr- from: Mrs. Frances L. 
Campbell. Plastics Technica1 Center. Plas
tics Division. Phillips 66 Com::,any. Bartles
ville. OK 74004. Phone (918) 661-6600. 
Additional techniC'II infonnation available 
from: Phillips 66 t:"·-npany. P.O. Box 792, 
Pasad:n:. TX :,,j(J·;. ph.>ne1-300-2J1-i1i2. 
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LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEMS: 
THE ACHILLES' HEEL OF LANDFILLS 

A landfill is a bathtub in the ground, 
and a bathtub can leak two ways: it can 
leak through a hole in the bottom (failure 
of its bottom liner), or it can fill up with 
fluid and spill over its sides. Either way, 
it's bad news. The basic problem is the 
fluid. If a landfill begins to fill up with 
fluid, the weight of the fluid puts pressure 
on the bottom of the landfill, increasing 
the likelihood of bottom liner failure, 10 

any fluid inside a landfill ia a potential 
source of trouble. 

To prevent fluid from causing 
problems, every modern landfill has a 
system for draining liquids out of the 
landfill. This is called a leachate collection 
system. What is leachate? Think of a 
landfill as being like a drip coffee maker. 
The dry coffee is the garbage, the water 
you pour in the top is rainwater, and the 
dark, brewed coffee drippingoutthebottom 
is leachate. You might want to drink 
coffee, but you definitely do not want to 
drink leachate: it has many toxic and 
dangerous characteristics. It "is badly 
polluted with chemicals and with micro-

..,_ .. _ -

0 

organisms (bacteria and vinises) that would 
make you sick. 

The picture below represents a closed 
landfill; the heavy dark line represents the 
plastic baggie (bottom liner and top cover) 
that is supposed to keep leachate frcm en -
tering the environment. The round circles 
between the two bottom liners represent 
collection pipes which have many holes 
drilled along their length (making these 
pipes resemble a swiss cheese); they are 
supposed to collect any leachate that flows 

· to the bottom of the landfill. In theory, 
these pipes carry off the leachate to a 
wastewater treatment plant, where the 
leachate is processed to remove the toxic 
chemicals. (At the wastewater treatment 
plant, some of the chemicals are released 
into the air, and the remaining ones are 
collected [they're now in a mud-like sludge] 
and they are sent to another landfill 
somewhere.) 

One of the least-studied aspects of 
landfill design is how to make a leachate 
collection system that will work for many 
decades (much lesa many hundreds of 
yHrs). The fact ia, leachate collection 
systems can clog up in less than a decade 
and, when that happens, fluids begin to 
build up inside the landfill··• dangerous 
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situation, as we have noted above. 
Leachate collection 1y1tem1 fail in 

several known· way•. First, they can clog 
up from 1ilt or mud. Sec:onc:1, they can clog 
up becau1• of the growth of microorganism, 
in the pipes. Third, they can clog becauH 
of a chemical reaction leading to the 
precipitation of minerals in the pipes; 
anyone who has boiled a pot of '"hard'" 
water and s-n the whiti1h cn,sty l"Hidue 
in the bottom of the pot knows what '"p,.e
cipitated chemical,'" look like. Fourth, th• 
pipe, them1elvH can be weakened by chem
ical attack (acids. solvents, oxidizing 
agents, or col"ro1ion) and may then be 
crushed by the tons of garbage piled above · 
them. 

The book, Avoiding Failul"eof Leachate 
.Coll~tior, 3n~ Cap 01"!!i~!!';!!! Syst!!!ms. by. 
Jeffrey Bass, discusses these four f■ ilul"e 
mechanisms. The first problem (silt) can 
sometimes be avoided, or at least !"educed. 
by installing a •mter layel"" above the 
leachate collection system. The filter layel" 
may be made up of gravel OI" of a n,g•like 
plastic material called "geotextile. • Since 
the oldelt leachate collection system, date 
from the early 19701, humans have very 
little experience with th• long-tel"m 
performance of leachate collection systems. 
The hope is that a •mter layer" will solve 
the silt-clogging problem, but after many 
decades the entire filter layer itself may 
clog. Only time will tell. 

The growth of microor-ganisms seems 
to be an uncontrollable problem. The 
conditions fol" growth of slime-forming 
microo,.ganisms are not well understood .. 
Even if they~ understood, we could not 
control chemical and physical conditions 
(tempei:atul"e, pH. etc.) at the bottom of a 
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landfill becauH of the thouun~ of tons of 
WHtes heaped up in the landfill. 

. The problem of chemical. precipitation 
also appears ~ be uncontroll-able . ., The 
chemical conditions that lead to pl"ecipita
tion may be. ~nowable. b-ut again-. the 
conditions in th~ leachate collection system 
cannot be controlled because the system is 
not accessible once wastes have begun to 
be dumped into the landfill. 

The last problem--chemical attack on 
the leachate collection pipes, leading to 
destruction of the pipes themselves, also 
appears to be ari' unsolvable pl"oble:n. Mr. 
Bass suggests. in best ivol"y towel" fashion . 

. that the way to ·control chemical attack on 
the pipes is to select pipes that are 
resistant to the chemicals that you know 
will rnalcp thfllir way into the landfill. In 
principal, this is· a good idea. But in the 
real wol"ld, how do you know what's going 
to be put into your landfill next week? 
Next yell"? With 1000 brand new chemicals 
being put into commel"cial use each year, 
over the next 10 years. today's leachate 
collection pipH ·may come into contact with 
10,000 new chemicals that don't even exist 
today. Any of those chemicals may attack 
the pipes. In addition, chemicals mixing 
together inside a landfill will Cl"Hte new 
chemical combinations that may produce 
hHt OI"' may otherwiH attack the pipes. 

Mr. Bass's book is misnamed because it 
Hems to suggest that the failure of 
IHchate collection systems can be avoided. 
If such failures wel"e to be avoided. it 
would be by dumb luck, not by engineel"ing 
design. Only • fool trusts dumb luck. 

Mr. Bt1ss' s book Is ov•rprir::•d tit S16. 00 
from: Noyes Doto Corporation. Mill Road. 
Pork Rldg•, NJ 01656. No phon• ordt1~s. 
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Federal Bureau of Land Hangement 
P.O. Box 2000 
North Palm Springs, 92258-2000 

July 25, 1991 

Department of Land Management: · 

I am very worried about the pollution that the propose dump 

DOCUMENT 0116 

site at Eagle Mountain. If the wind will blow the air pollution 
over the Joshua Tree National Monument, it will most certainly 
also blow into the coachella Valley. We have enough air 
pollution coming in from Riverside and San Bernardino without 
also have it coming from Eagle Mountain. 

Please oppose the dump site. 

Elisa Aguirre 
PO Box 768 
Indio, CA 92201 

:!(_,:_:_:: ·. ·-::,::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::~:-»..,:wX--?".-:· 
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EMILY D.P. NELSON, D.ENV. 
Health and Environmental Risk Consultant 

1 

2 

3 

September 17, 1991 

Russell L. Kaldenberg, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast R.A. 
63-500 Garnet Ave. 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

P. 0. Box 370'.: 
Palm Desert. CA 9226A 

(619) 568-64T 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Environmental 
Impact Report for the Proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill 
Project 

Dear Mr. Kaldenberg, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above referenced 
documents. The following comments primarily refer to the 
air quality impacts discussed in Appendix E of volume II. 

Based on the concerns listed in this letter, this EIS/EIR is 
inadequate. It incompletely characterizes the potential air 
quality impacts and available mitigation measures for this 
proposed project. Listed below are items which have not 
been adequately addressed. 

Air Quality Impacts 
The EIS/EIR states that there will be degradation of air 
quality due to increased emissions in both the South Coast 
Air Basin and Southeast Desert Air Basin due to increased 
emissions from motor vehicles, including train locomotives, 
trucks and off-highway heavy equipment. 

~as~e will be transport~d to the sit& a~ a maximQ of 20,000 
tons per day. If the proposal is modified to reduce or 
eliminate long range use of trucks, then the air quality 
impact of six as compared to five trains per day should be 
assessed as an additional train is substituted for the 
trucks. Emissions data presented in Table 21 of Appendix E 
represents operation of only 4.7 trains making the round 
trip. In addition, Tables 21 and 22 are not sufficient to 
evaluate relative impacts of truck versus train emissions. 
The EIS/EIR must be revised to show the total air quality 
impact of a revised proposal. 

There is a potential for this project to reduce emissions 
from transportation of waste by trucks in the South coast 
Air Basin while adversely impacting the Coachella Valley's 
air quality. A regional modeling effort should be conducted 
to assess the total increase and reduction of emissions and 
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analyze the project's regional air quality impact. 
Coachella Valley Association of Governments' Executive 
Committee has stated in past discussions of the Air Quality 
Management Plan that air quality in the Los Angeles area 
should not be improved at the expense of Coachella Valley's 
air quality. 

EH.._lQ 
4 Although the project site is outside the Coachella Valley, 

transportation of waste and MRF activity will effect PMlO 
levels in the valley. The Coachella Valley is currently a 
non-attainment area for PMlO health based standards 
established by EPA. All measures of the State 
Implementation Pl3n for PMlO in the Coachella Valley should 
be required as mitigation of both site and transportation 
impacts. 

Emission Offsets 
5 Although the South Coast Air Quality Management District 

-requires the project proponent to procure emission offsets 
which will demonstrate net air quality benefits, these will 
only address emissions from landfill activities. Emissions 
from transporting waste should also be offset. If the 
proposal is revised to haul up to 20,000 tons per day by 
train only, then over 13,000 pounds per day of nitrogen 
oxide emissions as well as thousands of pounds of CO, PMlO, 
voe and so2 should be offset. 

6 

7 

8 

Mitigation Measures to Reduce Emissions 
Appendix E of the EIS/EIR inadequately discusses alternative 
fuels, electrification and retrofit technologies as 
mitigation of the transportation and project equipment 
emissions. The mitigation measures are mentioned without 
quantifying the potential air quality improvement. The 
disadvantage of additional cost is not relevant to a full 
disclosure of environmental impacts. Each of these-feasible 
technologies and equipment should be presented through an 
independent, unbiased analysis so that tne lead agencies are 
able to choose the appropriate technological alternative. 

Electrification of the Southern Pacific main line as well as 
the Eagle Mountain Railway line should be analyzed for 
potential emissions reductions. It has been estimated that 
use of electrification can reduce air emissions by 90-95% 
compared to the proposed diesel fuel use. Again, the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District may not have permit 
authority to ensure a timely implementation of the best 
available mitigation technology for transportation along the 
Southern Pacific main line. 

Health Risk Assessment 
The EIS/EIR contains only a preliminary "screening" health 
risk assessment of the potential health risk to area 
residents due to exposure to landfill gases. The EIS/EIR 
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states that even after mitigation measures are implemented 
the remaining potential carcinogenic health risks will be 
above the level of significance. This risk assessment does 
not include the regional population exposure to carcinogenic 
emissions from transportation vehicles. 

A complete and more refined health risk assessment should be 
conducted for this project and contained within the Draft 
EIS/EIR so that there is opportunity for public comment. An 
adequate period of time then should be available for review 
of methodologies and assumptions to verify that they are 
consistent with those developed by the California Air 
Pollution Control Officer's Association (CAPCOA). · 

As a contributing author of CAPCOA's air toxics assessment 
manual, I believe a full disclosure of all environmental 
impacts includes the potential carcinogenic risks imposed by 
a project. A project of this significance merits more than 
a two page risk assessment. 

Thank you for your considerations. 

Sincerely, 

Emily D.P.Nelson, D.Env. 

:::~=::::_.::_.::_.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::~:::::~ .• uu-:zw.-...... ...-..: 
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FIT (future-in-trouble) ENVIRONMENT 
7 + 151 Pepperg-ass, Palm Desert, CA 92260 

Tel. 619/341-0531 

9/2~91 

Ms. Marianne Wetzel 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Sprngs-South Coast Resource Area 
63-500 Gamet Avenue 
PO Box 2000. 
North Palm Sr.tings, CA 3225&-2000 

Dear Ms Wetzel. 
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I am writing regarding the adequacy of the EIS/EIR. As a member of FIT Envi'onment. I 
have unanswered questions as fellows: 

1. What 1s planned and what is ihe budget to resolve the risk facta fa prospective and 
future protective meaS\res: 

1 9. Arr pcllutJon for any reason? 

2 C Water contamination fa any reason? 

3 D. Protection against rodents, mosquitos, gnats, blow flies, birds, etc., which are 
known earners of diseases like Lyme, Hepatitis, Rabies, Encephalitis, Bubonic 
piague and the potential fa a resulting epidemic? 

4 F Em quakes, floodS a other acts of God? 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

G. Aepar and maintenance from a aadt er l:r-ealc in the synthetic protective seal 
fa any reason? 

I. Ai contamination from the substantial inaease in ciesel fuel used by cies~ 
!ruelcsand train 1raffic on Hwy 10 and the rail line? 

J. Plans to handle highway !ruclc accidents and train derailments? 

L. The stench and oder a a land fiD? 

M. What investigation has been made into the baelcg-ounds of the Pamona Mine 
Redama1ion officers, directas and employees who want to operate the largest 
land fill in the U.S. but have no known experience? 

P. What proY1sions have been made to prevent !rash from being wind born? 

:::~: .,,:::::::::: -::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~.:-.-:-:=:.--::~-===~~&~•:Q;;~-:: 
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11 2. What would be the reasons that this landfill IJ"oposal, with such a majer people 
impad over a long time frame, would not automatically be placed on the ballot fer the 
voters? 

1 2 3. How •e the IJ"Oposed funds from the $30 million dollars and the home going to be 
invested and IJ"Otected to a..-e that we .-e not aeating a tax monster for our 
chilcten? 

1 3 4. By what authaity is the County of Riverside acting to supervise and make decision 
regarding this land fill? 

14 5. Who will malce the decision on how the colleded funds are to be appationed 
between governmental bodies and fer reserves for futu-e IJ"edictable contingenaes? 

I am endosing the ai!jnal petitions of ----- signers and there are ongoing 
petition sagnan,es being collected which WIii be delivered to your offices er at the next 
scheduled meeting. 

Sincerely 

Denise Dotrenslcy 

!11:1:.:.: ... :.:.:.::.: .... •. : .. : :•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•~••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••;•,•••❖:-:-:-~:,:-~;,,:"~_,m, 
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/...LJ..-fi,..,_ ~ocdL.Jwi. 
PEITTION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

I. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Address 

73-
::::,.,.- 171 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for 1he following 
reasons. 

l. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed lo the Eagle MounLain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

I. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

---

i!f::·=:=:::::.:=:=:=r:·:=·=:=:=:=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::r -~=-= ::-..:"' 



• ❖• -~ 
~=== 

!::;: 

DOCUMENT O 118 

PETmON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. ---=-

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants . 

'.i~i\::·::::::::::·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~~: ,$, .... :-·~ 
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PETmON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

I. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 

, DHs c..4 
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PETmON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

l. Poor air quality from trucks transporting~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Address 

2. 7C. S s:,,,,.,,,,,,, ✓~ 

1i.::;.;~~~~~'......=::~=::::.4'.:..._ __ ..µ....L!.../;~~.-...1~.,.1-.,,---::)i,Li..£,.!:!=:::::£...J_.j~,1·")·2 ~ 
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PETffiON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

I. Poor air quality from trucks transponing ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

;/ Name Address 

7 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name 

'.- I,. I) 
-~IA 

Address 

S-/ '? L '7 t ~ 'Ji,;, •lrv& ) 1.J: r: U 1' ,n ? <}'.:: 
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PEITI10N 

We the undersigned are oppose{l to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transponing ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting wastes from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 

. D. 

po 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

,· 
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. 1· PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasoi'ls. 

' ' 
1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 

and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

. /4.
, - _,2-· 
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PETmON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

, , Name Address 
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PETmON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

I. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley~ 1 
and polluting our air. r::"--"'--

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

l. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name 
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:{,.-, ,<,:''( -c 7~ / . /, ,i'-, ~-:.--<"I:' -

/, 
/ 

u 

Address 

I J. 1i. ,, ' 
,..,,,.J..,,. (I/=-'"" 



::•; 
::=.:: 

f. 
':::: w 

DOCUMENT O 118 

PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~-from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name 

-----......._-✓-·~-~ ----,;-

Address 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

I. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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PErmON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

I. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT O 118 

PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Address 
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DOCUMENT 0118 

PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT O 118 

PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT O 118 

PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfili Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT O 118 

PErmON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

I. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT O 118 

PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mour..ain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT 0118 

PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
- and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Address 
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DOCUMENT 0118 

PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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DOCUMENT O 118 

PETmON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mount,ajn Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

I. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT O 118 

PETmON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los. Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT 0118 

PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

l. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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DOCUMENT O 118 

PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. 

2. 

Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT O 118 

PETffiON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

I. Poor air quality from trucks transponing ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT 0118 

PETmON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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DOCUMENT 0118 

PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. --

I. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 

70:>o ?r('S-ull /.l-,.,1" Y~~(",4. ti.a.. r......,, 
I 

I 

&'¥-#,,t./ -·· & Co~~.:::; {',t_ ,. .... L-7,c 

f .. I... D~ 1 !, .l C ..J 
1i-;.:~,.;;..........:..._~-----------+-~--=-~-....;......;,____;,_~~---il ~l 

#,Z7/.> r"' 

,(4" _~: 

_,.,,.-). - - -,,/ .. ? v ,. , , :_:_: :· 



DOCUMENT O 118 

PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill ProJect for the following 
reasons. 

I. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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PETffiON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transponing ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT O 118 

PETmON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

I. Joor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT O 118 

PETffiON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our ~r. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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PETITION 

We the undersigr.ed ~= opposed to the Eagle 2\fo:mtain Landfi!l Projc1:t for th<! follo,ving 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quJ.;i::, from trucks tr..nsporting wa~te~ from Los Angeles thrcu 6h oi.:r ·,.:.i!ey 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our unc!erground water with co!1ta!iiir.ants. 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

I. Poor air quality from trucks transponing ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Address 
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DOCUMENT O 118 

PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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PETmON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

I. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with co~taminants. 

Name Address 
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PEITilON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

I. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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PETffiON 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

I. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 
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We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

I. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain. Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

I. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We the undersigned are opposed to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 
reasons. 

1. Poor air quality from trucks transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 
and polluting our air. 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

_/ Name / ji'\ddrcss -
(11~£~ &.'7'lt/~ _/ (J 3- -3 7 3 I 'J, t'L,,,t -ziR/ ~ J/J~. 
1{41(/-;;// (/ i( ~~_.,Y 1-3""':3?3 /,,,'rA __ ,, :I:) l~M. , n 
L/ { u 

I 

I 



DOCUMENT O 118 

AMERICAN T. LUNG ASSOCIATION 
of the Inland Cowu,es 

- e 

75-161 SEGO LANE, SUITE F-14 
PALM DESERT, CA 92260 
(619) 341-6795 

PETmON 

> the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project for the following 

transporting ~ from Los Angeles through our valley 

2. Polluting our underground water with contaminants. 

Name Address 

,,.. ., . 
.- I ..,l. ._.__ ' ) .. ::....,.. 

_"":1 I 11/;£·, . , . lo/.--'-- , J , i . . (_ .. - i. 
:; • 

0

L\..
0

''-' 1\ '·,' - ,.._ . /1,; I 14,I(; L ,~ {_fl.,!- __ ,..:: -!--11-....:•:...;,......:''-'"-':;.< __ <_'_..;......;;.;;_'-,,..'-_~___;.'--_'_' .... ______ -+-;..._..;.._..;;._~-------------11· I 

t,/1 . / . .---...... . ,,;,-_/-..Y.-- 0' 
11-==--.;.· "...,..,' ..:·;_·;_· ..;.J_,;,_..;.·_/___:l'_,.;,/:...-'~/-------+--

d ;,;,,, , -
.. - I_ 

.,.... 
.. _,, .. 

_. I 

:..1-~ ! ;' ,-, ,.: _.. . 
.. ,,,,,..,,,", I I I "I , I ., 

.,..., J ./ 
' ; .. : ·- . - ... I - /\ 

,, 

/ . ,,. ·: ·•· 

,I .-~,,., ---- ' ' . 

" I. ~ : ~. ' \ ... ,I I\ •. '' I I 

I 
/~~:... ~ ~ / .. 

I. /, •1 ' I l / · -/-. 
/_ ...:.-✓ • ·,; /-. ltl,::"/ - re.I✓,,(.': ,: • /-

' , !I) ..........:.__ . , /-' • 
,\ __ .' i.- •• i •.. , -.- ~ . <(,- l/ / .,,!/_ .• ... ,.v 'f. I,' . .' ./ ,'"" ,-;,---

l================================================ ., 
' ) 
' I ..._, 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

September 12, 1991 

Mrs. Kay Ceniceros 
Board of Supervisors 
County Admini'strative Center 
4080 Lemon Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Dear Kay: 

DOCUMENT O 119 

I am unable to attend your September 18, 1991 meeting, but I would 
like to go on record in opposition to the Eagle Mountain Landfill. 

After perusing the three volumes of the E.I.R. on this landfill 
project, my fears were confinned. Let me list the reasons: 

1. The proposal to ship garbage/trash to Eagle Mountain at the 
rate of 200 trucks per day via I-10 will create congestion and 
pollution, to say nothing of the possibility of accidents and 
the release of toxic wastes. 

2. Eagle Mountain landfill site is located two miles from 
Joshua Tree National Monument, a desert wilderness park that 
attracts thousands of visitors each year. This dump will 
destroy first-rate habitat for the desert tortoise and the state 
reptile. Four water sites for bighorn sheep will be lost. 

3. Water leaking from landfill could contaminate groundwater and 
create a problem. 

4. The proposed site is in an area subject to earthquakes. 

5. Despite attempts to reduce them, cust and nitrogen dioxide 
emissions would remain significant. Diesel trains and burning 
off landfill gas would raise emissions in the South Coast Air Basin. 

There is only one reason to favor this project and of course, that 
is the income to be derived. I urge you not to put a dollar sign 
on this environmental blight. 

r!!- Best regards to you and Blair. 

I Sincerely, 

I~ ~ 
GRACE JABLOW 



David Mares 
County Of Riverside 
Planning Department 

CALIFORNIA CERTIFIED 
DESERT VALLEYS 

4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
Riverside, ca. 92507 
September 24, 1991 

Dear Mr. Mares, 

DOCUMENT 0120 

g:~:~~;. FARME~i@li'1Wli} 
~ SEP 2 7 1991 

R\VERSl~~tCT 
Pl.»l"'MG 

1 The Desert Valleys Chapter of California certified Organic Farmers, 
would like to go on record in opposition to the proposed Eagle Mountain 
Project. We represent 37 growers with an excess of 4,000 acres of 
farmland. 

We have concluded, the project will have a negative impact on our 
desert air, water, plant life, and wildlife for generations to come. 
Thank you for giving us this opportunity to let our position known. 

l]',cerely, #;, Br:~~:~n ~ 
Pr:=Y'~esert Valleys Chapter, CCOF 
P.O. Box 908 
Indio, ca. 92202 
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Sept. 11, 1991 

Dear Supervisor K. Ceniceros, 

I am writing today because I am concerned for tomorrow. 
I am referring to the proposed Eagle Mountain Mine landfill 
project. As a resident of Palm Springs, I do not wish to see 
this area marred by impinging garbage and traffic of the big 
cities. 

The Pomona-based Mine Reclamation Corp. claims that the 
disposal site will be lined so as not to allow leakage into the 
surrounding environment. Why risk the possibility that the aquifer 
of the desert area become contaminated like so many other water 
supplies in the state of California. I would venture to say 
that the desert aquifer is one of the few remaining areas of 
California able to supply clean water. 

We cannot deny progress and the time will come when Eastern 
Riverside county will be confronted with the inherent problems 
brought on by its own growth. · 

The newspaper article regarding the "trash train" proposal 
dated Thursday, August 29, 1991 in the Los Angeles Times, also 
states that 200 trucks and six railroad cars will deliver the 
20,000 tons of Los Angeles trash. Consider the possibility of more 
traffic congestion and smog to our area. Is it not enough that we 
have inherited big city smog? Now we must also inherit their 
waste? 

The most important point I would like to make is that the 
landfill proposal is a band-aid solution and discourages long term 
solutions to this ever increasing problem. The Coachella Valley 
has finally provided recycling centers and city disposal programs 
to help in the alleviation of our own disposal problem and I 
believe more participation by the desert residents is necessary. 
The desert area, California itself, and the United States as a 
whole, must implement insightful and intelligent means of 
controlling waste disposal. Education on ecology, availability of 
more recycling centers and if necessary, mandated recycling 
programs by cities and counties will provide a beginning to finding 
the solution. Recycling must become an institution. Dumping trash 
in another's back-yard does not the problem solve. Future 
generations will suffer the consequences of America's present day 
"credit card" mentality of "consumption now-pay for it later". 

Lavonne Rittenhouse 
3090 Vincentia 
Palm Springs, Ca. 92262 

·===\:···:··· :·::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::::-:·. .. .. ·--=-~;_::;:« •:0:0: •• 
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■8-0 TOUIIMALINI: AYl:NUI: 

Supervisor Kay Oeni~ 
4080 Isnoo Street 14n Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Dear supervisor Ceniceros: 

DOCUMENT 0122 

As big as the $4.00 to $6.00/'lbn for garbage looks to a tight 
butget, please consider the additional rredical costs and sufferi.IJ3 
for asthmatic children whose health 1'0Uld be endangered by the 
pollutiai fran 200 additional trucks and 20 four-diesel engine trains 
every day. 

We live in an inland desert b:,wl surrounded by barrier nountains 
which do not allow hydro-carbcn pollutiai to escape. '!his pollutia1 
has reached dangerous levels for the ~ung asthmatic and older 
emphysemic residents right here in what was once, withlll my mennry, 
a pristine and healthy atnosphere. · 

If transporting three counties garbage to Eagle M:>untain is 
inevitable, then please fight far clean air considerations before 
signing any agreement, such as: 

1. Electrificatioo of all trains. 

2. Trucks that use ooly alternative clean fuel. 

'lhese requests are neant to be constructive, fair and fee.sib,le. 
Please stam up and fight far every desert resident's health and their 
right to breath clean air. 

~tfully requ~sted, 

t/)<;~ ;Jh. ~.m--~~ R. t•.J. 
(Mrs. ~I Frances r-t::ca.11 Pearson,R.N. 

P.S. It is agreed that the disposal of garbage fran the coastal ta.sin 
is a problem to be solved, but why hasn't that area seriously considered 
the process of reclaiming clean energy fran their refuge? '!here are 
E>.lropean cities that d:> this and find it very economically attractive. 

~H.~ 
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•••Will Southern California soon be the TRASH CAPITOL of the West? 
Five dump-sites for household trash, hazardous-waste, or radio
active waste have been proposed for the deserts of Riverside and 
san Bernardino counties: 

*Hidden valley-near Barstow-450,000 tons of treated hazardous 
waste to be delivered annually by train and truck to 
underground silos covering 2 square miles. 

•Rail cycle-Amboy-21,000 tons of household trash delivered 
daily by train, covering 7 square miles. 

•Eagle Mountain-near Desert Center-20,000 tons household trash 
daily delivered by 4 trains and 200 trucks, covering 2.5 sq 
miles. 

•ward valley-near Needles-will accept 138,000 tons of low 
level radioactive nuclear refuse trucked to a 70 acre 
landf i 11. 

*Broadwell Dry Lake-between Barstow and Amboy-260,000 tons of 
treated hazardous waste annually delivered by truck to 
pyramid-shaped above-ground landfill covering one square 
mile. 

•••It's easy for people who don't live in or near the desert to 
say that· desert-dumping is a great idea, it's not in their 
backyard I 
•••southland cities are running out of room for their garbage, or 
dumps are closed due to contamination. Must our nation's deserts 
suffer so that southlanders can continue to throw out tons of 
trash I 
•••Has anyone 
•••what gives 
dnywhere, the 
final resting 
way of life. 

considered making less trash/garbage/waste? 
city-politicians in Covina or San Gabriel Valley, or 
right to decide that our fragile deserts must be the 
place for the throw-away bi-products of our wasteful 

•••No other animal fowls their nest like we do. . 
•••Recycling helps, but it'& not the whole answer. Consumers must 
demand that industries use packaging that is easily degradable or 
recyclable. we must also demand that our governmental agencies do 
all that they can to find ways to reduce the amount of trash and 
waste that is created by billions of people. 
•••rox1c/hazardous waste must be cut back at the source, including 

, chemical companies, medical labs, universities, rad-labs, etc. f 8 ***The inland counties must not let dollar signs blur their 
j vision. f •••No one knows what will happen in the future. We can proJect, 
j and hope, that nothing will go wrong, but what if it does? Will 
... g the silos holding toxic/hazardous waste be opened by earthquakes, 
@. will dump liners crack or decay, will desert winds carry 
@ 10 rddioactive particles, or will rad-waste reach aquafers? j •••southern California is not a testing-ground for the viability 
J of dump-sites. 
a 11 •••1i the C3achella Valley (Riverside County) we already have a 
I dioxon-prou~cing biomass incinerater in Mecca, there's a similar 
I incinerator nearby in Imperial Valley, and the air pollution that 

\===.==.!_=====.=_[===:_=:\===.==_[===,=. blows into the Coachella Valley, through the San Gorgonio Pass, from Los Angeles, Orange, and inland counties, is something we 
already have to live (or die) with. 

12 •••our deserts are not an empty wasteland. The fact that humans I 1:~~'. or don't live in the■ das not mean that they are devoid of 
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***Jim Dodson of the Sierra Club does not speak for all of us, 
these megadumps are NOT •inevitable•. We're not talking about dots 
on a map, as Dodson refers to the dump-sites, we're talking 
millions of years of adaptation by plants, insects and animals, as 
well as our children's future. 
***Residents of Southern California do not have to be railroaded 
by Rail Cycle, from the looks of the train/rail accidents 
happening lately, rail transport of any kind of waste is not wise. 
***Household trash is not benign, it contains toxic substances 
carelessly thrown out by unaware people. 
***Who will want to visit southern California when it becomes the 
TAINTED DESERT. 
***who will pay for the clean-up when pollution occurs? 
***Things are not always what they SEEM. In the inland area, 
geologic conditions SEEM to favor dumping. It SEEMS that radiation 
would have to seep through 600 feet of soil to reach ground water. 
The megadumps SEEM to be good be ause land is chea. and SEEMingly 
without end, and there SEEMS to be no people around to voice 
opposition. 

***Riverside County still faces liability for approving the 
String- fellow acid pits, a toxic-waste dump near Glen Avon, 
closed in 1972 due to ground-water contamination. 
•••county supervisors are in a •receptive• mood because of money. 
***Bush Just sold-out our wetlands, will local politicians 
sell-out our deserts? 

***The do-it-now-so-we-won't-have-to-do-it-later theory will not stand. 
•••we all must stop creating so much trash. 
***The mitigation tactic of purchasing land to be preserved is 
ludicrous, and very misleading. 
•••overpopulation, the root of all our problems, must be dealt with immediately. 

lffi IElw tr. u n ~ 
SEP 05 1991 · 
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TOM MORRING 
Broker-Reahor 

Stater Brothers Center 
81·106 Hwy 111, Surte 4-0 

~RING FAMILY TRUST 
; Hwy. 111. Suite 4-D 
,. California 92201 Indio, CA 92201 

Telephone (619) 347-8079 • 4733 
Fax (619) 342-3096 1.-00.782·1071 

J733 Fax (619)342-3096 

1 

October 9, 1991 

Bureau of Land Management 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
N. Palm Springs. Ca. 92258-2000 

Attn: Marianne Wetzel 

Re: ~reposed Eagle Mountain Landfill Project. 

Ms. Wetzel: 
I am asking your support and recommendation of 

acceptance of the landfill project at Eagle Mountain. 
After receiving information regarding landfills in 

Washington and Oregon (one adjacent to the Colombia 
River), while visiting those states this summer, I am 
convinced that a safe, reliable, and environmentally 
sound landfill can be operated until better methods can 
be found. I feel certain that the operator, with local 
committee and regulatory agency monitoring, can provide 
a good regional landfill to the benefit of Southern 
California and more precisely the local community. 

It is my opinion that the Environmental 'Impact 
Report,· as presented, was sufficient and correct to the 
best information presently available. I am highly in 
favor of its acceptance and of the project acceptance. 

The mid desert community desperately needs an 
economic income base and additional population to 
support its present facilities. It woulo, in my 
opinion. as a past resident for 30+ years and a present 
owner cf approximately 580 acres in the immediate area, 
be negligent of the Bureau of Land Management to not 
support and confirm any opportunity for a legal business 
enterprise to operate in the central desert area. 

Some local residents, of short duration (ten years 
or less) state that the community should stay as it 
always was. For this to be, all of us would have to 
leave. This is not their true desire. They want 
everyone else to leave, and stay away, except them. 
This cannot be allowed in this highly populated state 
and sustain our economy. 

Thank you for supporting this much needed project 
to provide jobs, revenue and relief for a regional need. 

Sincerely, 

IJfF, /l;1f:-,--- , 
B. T. Morring / 

.:_:\'. .. ·.· ,., ........ ·.···········,.·.········ ..... · .. -.. ::: :---- . ···:-:····:s :.::··::::=-=::::=-=· =-=· 
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY 
PIRE DEPARlMENT 

IN COOPERATION WITH THE 
CALIFOANIA DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY 

ANO FIRE PROTECTION 
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Plumlns &. l!Qll_....., Office 
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Na7 31, lHO Plunln1 &. Enpnemns Office 
3760 12111 Srreer 

IUwnlde, CA 92501 
(71♦) 787-6606 
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T0a Plennln; Depertment 
Attention, Devld Mere• 

RE1 Ee;l• "ountein Specific Plen No. 252 
Dreft Envlronmentel H~port 

Fir• Depertment peraonnel heve completed• review of the ebove 
referenced document• end h•v• the followin; commental 

The propoaed proJect will heve • cumuletive edvera• impact on the 
Depert111■nt'• ebility to provide en ecceptable level of aervic•. 
Th••• impect• ere due to the increaa•d numb•r of emer;•ncy or 
public service call• ;enerat•d by edditional buildin;•, land uae, 
end human populetion. Thi• demand for service would not be 
confined to the project site and would occur alon; the propoaed 
trenaporiation rout•• that traverse the County. Contrary to the 
•t•t■ment i~ ••ction "c> Rlqbt-pf-W•y fit•••" on pa;• 224 of th• 
EIR, the Fire Department h•• a lon9 hiatory of fir•• occurrin; 
elon; the ~•ilroad ri~ht-of-waya throu;hout th• County includin; 
the deaert erea. The Riveraid• County Fire D•pertment provide• 
emer;ency ••rvicea to elmoat all of the road• •nd freeway• that 
will be used by the vehicles aervin; this project. A portion of 
th••• tren•port•tion rout•• will pas• •cross lends deai;n•t•d •s 
Hezerdoua Fire Ar•••• 

The Riveralde County Fire Protection Master Pl•n •dopta the four 
County Gen■r•l Plen L•nd Use Cate;ori••• Consequently, aerv1c• 
level capability/needs i• ali;ned with th••• •am• criteria in 
identifyin; services required. Each of the land ua• cate;ori•• 
require that two factor• be met t~·valldate Ability to provide a 
;iven level of service. The Cate;ory IV-Outlyin; d■a1;nation· 
require• that• fir• at•tion be loc•t•d within e1;htC8> mil••• 
end receipt of the full "first alarm" aaa1;nment within 
thlrtyC30> minutes. A fire st•tion will need to be located in the 
Ea;l• Mountain community and ia currently proposed .with the 

~ exp•nsion of the MTC Correctional Facility. With thia addition 
I and the exiatin; Lake Temariak Fire Station, there would be two 
} fire en;ines to serve this •rea. The -third fire en;in• req.uired I ~~~\~!::~?· ~~ ::!.; ;~:: •=;~~:~"=·~~:' ;;~;~~· .:~;. M:~~= 

illi 

;! .. ···········''·>•··•· ;:c·"'"''''''"''"'"'''~·=- "·· 
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~/31/90. 
Pe;e 2. 

3 An •n•ly■ i ■ of the fi ■c•l imp•ct■ to the Fire Dep•rtment w•• not 
provided. The fire ■t•tion in E•;l• Mount•in will be oper•tlon•l 
when the exp•n■ lon to the ■xl ■ tln; corr■ctlon•l f•cllity occur ■• 
How■ver, th• ennu•l op■retln; co■ t■ will b• only p•rti•lly 
off-■■ t by th■ mlti;•tlon provided throu;h th■ e;r ■■ment with 
M•n•;ement Treinin; Corporation. Th• propon■nt■ of thi ■ proJect 
will· be expected to provide their fair ■h•r• of the op•r•tin; 
co■ t ■• 

4 

5 

6 

With r•;•rd■ to the comment■ cont•ined in p•re;reph ~ on p•;• 3~8 
of th• EIR, •ddltlon•l p■r■onnel end equlpm■nt may be r■quired 
ebov■ whet will be provided by the County throu;h the •;reement 
with M•n•;•ment Tr•inln; Corpor•tion. Tho■• need■ •r• b•■•d upon 
the type■ of hazard■ end the re■ultin; protection need■ th•t will 
be re•llzed with thi ■ project. Specific need■ end the •ppropri•t• 
miti;etion■ would be id■ntified et• later ■ t•v• in the permit 
proce■■ end included•• p•rt of th• emer;ency r■■pon■• plan of 
th• proJ■ct proponent■ •nd • ■ervic• •;reement with the Fir• 
D■p•rtm■nt. 

An enely■ i ■ of the ••i ■tin; w•t•r ■y■ t■m for fir• protection 
need■ w•• not included in the EJR. The Fire Dep•rtment pre■ently 
h•■ • "hold" on the occup•ncy of •ny Additional dwellin; unit ■ 
within the community of E•;l• Mountain primarily due to th• 
deficienci•• of th• water ■y ■ tem. Tho■• deficienci•• are due to 
the in■ufficient flow■/pre■■ure■ from th• hydrant ■, and 
inadequate •cc••• to the hydrant ■• The water ■v■ tem that ■erve■ 
the employ•• hou■ in; for MTC i ■ currently bein; improved, The 
w•t•r ■y ■ tem that ■erve■ th• MTC Facility i ■ bein; improved•• 
requir■d for their ••P•n■ ion. Additional improvement■ to th• 
exi ■tin; wat■r ■v■tem in the hou■ in; •re• and to thi ■ pro;ect 
■ it• will be r■quired in order to provide th• required fir• 
flow■• 

~n order to mitl;•t• fire protection imp•ct ■, the Fire D•p•rtment 
recommend■ the followin; condition■ of •pprov•ll 

1. Applic•nt/developer ■h•ll ■ubmit det•iled plot plan■ of ••ch 
pl•nnin; er■• for r■vlewl•pprov•l. 

e. Prlor to th• l ■■u•nce of any U■• end/or &ulldin; Permit■, the 
project proponent■ ■h•lll 
C•>. obt•in • written •;reement for fire protection ■ervice■ 

from the Riv•r ■ ide County Fire Dep•rtment. 
Cb>. ■ubmlt • Fire/Llf• 6•fety •nd Emer;ency Re■pon■• Plan to 

th• Fir• Department for revlewl•pprov•l• 
Cc>. W•t•r m•in■ •nd flre hydr•nt■ to provide the required 

fire flow■ ■h•ll be in■ t•lled pur ■u•nt to •n improvement 
plan approved by the Fir• Dep•rtment. 
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3. ProJect proponent• •hall partlclpate ln the flre protectlon 
lapact •lti;ation pro;ram aa adopted by the Riveralde County 
Board of &uperviaora. 

4. Clearance from the Fire Department •hall be obtained prior to 
the u•• and/or occupancy of any exiatin; dwellln; unit•, 
buildin;a, or atructurea located within the Ea;l• Mountain 
community end/or the propoaed boundari•• of thia proJect. 

All queation• re;ardin; the meanin; of th••• comment• and 
condition• ahould be referred to the Fire Depart~ent Plannin; L 
En;lneerin; Steff located in Indio at (ol9>3~2-BBBo. 

By 

Sincerely, 

RAV REGIS 
Chief Fire Departm•nt Planner 

Denni• Dawaon 
D•puty Fire Marahal 
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COUNlY OF RIVERSIDE 
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT 

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DIVISION 

September 17, 1991 

Mr. Joseph A. Richards, Planning Director 
Riverside County Planning Department 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Attn: David Mares 

Dear David: 

RE: Specific Plan 252 - Eagle 
Mountain Landfill Project 

The Riverside County Transportation Department has reviewed 
the Specific Plan and EIS/EIR documentation prepared for the 
above referenced project. We have the following co111111ents: 

The map exhibit for the on-site circulation (Figure IV-3) 
needs to be revised to show labelling of Eagle Mountain Road, 
Kaiser Road, Eagle Mountain Road extension and any other existing 
County maintained road in the vicinity. 

Also, both the on-site and off-site circulation exhibits 
(Figure IV-2 and IV-3) should show access roads and where County 
maintained roads stop and become private on-site roads. Access 
to the Eagle Mountain campsite should be shown and where the 
campsite is in relation to the Landfill project. 

The two typical sections on Figure IV-4 showing rail and road 
rights of way on the same typical section should be revised to 
show road rights of way separate from rail rights of way. The 
Riverside County Transportation Department requires that these 
rights of way be separately maintained. 

4 Prior to final project approval, arrangements must be made 
with the Transportation Derartment to provide for the payment of 
maintenance costs for Eagle Mountain Road and any other County 
maintained road in the vicinity utilized for access to the site. 
This financial arrangement should include an inflationary or cost 
of living adjustment for road maintenance throughout the life of 
the project. 

The Eagle Mountain site is planned to potentially provide 
landfill service for the San Gabriel Valley, City of Los Angeles 

5 and Orange and San Bernardino Counties. Although not analyzed in 

COU,."l'Y ADMr.lSnAm'E CE!,TER • PO BOX 1090 • 4080 LEMOS Sl1IEE1" • 7l1f R.0011• RIVERSIDE. CAUFOR..._'IA 92S02-1090 .f1.l... 
1714) l7S6880 • FAX 1714) l75-<17ll '6e/ 
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the Specific Plan or environmental documentation, it is likely 
that jurisdictions within San Diego County or Arizona may 
eventually be in need of utilizing the Eagle Mountain Landfill. 

6 As a Condition of Approval for the Specific Plan, the 
Riverside County Transportation Department requests that, if any 
outlying regional areas not studied in this EIS/EIR are to 
utilize the landfill, that an addendum to the existing traffic 
analysis be prepared by the owners of the Eagle Mountain Landfill 
and submitted to the Riverside County Transportation Department 
in order to address regional transportation routes for rail and 
truck traffic. At such time, the Riverside County Transportation 
Department would analyze potential significant impacts to the 
regional and local transportation systems and may request 
additional mitigation measures be provided by the Landfill 
operation. This Condition of Approval is necessary since the 
project is planned to have at least a 100 year capacity. 

Thank you for the opportunity to 
Plan. If you have any questions, do not 
at (714) 275-6767 or Martha Tarlton, 
Planner, at (714) 275-6772. 

comment on the Specific 
hesitate to contact me 
Senior Transportation 

Sincerely, ;2-
fP~ 1!~1~-

EFB:MDT:jw 

Elmer Baumgarten Jv-. 
Development Review Engineer 

• 
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September 20, 1991 

Riverside County Planning Commission 
79733 country Club Drive 
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201 

Re: Eagle Mountain Landfill 

Gentlemen: 

DOCUMENT 0129 

!ffi(!wtU\Wf~ 
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IM!RSIDE CDMY 
PlNNG cewm.ENf 

ltOOC1.'r-1CE 

We were pleased to note this week, in the Desert Sun, a story 
indicating progress in the above, in terms of elimination of some 
of the truck traffic through the Coachella Valley. Concern con
tinues, however. 

According to the article, Hine Reclamation's Board of Directors 
agreed to "significantly reduce" truck traffic during the start
up period of at least two years, while waste transfer stations 
are being set up along the rail route. "Significant" is vague. 
As President Bush has been quoted as saying, and with no disre
spect intended, read our collective lips. No waste! Any trucks 
going through the valley provided a major potential for hazard. 
And we are skeptical that within two years, the transfer stations 
will be ready (thus the need for dealys and added hazard). 

Even rail traffic through the Valley, carrying hazardous waste, 
particularly in light of recent media coverage of disastrous 
spills, is very worrysome. 

The Sun article goes on to say: "relying on trains does nothing 
to ease their fears of underground water contamination or erase 
their philosophical objections." We agree. · 

Surely the waste must go somewhere. It is everyone's problem un
fortunately, but we get a distinct feeling that potential income 
to the county carries an overt measure of weight in the decision 
process. 

While I have not had time to round up signatures of my fellow 
workers as I did in the enclosed letter dated August 29 (copy), I 
can assure you we all feel the best answer is to bury this 
"stuff" _a.-1-s:e.rtRm~ and get it there without going through our 
Va . There some things money just can't buy! 

cc: 

encl. 

Patricia "Corky" Larson 
Supervisor, 4th District 

-:~:·_.-: .... ·.·.············:······················-:·:::::::::::::··· .. •·.··--·--•-;•·)•:-:;:.. * 
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August 29, 1991 

Riverside County Planning Commission 
79733 Country Club Drive 
Bermud~ Dunes, CA 92201 

Re: Eagle Mountain Landfill 

Gentlemen: 
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N>IOCl'r-112 

We, the undersigned, are writing to protest plans to transport 
hazardous waste from Los Angeles County through the Coachella 
Valley to the proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill in Riverside 
County. 

The need for suitable disposal areas is evident, and the poten
tial income in fees to Riverside county are indeed tempting, 
particularly at a time when budgets are strained to the maximum. 
The fact remains, however, that the estimated 200 trucks per day 
rolling through our Valley for the next 100 years, not to mention 
rail traffic, represents a major and freightening prospect. We 
all recall recent ecological disasters including chemical and oil 
spills. Frankly we are not convinced that basic safety will be 
observe ell enough for the potential consequences. The price is 

. . ! ~~~--
Michael Bensusan 
P.O. Box '1661 

• ~ -~ Ppri 1~,~CA 92263 
ic~cf:.~~on · ~ 

,_.3-i,:u~ere--rrPaso Way athy Coleman 
Pal Sp ings, CA 02262 48-125 Prarie Dr. 

~cole En~f;_} ~~~

260 

32305-A c:~~- Vista 2396 Los coyotes 
Cath ral City, CA 92234~prin s, 92262 

a {,Zfij 
74-122 anta Ro 4 20 pal Drive 
Palm De~ rt CA 92260 

~arbo 
44 Avenida Las Palmas 
Rancho Mirage, CA 92270 

~✓Le~. 
CA 9223 

Cl Dr. 73698 Irontree Drive 
Palm Desert, CA 92260 

~g~ 't-:!!~-9-2--0~s,.~--: ~ 
nley Roberts 

77-750 Michigan - E-10 
Desert, CA 92260 

cc: Patricia "Corky" Larson 
Supervisor, 4th District 

43376 Cook St. f2 
Palm Desert,CA 

92260 
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SAJIDRA R. BILL 
76-580 Sheba Way 

Palm Desert, CA 92260 
Phone: 619/345-3485 

September 18, 1991 

RIVERSIDE CO. PLANNING DEPT. 
79733 Country Club Drive 

Suite E 
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201 

REFERENCE: Eagle Mountain Landfill 

DOCUMENT 0130 

~\Ellitr.UUID) 
SEP l :1 1991 

~~ --Cff'U 

PLEASE VOTE MO! 

-

:IIII..,.,:,:-:··:•::::::::::::::::::::::::::::,:,:,:;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::?-%":.:-:--..-..-..,;.;_.-,::, 
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Sept. 18, 1991. 

Dear Llr. Llares, 

1 As a Riverside County resident, I urge the Riverside 

County t1anning Commission not to certify the draft 

Eavironmental Report for the Eagle Mountain project. This 

project is not a safe and effectiv~ method of waste disposal. 

Sincerly, 

~~ 
I,iyrt Griffin 
17840 Riviera Dr. 
Blythe, Ca. 92225 
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CITY OF BUENA PARK 

C A L F O R N A 9 0 6 2 2 

6650 BEACH BOULEVARD, PO BOX 5009. PHONE AREA CODE [714) 521-9900 

September 23, 1991 

Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs - South Coa~t RH 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
Post Office Box 2000 
North Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

ATTENTION: Ms Marianne Wetzel 

DOCUMENT 0132 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

Thomas E. Lynch, Dorector 

RE: EIS/EIR FOR EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 

Dear Ms Wetzel: 

The project seems to have two components, getting the waste 
stream to Eagle Mountain and operations at Eagle Mountain. 
Transport of the waste stream to Eagle Mountain seems 
crucial, since without the proposed transport the project 
would not appear viable to accomplish its intended purpose. 
The project proposes rail transportation for a majority of 
the waste stream with transfer stations in various locations, 
one of which is proposed in north Orange County. 

We do not believe that the transfer stations and their 
potential impacts have been adequately discussed in the 
EIS/EIR. A statement is made on Page 158 of the document 
which indicates local impacts may require mitigation but are 
beyond the scope of the EIS/EIR since a detailed discussion 
of local impacts are not possible without definitive loca
tions. We would agree that a definitive study would not be 
possible without a location. However, our reading of the 
document has not uncovered even a general discussion of the 
transfer stations. A discussion of the operations, times of 
operations, potential impacts , and potential mitigation 
measures is needed to correctly advise decision makers 
regarding this crucial component of project. Also, a general 
location in north orange County is proposed. We presume that 
such a location would need to be in close proximity to the 
Southern Pacific Rail Road right-of-way, and submit that such 
available locations are somewhat limited. Therefore, we 
believe the above requested discussion is possible and should 
be included within the EIS/EIR. 



September 23, 1991 
Page 2 

DOCUMENT 0132 

The City Traffic Engineer has reviewed the document and has 
provided a memo containing more current information than 
contained in the EIS/EIR regarding the discussion of traffic 
delay at Beach Boulevard. He requests this data and the peak 
hour assumption be used to more accurately identify impacts 
and that mitigation be proposed for identified impacts. His 
memo is attached and made a part of the City's comments. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this 
document and look forward to reviewing the 
information requested in the final EIS/EIR.· 

-~;:;44.~Q 
Kenneth w. Griffith 
Administrator of Current and Advance Planning 

Attachment: 
Memo dated 9-17-91 

important 
additional 

cc: Don Kemp, Assistant City Manager/Director of Public 
Works 
Thomas E. Lynch, Director of Development Services 
Rick Warsinski, Assistant Director of Development 
Services 
Herb Vargas, Traffic Engineer 

KWG:dlt 

LTR41 
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DATE: 

TO: 

VIA: 

DOCUMENT 0132 

H E H O R A N D O H 

September. 17, 1991 

Tom Lynch, Dir.ector of Development Services fl( 
Donald Jensen, Director of Engineering Services 
Deputy Director of Public Works 

FROM: 

suB-,ECT: 

Herbert E. Vargas,,Tr.affic ~ngineer.~ 

Eagle Mountain Landfill 

County of Riverside sent us the transpor.tation analysis for 
the pr.oposed Eagle Mountain Landfill. Bas~d on our. review of 
the study we have the following comments: 

1. 

2. 

4. 

s. 

The traffic study assumed a hourly vehicle ar.rival r.ate 
of 41 of the overall average daily traffic. However, 
the worst condition will happen dur.in3 the peak per.iod 
between 4:00 and 6:00 p.m. Due to the tr.affic of tr.ains 
on the Southern Pacific line, the Eagle Mountain project 
trains may bump other train tr.affic to the peak hours. 
The traffic study should address what happens on Beach 
Boulevard if the mountain train cr.osses it during the 
evening peak hour.s of 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m •• 

The traffic study assumed a 1989 average daily traffic 
volume on Beach Blvd. of 34,000 vehicles. The State of 
California, Depar.tment of Transportation in its 1989 
book shows a count of 40,000 ADT. The City of Buena 
Park traffic counts of 1991 show an ADT of 48,000 in 
this segment of Beach Boulevard. 

The Caltrans 1989 traffic counts book shows a peak hour. 
of 4,300 vehicles per. hour during this highway segment. 
This number should be used to calculate the vehicle 
ar.rival rate of the crossing at Beach Boulevard. 

The traffic study should also analyze the impacts of the 
tr.ain blockage on the I-5 ramps at Beach Boulevar.d. 
These ramps are part of the congestion management 

~ pr.ogram highway system for the County of Orange. 

f 8 6. The traffic study should provide some mitigation 
~ measur.es for the impacts caused by the delays of the 
~ additional trains for the Eagle Mountain Landfill I project on Beach Boulevard. 

HV:cs 

c: Nabil Henein 

(T/HEH/16) 

::':'., ..... · .·. ·•:•·•:•:•:•:•.·.·'.•:•:•:-:•:•:•:-:•:•:•:-.:.: •• , ...... -.·.··-:-:-:•:--------·--.·----.:;:.-:-:-::.:?,?-:½".:,».;-~:e>.,.-o@. • 
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Planning Q:mnissiai 

c/o '!be Planning Dept. 

79-733 Cbunty Club Drive 

Suite! 

Bermuda nmes, CA 92201 

Attention Planning Cormissicm, 

DOCUMENT 0133 

[ffihdWf[DJ 
SEP l :i 1991 

~~CXlJNTY 
Pl.W-.,~ CEPA.1m£Nr 

N>IOO:-.-"l;E 

September 11, 1991 

We received a letter fran Supervisor Patricia (Olrky) Larson, 
informing us of the Ehvi.romental ~ct Report at the Eagle r-buntain 
Waste-By-Rail proposal. 

We wish to go at record as being in SUPPCRr of the ''hurdles" laid down 
by the Board of SUpervisors in that there KJST !Cl' BE »rt <DfrMINATICfi to the 
water table of the Desert Center/Lake Tamarisk area. We also SUPPCRr that there 
be ti'.) 'lmXlC BAUL other than fran the desert area, and that it be ''household 
trash CJ«.Y, and must have all recyclable materials removed prior to loading ooto 
the train in sealed cars." 

~a)~ 
Malvin W. Bailey Sr. 
15142 Qmdry Avenue 
Paranount, CA 90723-3911 
213/408-6822 
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DOCUMENT 0136 

CITY OF LA VERNE 
CITY HALL 

3660 "O" Street. La Verne. Cahfom1a 91750 · 

September 18, 1991 

David Mares 
Riverside County 
Planning Department 
4080 Lemon St. 9th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92507 

Re: Eagle Mountain EIR 

Dear Mr. Mares, 

~,'-/~Rc-•o "' .: • ..,, E CO'Jr·-:-v ~f"~Jf"l•1 I ,rr _,,., ~. r; ~;=:,AR"·a,,... ,,v,.:.:NT 

The City of La Verne appreciates the opportunity to the 
revie~ the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/EIR) for the Eagle 
Mountain landfill project. Although the landfill itself 
has no direct impact on the City of La Verne, there are 
associated impacts that are of concern to the City. 

Some of the following issues have been addressed within 
the environmental review, but only in a cursory fashion. 

NOISE. Noise impacts to residential locations are a 
serious concern. The City of La Verne's General Plan 
noise standard allows for a maximum of 60 dBA for single 
family residential development, and 65 dBA for 
multiple-family developments. As proJected by the 
DEIS/EIR the noise levels within 350 feet of the railway 
will be greater than 65 dBA CNEL, and greater than 75 
dBA CNEL for those areas located within 50 feet. 
Although sound attenuating walls are mentioned as a 
mitigation measure in the DEIS/EIR, there is not enough 
specificity to measure the completeness of the proposed 
mitigation. The document should specify the conditions 
under which the walls shall be installed. 

The City of La Verne requests the installation of sound 
attenuating walls adjacent to residential areas that 
will mitigate the negative environmental impact of noise 
above the 60-65 dBA CNEL level. 

-·-·. ~ General Adm1mStra110n 714/596-8726 • Water Customer SeMce 714/596-8744 • Parts & Human SeMces 714/596-8700 

' 'l':::" .... , - "'~"~"' • ,,_ ""'~•;~:i,;..,;--, "'~"-"" . '""'"' ,,.,,,._,,,, 

,::,•:• ,•,•, :' ··:::::::.:::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:=~~~~~:=::: 
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Eagle Mountain Landfill 
September 18, 1991 
Page 2 

DOCUMENT 0136 

ACCIDENTAL SPILLS. In responding to the possibility 
of an accidental spill, there is reference made to a 
"closed intermodal container." The document does not 
define nor require a closed intermodal containers for 
transportation. It should do both. 

BLOWING TRASH. There is also a concern regarding the 
potential for wind blown trash and offensive odors being 
generated by the refuse being transported. Again the 
closed container concept should be required to 
mitigate against potential impacts. 

HAZARDOUS WASTES.There is a reference made to a 
"typical" process performed by the material recovery 
facilities (MRF) or at the waste transfer stations (WTS) 
to screen out hazardous waste. The screening of 
hazardous materials at MRF & WTS should be required as a 
condition of acceptance by Eagle Mountain Landfill. 

EMERGENCY RESPONSE. According to the DEIS/EIR the 
emergency response plans to accidental spills are 
already in place at local governmental levels, and would 
be implemented by the Southern Pacific Railroad. These 
plans should be identified by specific name/number and 
the responsible agency. The emergency response plan 
incorporated by the Mine Reclamation Corporation should 
be incorporated as an appendix to this DEIS/EIR. 

TRANSFER STATION. The DEIS/EIR uses a La Verne 
transfer station to derive some of the impacts projected 
to be created by the proposal. The document does not 
designate the location of the proposed waste transfer 
station in the City of La Verne nor the impacts of the 
truck trips required to operate such a facility. 
Although these are secondary impacts they are of concern 
to the City of La Verne. 

If you have any questions, please call me at (714) 
596-8706. 

cc: Joan McDowell, Principal Planner 
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DOCUMENT 0137 

wuestions and Comments 
Traffic 

on EIR/EJS ree•rding Lanp~i~ Project 

SEP 181991 
Truck Traffic - Approx. 200 one way truck shipments would occur per day 
at Eagle Mt. Rd. extension and would create a roadl-M_~~~t_Kaiser 
Rd., of the above trucks and one train in phase ~ 1~d1,.rci-.,r::-lflitttiEll!ra1ns in 
Phase 11., Page46.This road extension serves the coinmunlty of Eagle Mt., 
111TC, and the school with over 100 elementary students attending. 
figure 12 and lJ µage JO •••••••• 
The school bus would have to cross-over this additional truck, train, and 
commuter traffic four times in the morning and four times in the afternoon 
to get the students to and from school. This would be 400 trucks, two 
train crossings, and a lot of new commuter and delivery traffic, not to 

1 mention 12 trains per day in Phase II, Page 46. Page 50 states there would 
be a stop sign or light placed at this new intersection? Page )60 states 
,,a<C will install flashing lights at this location'?,, WHICH IS IT?? 
lt is hard to understand the_.saf~~y-or transferring children under these 
conditions and that no··s1gnificant impact to existing traffic is antici
pated. ,.:_~1so a traffic signal would not be warranted µer guidelines 
develoµe"d by Caltrans and is therefore not recommended •••• Page J65 
::>everal di.1'1"erent statements are decl1:1.red for this intersection in regardo 
to intersection warning •••• 

2 I think an overpass would be merited here, it should be considered ••••• 

3 Does the design of the Ellt Rail Line accomodate reverse traffic? 
ls there going to be a double track? The initial design for this rail 
line was for downhill loads of iron ore, only empty loads came uµ-hill? 
Are they going to bring trash uphill in morning and empty containers 
downhill in evening? I couldn't find anything in EIR explaining this. 

4 'l'ney have based their noise level increase of 0,7% and deisel fuel costs, 
vibration, deisel fuel exhausts, and most of their other information on 
old statistics of the rail from Kaiser and they are inaccurate because 
of the design of bringing the heavy load up, NOT DOWN HILL, 

5 ln case of earthquake, train wreck, accident, fire, flood, or otllller 
event, as a !'en~ r~ ... ~ing rail s~rike, causing rail transport stoppage 
enroute to dump site1how will refuse be transported to site? Please 

6 describe your emergency plans •••• That would mean an add1ti-onal 650 trucks 
per day on Kaiser Rd, to bring 20,000 tonso~rash •• What would MRC 
conoider an emergency? I would like MRC to be more specific in this matter ••• 
l would not like the traffic to be increased on K1:1.ieer Kd Just because 
they are fdling behind in rail transfer for other reasons, 

Transport accident rates, Table 10, Fage 149, shows the last records in 
1986 of 2,620 accidents by rail in that year, and we have been witness to 

7 two devastating accidents during 1991 by SP RR, how do we get this RR 
to do something about their obsolete equiµment instead of just being cited 
and fined, and as the Press Enterprise, Sunday, October 15 1989 states, 
"Since 1981, SP has been cited 188 times for violating two laws governing 
visible exhaust. while 88 citations have been issued to SP in th~ uast 
two years alone. Who is going to monitor this RR? 

::::::.:-:-:-:-:'•; :-:- •·.. .· :-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:•:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:•::::::::::::;::::=.-/~❖:.:~::=::::::=:·:-.::•~:~&~-:..Q-"~• 
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DOCUMENT 0137 

1793 CA-066.60 ~uestions and Co1111Dents rea ElR/ElS 

iraf'fic (Cont'd) 

A question to David !flares, Riverside Planning Dept from George Larson, 
Calif, faste t.18Jl8gement Board, Sacramento, dated Sept. 14, 1989 in Appendix 

a Based on current state and national train-vehicle accident rotes, can you 
determine how many deaths can we expect from the implementation of this 
project, or how many deaths or irreversable loss of human health, can we 
expect statistically from emergency vehicle (ambulance, fire, police, 
hazardous materials response) delays in the crossing of grades occupied 
by these trains??????? 

f"uel Consumption- Page 574 shows that J6,6oo gal per day of fuel will be 
used for this project, that ls 12)~ or more than double the amount of deise 

9 fuel used than any other landfill project. Are we not interested in the 
energy volume here? This fuel is not replaceable ••• ls electrified engines 
out of the question cost wise? Or can they be considered? 

Bullet trains and commuter service on existing rail lines is now being 
studied. The Coachella Valley residents, including myself suµµort commuter 
rain service linking the desert to communities on the coast and larger town: 

10 Lo you not think that people being moved, NOT THASH is more important? Thi! 
project will certainly impact future commuter rail routes//// 

:··~: ... •.·.··········································:::::: :.: : ··::::::::::::: :::;::::::: ;"?:'{:9.k/u.«:.~ : ~ 
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PALO VERDE RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT (PVRCD) 
P. 0. BOX 610 

Russell L. ICaldenberg 
Bureau of Land Management 

BLYTHE, CA 92226 

Oct. 1, 1991 

Palm Springs - South Coast Resource Area 
400 S. Farrell Drive, Suite B-205 
Palm Springs, California 92262 

Dear Mr. Kaldenberg: 

DOCUMENT 0138 

Review of the draft E. I.R. for the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project has 
raised a few questions. These potential problems are: 

1.) On page 111 - "porous alluvial fill is at least 1,200 feet thick". 
This means there is a high potential for the leaching of escaped 
Leachates down through the soil profile to the water table, a Major 
pollution path. With Chuckwalla Valley now being urbanized, this 
pollution will have significant impact. 

-2.) On Page 117 - "however, since much of the bedrock in Eagle 
. Mountain is fractured and is able to store water, connections between 

fractures in bedrock may provide pathways for movement of groundwater." 
Again a Major pollution path to the water table which the urbanizing 
Chuckwalla Valley is depended upon. 

3.) On Page 192 - Stonn Flow Diversions were discussed. This 
development will need extensive stonn Flow Diversion Dikes. 

4.) On Page 248 - Soils Data - The top five feet of the soil profile 
should ha.re been discus,sed. 

5.) On Pages 318/319 - Liner of the Landfill - The LINER is the most 
important part of this project; therefor a very detailed discussion 
of liner types should have been in the E.I.R .. 

6.) On Pages 318/322 - Leachates, leaching of - migration monitoring 
wells should be installed prior to the first load of landfill. 

7.) On Page 321 - Daily Soil Cover - this will in-tomb the refuse. 
Air is needed to facil_itate decay of contents of the landfill. 

Palo Verde RCD is pleased to review and comment on this document. 

Sincerely, 
PVRCD President 
Joey DeConinck 

P.S. PVRCD request that future E.I.R.s be mailed to us in a timely manner. 

'.~:~'.: •. :-••. •.•-•,•·············· •••• •.•.•.:.:.:. :.:::::::::::::: ••• oo •. u • • • • \❖'.ZN.Y@$.-.-.-.-..<.sz'.Z 



i 

Waste Management of North America, Inc. 
Western Region 
18500 Von Karman Avenue• Irvine, California 92715 
Suite 900 • 714,474-2311 

September 23, 1991 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Palm Springs-South Coast A.A. 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
P.O. Box 2000 
North Palm Springs, California 92258-2000 

Attn: Ms, Marianne Wetzel 

DOCUMENT 0139 

Re: Transmittal of Comments on the "Draft EIS/EIR for the Eagle Mountain Landfill 
Project," Dated 19 June 1991, SCH #8908413 

Dear Ms. Wetzel: 

Waste Management of North America, Inc. (WMNA) submits the attached comments for 
the referenced draft EIS/EIR. The comments reflect the collective and substantial 
experience of WMNA, The Atchison Topeka and Santa Fe Railway, RAIL-CYCLE, and 
their consultants in the waste management field and, in particular, in projects similar to 
the proposed Eagle Mountain regional rail haul landfill facility. WMNA presently 
operates a similar· facility in the northwest and is in the design and permitting stages 
of a project to construct and operate a regional landfill near Amboy; San Bernardino 
County, California. Thus, we are intimately familiar with the environmental issues, public 
concerns, and potential impacts associated with such facilities. 

The comments provided herein address general topics and concerns as well as specific 
items. We trust that these comments will be helpful in ensuring that the environmental 
review for this project . has been performed carefully and comprehensively and look 
forward to receiving your responses to our comments. Should you have any questions 
regarding this transmittal, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 

I @ Sincerely, 

{ ~~?~~ 
Harold P. Cahill 
Director of Technical Services 

Endosures 
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DOCUMENT 0139 

Comments on the 
Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
State Clearinghouse No. 8908413 

Prepared by: 

WASTE MANAGEMENT OF NORTH AMERICA. INC. 
Western Region 

18S00 Von Karman, Suite 900 
Irvine, California 92715-9032 

23 September 1991 



-~ 
:,~ 
~ 

~ -.-:• ::::: 

if 

COMMENTS 

ON THE 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN L\NDFILL PROJECT 
DRAFI' ENVIRONMENTAL ™PACT STATEMENT/ 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 8908413 

DOCUMENT 0139 

This comment _package has been formatted to include the following major topics of the draft EIS/EIR: 

• Section 1.0 - Regulatory Compliance (no corresponding EIS/EIR section) 

• Section 2.0 - Alternatives Including the Proposed Action (EIS/EIR Section D) 

• Section 3.0 - Water Quality and Use (EIS/EIR Sections Ill.A, IV .A, and Appendix C) 

• Section 4.0 - Public Health and Safety (EIS/EIR Section m.B and IV.B) 

• Section 5.0 - Traffic and Transportation (EIS/EIR Sections m.c, IV.C, and Appendix D) 

• Section 6.0 - Air Quality (EIS/EIR Sections m.o, IV.D, and Appendix E) 

• Section 7.0 - Biological Resources (EIS/EIR Sections 111.G, IV.G, and Appendix F) 

• Section 8.0 - Growth Inducement and Socioeconomics (EIS/EIR Sections 111.H and IV.H) 

• Section 9.0 - Geology and Mineral Resources (EIS/EIR Sections m.1, IV.I, and Appendix G) 

• Section 10.0 - Visual Re.creation, and Wilderness Resources (EIS/EIR Sections mJ and IV J) 

• Section 11.0 - Noise (EIS/EIR Sections InL, IV .L, and Appendix H) 

• Section 12.0 - Energy Consumption/Generation (EIS/EIR Sections m.o and IV.O) 

• Section 13.0 - Cumulative Impacts (EIS/EIR Section V). 

Each comment is preceeded by a reference that includes the draft EIS/EIR section/appendix and page numbcr(s) 
for which the comment applies. Also, hberal page references are provided within the ten of the comment to assist 
in locating the item being critiqued. 
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1.0 REGULATORY COMPLIANCE 

f.!lml Comment 

CEQA (Secuon 1S123(b)(3)) and NEPA (40 CFR 1502.12) require the EIS/ 
EIR summary to ideoufy "ISIUes 10 be resolved mcludmg tbe choice among 
alternanves and whether or bow 10 m111ga1e the 51grufican1 effeas.. • Neither the 
draft EIS/EIR summary nor ICXI add~ lhlS IS.Sue. Allemauves are identified 
and evaluated, but oo discus.slon IS prtMdcd as to wlllc:b altemanve (including 
the proposed proJec:t) may be preferable, nor IS the need for such a dec:tSIOD 
noted. S1m1larly, unmmgated s1gnificam e11V1ronmental lfflpac:tS (1.e., all' quality) 
are descnbed, but no menuoo IS made as 10 whether or bow these impacts WI.II 
be addr-d. 

CEQA (SeclJon 1S147) requires tec:hnlcal 1Dforma11on suffiacn1 to permit full 
asses.smeot of sigruficallt elMl'OIIIDeDtal mpac:tS by revteW11Jg agencies and 
members of the public. SeCIIOII 1S 148 requU"CS that saeotific documents and 
tec:hrucal reports that are used as tbe baseS for any Statements ID the EIR be 
ctted. As explained in Olber a,mments here1D, tbe tec:lllllcal assumpuons and 
c:onclllSIODS presented ID the draft EIS/EIR are poorly documented and detailed 
site charactenzauoo re pons, If any, are oc1tbcr prov1dcd nor refcreoc:cd. As a 
result, reviewers are forced to accept much of the data presented on face value 
and are not able to evaluate mdcpendcolly the appropriat~nCM of the 
C:ODSUltant's C:ODCIIISIODS. 

There are many IDStaoccs in tbe draft EIS/ER wbere tabulated results are 
presented wiibout an cxplanauon as 10 bow Ibey -re demoed (e.g., equations, 
mctbodologics, modeling procedu~ etc.). ~ sllonc:ommg is c:omphcatcd 
funher by the use of assumed values ( e.g., 0.02-0.07 cu Mb-yr landfill gas 
gcoerauoo rate, 80% landfill gas c:ollea100 cffioeocy, ambient meteorological 
c:ondltioos, etc.), witbout any Justification be1Dg pl'OVlded for thcll' sclec:uon. 
Many of these assumpuoos are c:rucmcly unponaot c:ompoocots of I.be 

.cDV1ronmcntal analys1$, and 1111110r vanauons can cllange I.be magnitude of 
esumated unpacts dramaucally. 

In summary, without more dctaded documcotatioo and refcreoca, 11 is not 
p05Slblc 10 conduct a careful and comprcbcllSIYC lWCSm!CDt of the rcpon's 
c:ooc:lus1om. 

Proposed Federal regulauoos for siting and operat1Dg muoiapal waste landfills 
-re IS.Sued pursuant 10 Subullc D of RCRA (1.c., 40 CFR Pan 258) on 30 
August 1988. FIDal regulauoos recently were approved. The draft EIS/EIR only 
cursorily mcouoos the appbcab1hty of these regulauons, and docs 001 provtdc an 
1Dd1cauon of bow c:ompliaoc:c may affea the design, opera1ioo, or feasibility of , 
the proJcct. 

A review of I.be regulations reveals several issues that requll'C 
dlscuss1on/eValuatioo ID the c:omexi of UllS EIS/EIR. These IDc:ludc: 

New muoiopal solid was1e landfills may DOl be located in _,lands, unless 
ccna1D dcmonsuauoos are made (40 CFR 258.12). The preasc nature and 
meat of any -tlaods that may be impacted by I.be Eagle Mouotam Landfill 
proJect bas DOI been determined (sec Comment 7.3 bercm). 
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Comment 

• A new landfill may 1101 be localed wil.bin 200 feel of a fauh lba1 bas bad 
displaa:men1 wiltun Holocene wne (40 CFR 258.13). Tb.ls demonsU'allOII 
bas not been made for lhe Eagle Mouniain Ulldfill (see Commenis 3-7 and 
9-2 berem). The daling or faullS on lbe Eagle MOUDlalD prOJeC1 mUSl be 
addr~ m 1bc: draft EIS/EIR. 

• A new landfill mUSl be designed 10 re5ISl lhe ma:imum bonzonlal 
accelerauon cxpecled from a selSIDIC even1, and a demo11S1ralion mllll be 
made lbal lhe landfill is DOI localed in an °UIISlable0 area ( 40 CFR 258, 14 
and 258. lS). lbe level of analysis performed for lbe Eagle MOUDlalD 
Landfill s11e does Dot appear 10 addreM lhese potential concerns adequately. 
In parucular delailed geo1edullcal and se151111C siudies are lackmg. 

• A mu1110pa1 sobd waste landfill may DOI Vlolale 811)' applicable requiremenlS 
developed under a Sia1e lmplemeniauon Plan punuan1 10 lbc: Cean All 
AC1 ( 40 CFR 258.24). Because of lhe SlgnificaDI air quality impaas Doted m 
lhe draft ElS/EIR, lbe project, as designed, will DOI comply wilh Ibis 
regulation (see Commenis in Seclion 6.0 berem). 

• Muumum Slandards for liner design are specified as 2 ree1 or day ow:rlain 
by a geosynlbelic hner ( 40 CFR 258.40). The liner descnpuon m lbe draft 
EIS/EIR IS no1 suffiaen1ly delailed 10 determine if Ibis mmimum design 
Slandard has been me1 (see Comment 3-1 herein). 

• Mun1apa1 waste landfills are required 10 meet operating and design 
requ1remen1S rela1ed 10 dosure, linanaal assurance, and groundwater 
mom1onng. 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 

EISIEill 
Sectloa(Appeadlz 

D.G 

D.G.2a 

l!m!l 
74-109 

77-86 

CommHt 

Rauonalc for the Selection or Altcmatiw:s - lbc rauonalc for the sclcc:tion or 
altcmatM:s IS not prtMClcd m tbc draft ElS/EIR, although a comprcbcllSIYC set 
of potcnual altcmatM:s appcan to have been coas1dcred oo a scrcc111ng level 
basas. With respect 10 lbc sclccUoo or allcmatrves, why was tbe "reducecl laodfill 
opcrauons• altcrnau,,e established at 20%? Wbat IS lbc rclauonsh1p betweco tbc 
cconODllc fcasibtbty or lbc project and lbc waste rccc1p1 rate and laadliU 
capaaty? Ir economically VU1blc and of suffic:icotly capacty 10 meet regional 
d&Sposal Deeds, a smaller "rcducecl laodliU opcrauons• altcmauvc presumably 
would have even fewer Cl!Ylronmcotal impaas than those rcponcd for the 20% 
rcducuon altcmau,,e. 

Dcsmption of the Amboy (Rail•Cyclc) and Other Remote Rall Haul Proteas -
With respect to the Amboy (Rail• Cycle) project descnpuoo (pp. 81-86), several 
errors and spcculauvt: Sllltcmcnts arc thallcuged. lbc draft EIS/EIR authors did 
D0l rcvicw the current mformauon on file with San Bcrnardioo Couoty, wbic:b 
'1110111d have allowed a more accurate and les5 spctula!M portrayal or the sue. 
TblS ioc:ludcs live addenda 10 lbc Cond111onaJ Use Pcl"IIllt (CUP) Appbcauoo 
and numerous bad:ground sue c:barac:tenzauoo rcpons tbat provide 
supplemental mformauon about the project. Specific comments regarding the 
draft EIS/EIR 's dlaractcnzauoo of the Amboy project ar~ provided below: 

• lbc tea (p. 81) SllllCS that a SIIC near Amboy bas DOI been identified. Io 
fact, a spccfic sue kx:auon was identified m tbc CUP Applicauoo that 
rcponedly was rcYlewed 

• A recent Phase I bydrogcologic study bas condudcd that there arc oo fatal 
flaws or unresolvable geologic bazards at tbc Amboy site. Based oo tbc 
geologic cDY1rODJDco1, potenuaJ SOI.I liquclilctJoo in the event of an 
canbquatc is unWccly 

• lbc above-referenced study condudcd that there arc no public water 
systems wilbm lbc groundwater basto, mdudmg downgrad1en1 locallODS 
( c:onuary 10 Eagle Mountau1 where dowogradlcnt potable water supplies and 
caracuoa wells cmt ). lbc ncarc:st use of potable water is 6 IDllcs cast from 
the project 

• Phase I and Phase D biological studies performed by the Rail• Cycle 
c:onsultaot did DOI identify any ran: or endangered ammaJ or plant spcccs. 
No attM Dcscn Ton01SC populatioo was found on the project sue. Because 
Dcscn Tono&SC, Bighorn Sheep, and ICDSIIM plants arc DOI cnc:ountercd at 
the Amboy project sue, the Sllltemcnt that 11Dpaas will be sigruficaot and 
m,ugauon '111111 be ncccssary (p. 85) is IDISlcadiog and maccuratc 

• lbc draft EIS/EIR statement (p. 84) that the area contains numerous 
prclustonc and biSlonc: arcbaeological resources is misleading and biased. 
f.xtcusive sur,eys 1111w: bcco c:ompletcd according 10 BLM and San 
Bcrnan:lmo County prococols. lbe Amboy proJCCl will IMJid any significant 
cultural resources and Sites witbio the project bouodancs 
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Comment 

• Contrary 10 the draft EIS/EIR 1m (p. 84), tbcre may be sufficient bousing 
opponuniues for l'aa.llty employees m adjacent commumues. For C13111ple, 
Twenty-nme Palms bas suitable facilities 

• Because lbe sate is so remote, a luU range or vital public sel"YICCS and uliliues 
will be provided, tbc Cl8CI nature or wtucb will be determmed durmg lbe 
CUP process.. This does not represent a prDJeCl IDlpact or limitation, as 
unplled by the dnfl EIS/EIR 

• The Amboy project will !!Q! lunll aa:ea 10 mmeral resources (1.e., nearby 
sau production lilalities ), as Slated ID the draft EIS/EIR 

• The draft EIS/EIR makes the fOUowing umupponed siatcmea1 wi1b reprd 
10 tbc Amboy project: 

"Using the same critena of sasnificancc for Amboy as Easte Mountain as 
described iD lbe Air Quality sea.ion of tbts dnfl EIS/EIR, rail baul 10 

tbc Amboy area would also resuu ID a saSDificant eDYiroamental unpaa. 
Proponionally, tbts project would result ID lbe same lcllcl or eJDISSIODS 

withta and OUlSlde or lbe Soulb Coast Air Basan." (p. 85) 

Not only IS lbis sia1emeat extremely speculauve, it IS a swecp10g 
geaeralaat100 of a condiuoa tbat IS bemg subjected 10 detailed scnitiny at 
lbe prese111 IID!e. In fact, 11 is relevant to note tbat rail traDSponation 10 tbc 
Amboy project will 001 be IISIDg steeply-graded rail lines ( sucb as lbe 52-mile 
rail line from Ferrum Juacuoa and lbe Easte Mountain sue), a coadauoo 
tbat coa1nbuu:s sisnificantly to lbe energy CODSumpllOD and mr ellllSSioas 
from lbe Easte Mountau1 project. Abo, tr.Ml dislaDccs 10 lbe Amboy site 
will be less lban lbey are 10 Easte Mounta111. 

Flnally, allbougb no operational information on lbe 52-male Easte Mountau1 
rail lme IS lul'DISbed in lbe draft EIS/EIR, ii is questionable wbelber or D0l 

tbc grade along tbts line will suppon lbe movement of 14-car ll'alll5. U DOt, 

fewer can per 11'3111 8Dd more 11"8111 trips will be required, resulllDg ID 

1Dcreased air elDISSIOD5 for tbts aspect or lbe project. 

In summary, the draft EIS/EIR bas presented a very subjeatve, uDSUpponed, 
and ID many cases. inaccurate dcscnpuon of the Amboy f:aalJty tbat tends 10 lead 
reviewers 10 beli~ tbal differeaa:s betwecD tbts proJCCl 8Dd lbe Easte 
MOUDtalD LandfiU are IDlllllD8I and tbal enwonmental impactS are Sllllllar. 
Either a more accurate description 8Dd ngorous companson ::if tbts •a11erna~· 
(wtuch, as presented, does 001 meet lbe CEQA/NEPA delinluon or an 
al1ernauve, but more appropna1ely can be c:oasadered a compansoa) sbould be 
provided based OD all awllable lllformallOD or IIS menuoo sbould be deleted 
from lbe report. 

TOlal Waste Ouanuties - 1bc de:scripuoo of lbe Easte Mountain LalllUW proJCCt 
provides a total esumate or WBS1e capacity ( 100 biUioD cubic yards; see p. 85). 
but does D0l mdlcatc bow tbts waste volume will be dlSlnbuled among lbc four 
pbascs of landfill d~lopment (pp. S 1-SS). Tables tbal Clarify lbc relatiomtlip 
ber:ween expected daily waste receipts and total landfiU \'Olumes ( OD a cumulaM 
baSIS) over time would faalitate understanding and review of lbe dnft EIS/EIR. 
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Comment 

Emia - lbe l'ollowing axnments of a miner nature are provided: 

• A 3,000 tpd c:apacity tramfer station is estunated to generate: 140 IXllllalllers 
(2.5 IOD<apaaty) oa p. 48. Con=tly calculated, Uus size tramrc:r station 
would genc:ratc: ~ CIOlltamc:rs 

• lbe c:apaciry or lbe Eagle Mountain Landfill, 100 tnllioa cubic: yards (p. 85), 
appears to be: iDaxTea.. Plc:asc indicate bow this c:apacity was calculated. 
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3.0 WATER QUALllY AND USE 

t!&!!!l 
320-321 

Comm•nt 

Landfill l.Jner Design - The bner design proposed for the Eagle Moualain 
LandfiJJ is dcsa1bed oa pages 59, 320, and 321 of !be draft ElSIEIR. SelleraJ 
concerns regarding !be proposed system are aoced: 

• The descnpuoa of !be liner design, including a delailed crass secuon, is 001 
provided. The infonnallOII !bat is provided IS w:ry vague, mdudmg !be 
followmg eumples: 

• - a composue liner co11S1St1ng of clay and plasuc ow:r a:nam pon1ons 
of tbe landfill" (p. 320) 

"The area likely 10 require !be comp01111e cover would be the lowest 
elevallODS of !be landfill - those m0151 likely 10 receiw: leachate" (p. 
321) 

Because the dcsa1puons are so vague, criucal elements of tbe lmer design 
are DOI subJect 10 re,,iew, including tbe proposed lhic:lcness of lbe clay liner 
and tbe prease areal eztent and lb1c:lcness (in mils) of the syntheuc liaer. 
Furthermore, as descnbed, the lmer does DOI appear 10 meet Federal 
cntena under RCRA Subutle D regulauoas 

• The Slatement IS made (p. 320) !bat • Although faaors such as annual. 
preapitauon, background quality of groundwater, and current and 
anuapated use of groundwater md1ca1e !bat tbere will be no impa1rtI1eat of 
beaeliaal uses of groundwater, tbe c:nure area underlying refuse will be 
lmed." This 1D1pbes !bat groundwater WOUid DOI be 1111pacted ID lbc: absence 
of a liner, a conciUSIOD that cannot be substaauated 

Given lbe bigbly fractured and alJUV131 setting of the site, tbe sballow deptbs 
10 groundwater at some locauoas. and tbe suuauoa of the landfill abow: a 
s1gmlican1 and presently used groundwater resource, 11 is irrcspoastblc: 10 
unply !bat a landfill lmer may aoc be required. In fact, tbese cond1110DS 
probably warrant a more protecuw: liner tban has been proposed by tbe 
proJea proponent (see fotlowing axnmc:nt) 

• The general liner design requirements descnbed in tbe draft EIS/EIR 
reportedly were determined based on disawlons witb the Rlvel'Slde County 
Solid Waste DMSIOD. It IS DOI menuoned tbal tbe Lower C.olOrado R!Yer 
Regional Water Quabty Control Board (RWQCB) will play a leading role m 
approYlllg a liner design. Although tbc: 11111111Dum liner design requirements 
for a Cass m landfill found at 23 CCR. Chapter 15 are not espc:aally 
stnagc:nt ( and appear to be met by tbc: proJc:ct clc:slgn ), ~nc:na: witb 
otbc:r smular proJC:CIS has sbOWD Iha! !be R WQCB ltkc:ly Will demand a 
mud! more pnxc:cuw: liac:r tban bas been proposed 

The: draft EIS/EIR sbould descnbe and commit to a spealic DUDimum 
design SlaOdard for the: Eagle: Mountain Landfill so !bat lbc: public Will baw: 
some undel'SW!dmg of tbc: relative: and absolute: protc:cuon !bat will be 
pnMdc:d, given tbc: fraaured nature of !be bedrock at tbc: sate 
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• 11 15 indlC81ed (p. 321) 1ba1 some of lhe tailing is unsuitable for use as liner 
ma1enal due 10 permeabllny ccnsiderauons. Test data 1ha1 support lbe 
reported results should be provided and some inclicauon of Ille volume of 
unsuitable ma1enal sllould be es11ma1cd. Will Ibis resu11 ID the po1eutial 
need 10 procure liner ma1ena1 from other sources? Also, no doc:umentallOD 
( e.g., laboralory lest data} are provided 10 vmfy lbe dalJn lbal lhe lalliog 
ma1enal is non-hazardous. 

Groundwater Monnonng - Boreholes BH-1 and BH-3, descnbed on p. 128, 
mast Wtely did nol enccunter groundwa1er ID lbe bedrock because they were not 
dnlled ID an area of knCJW!! fraaunng. 1!:!m£: This observ.11ion IS based on 
borehole locauons DOied on Figure 63. Borehole designauons are barely 
discemable on Ibis map, but appear 10 be 10caled soul.II from Ille landfill 
foo1pnn1 ID lbe aJhmal cbanneL) WeU MW-3 IS dnlled ID lbe middle of a h1gbly 
l'aulted zone and Ille scbooJ wen appears 10 be dnlled 1Dto lbe projected uace of 
lbe same l'auluag. A better cbola: for a background weU klcallon would be cuber 
along lbe faul1 traa: at least S,000 feet nonhwest from lbe MW-3 klcauoa or 
along lbe fault traa: si1ua1ed 1,000 feel west from lbe BH-1/BH-3 locauons. 

The si1e does DOI baYe a background bedrock groundwater morutonng well 
Groundwater ID lbe aU1Mum and bedrock appears 10 occur as separa1e systems. 
Groundwa1er ID lhe fractured bedroct probably ~ ID a NW-SE duecllon 
along lbe fracture ucnd. The groundwa1er Dow clireaion through lbe alluV1um 
appears 10 Oow toward Ille a:01er of Clluctwalla Basin. Figure 42 denotes lbat 
lbere also IS a cbem1caJ differeaa: berweea lbese waten. Coasequenlly, neilber 
of lbese sys1ems bas been cbaractenzed ID sufliaen1 detail to suggest an 
appropnate groundwa1er monuonng system. 

~ - Factors olher !ban aquifer permeablliry could cause low pump1Dg rates 
ID wells MW-I and MW-2 (p. 320). The mast obvtous cause would be weU 
1nefficeacy resulting from madequa1e weU design or weU developmenL There 
was no gradauon curve presented for sediments encountered ID lbe water
beanog zone, bu1 lbe bthologic logs suggest lbe sediments are l'au-ly c:oanc. 
Therefore, a #3 sandpact may be 100 line for tJus aquifer. Both lbe boreholes 
for wells MW-I and MW-2 were enlarged wilb mud rowy me1hods. It IS very 
unponan1 1ha1 Ille dnllmg mud is developed out of lbe bonng 10 enswc 
ma:amum yield from lbe wells. No data were presented regardmg weu 
development, so lbe reader canno1 fuUy evaluate tf development IS a f'ac:tor 
ccntnbutmg 10 Ille apparent low }'ICld of lbe wells. 

Groundwater Elevauon - The CllJ>LaoaUon as 10 wily lllere is a depresSIOII ID lbe 
groundwa1er table ID lbe area of East P11 IS madequa1e (p. 112). The wa1er level 
ID lbe pn bas bad lime 10 equ1bbra1e 10 lbe local groundwa1er level 1be 
problem wtlb contounng groundwa1er levels ID Ibis area may be Ille result of 
ccmb1rung groundwater elevalions of wells ccmpleted ID Ille fractured bedrock 
With weUs ccmpleled ID Ille alhmum. 

Permeabiliues and Groundwater Flow - There is DO referena: for lbe estunated 
permeabdiry of lbe wa1er-beanng valley alhmum ( 1 :i: 10-2 cm/see; p. 132). AD 
accurate grouodwa1er velOClry in lbe Eagle Mountam project area cannoc be 
caJcula1ed al Ibis ume because lllerc arc DOI lbree weUs m lbe aUuvium to 
de1ermme Dow direcUoD or grachenL The Sta1emen1 tbal 1h15 area bas a "Dauer" 
groundwater gradient is umupponed. 
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Also the d1m:uon or groundwater mDYemen1 m Ille bedrock, because ii appears 
10 now well benealb the surfaa: 1opography, IS more likely a,n1rolled by lbe 
fraaurc systems rather lhan surface drainage pancros. 

There are no references presented ror lbe staled permeabilmes or the 
unfraaured bedrock and lbe Eagle MounWD School weU or lbe es111na1cc1 
porosuy of lbe bedrock (p. 137). There also is DO ezplanauon as 10 wlly lbc 
au1mm behew: lbc permeabtlilleS or lbc school weu 10 be ·100 high" and. 
therefore, unrepresentative (p. 137). 

The dlSCUMlon or lr.31/CI limes for grounclwa1cr m fractured bcdrocll: (p. 319) al 
Uus lime is mappropna1e because the permeabllny, porosuy, and flow direcuoo 
and gradient have noi been cbaraacriz.ed adequately. Any calculauons a1 Ibis 
p01n1 are tugbly specula~. 

There IS DO reference (p. 321) ror lbc remolded labon1ory permeabilny values 
prcsen1ed for lbc lalliags material (reponed as I x 1~ 10 8.8 x 104 cm/JCC). U 
lhc references a1ed lbree sentences later provide lbese values, lbcn lbc IClt 

should be rCYISCd 10 clanfy Ibis 155UC. 

Subsurface Con1am1na11on - There is no mcnuon or any cbcm1cals or po1cnuaUy 
hazardous subslaDces lb.al may have used or generated dunng lustoncal ore 
proces31ng operauons (pp. 11~119. 129). U potenually hazardoas subslances 
were used or produced, are lbese sub5tances bemg monitored for ID Ille 
groundwater monnonng system? How WIii iandfiii operallODS affect the fate and 
a,nuol or lhese subslances? Review or lbe lnhnear diagram (Figure 42) suggesis 
lb.at the school weU also may be impaacd by percolauon or lbe mmc processmg 
water. II would be unponan1 10 lmow if lbcrc are any beallh nsll: faaors 
asaocia1cd Wllh lhc proca.mig wa1cr. 

II is purely speculalm: 10 mall:c asseruons regarding lbc po1cnlial adsorpuon and 
dispersion of pollulaDIS ID lhc allllVIUffl (p. 319-320). AdsorpllOD and dlspersioo 
arc blgbly dependent on such faCIOrs as TOC, porosuy, pen:eniage of Slits and 
clays, and soil mOISlure a,n1en1 - none of Whid! baYC been dlaraaerized a1 Ibis 
SIie. 

Faults - By sugges11Dg Iha! fault gouge may impede groundwater Oow berween 
lbe bcdroc:11: and lbe alluvium (p. 320), 1he authors 1DdJreclly demons1ra1e lb.al a 
fault ainiaa may emt between lbe bedrock and all11V1um. This implies lha1 lbe 
fault may be Holocene ID age. Funbermore, If a low permeability layer emts 
berween lhe bedrodt and lbe aUUV1um, was Uus layer mapped m lbe Eas1 Pu 
where lbe a,n1ae1 is exposed? 

The proposed landfill IS S11ua1ed m a selSl!llcally aCUYe region and several faults 
transect lhc landfill f001pnnL lbc age of 1hc faults mus1 be dc1crm1Ded pnor 10 
perm111mg a landfill al Uus locauon. An IIJ\ICSllplion of lbese faulis should 
mdudc detailed mapp1Dg of lbc faulis, field cvaluauon of pho101meamcn15, and 
ucnctung of al111V1um wbcre II overlies faull traces. 
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40 ~ IV.A.3.a 327-329 Groundwa1er Supplies and Use - II is difficult 10 believe lba1 the withdrawal of 
an add11J011a1 1,972 acn:-fec1 or wa1er per year (plus 163 aae-ree1 per year 10 
aa:cmmoda1e rela1cd growth) from an 011erdraftcd and useable grouodwa1er 
resource can be dismlS5ed as imlgnific1111 when 11 repraents 9'.11, of the present 
grouadwa1er use and a ~ iaaease ID the ae1 c1rawdowa ra1e. The clrafl 
EIS/EIR defines a sigmficaal waler supply unpaa 10 be a ccndilioa wtlere the 
addiuonal wilbdrawal "would deplete sub5lanually the region's grounclwa1er 
resources• (p. 327). The basis for Um ai1enon of sigrulicancc and the volume or 
rarc of withdrawal lba1 IS amsidcred "substalluaJ" is DOI pl'OYlded in lhe repon. 

41 The draft EIS/EIR sl!ould Justify wby the aaccrbauon of an msung wa1er 
overdraft CODdiUOll, where water is mined and losl for fu1ure uses, represcnlS 
ocuhcr a sigmlican1 impaa, a cumulauvc impaa, or a kll5S of long-term 
produclivtry. The km of 21 years ofwa1er rcscrvcs (i.e~ from 557 10 536 years of 
available drawdowu - p. 329) may or may DOI be 11g111lic1111, depending 011 one's 
cri1ena or sigrulicmcc. Furthermore, lbcsc ume frames arc mucb 100 long 10 
auow mcanmgful Judgme111S 10 be made. The drawdowu perccnrages descnbed ID 
the prCYIOUS paragraph herein provide a more pnlCllcal means of comparison. In 
any case, 11 is unponan1 dial the cvaluauoo collSldcr the cumulauvc ID!paas of 
p01e11uaJ regional growth and dcvclopmea1 (Oller the 11m 115 years) ID 
conlribuung 10 the grou11dwa1cr 011erdraft co11di11011S. 

42 3-9 111..A.1 Various ~ - Is wcU "MWlD" 011 Figure 46 a duplica1e sample? U so, this should be 
DOied ID the ICll. Also, results from CW-2 and CW-3 should be added 10 Um 
cllagram. 

43 Figures 47 and 48 11ccd a north IIITDW, scale, and IOpOgrapbic source. Figure 48 
also is DllSSlllg a 720 • grou11dwa1er contour hoc. 
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335.337 

337-338 

Comm•nt 

undfill Gas ILFG) Proclucuon Esumates - Reference is made in Uus secuon to 
tbe methods for esuma11ng LFG productiOD from the landfill . (p. 33S). 
Supponmg documentation on bow the production rates were determined was 
not fullUShed. Therefore, n IS not pais1ble to evaluate the methodology used or 
the values calculated. It is imponant that reviewers of the draft EIS/EIR b8lle 
this 1nformat1on, given tbe health and safety and atr em1M1on concerns related to 
landfill gas production. Nc-.enheless, the bnef summary provtded III tbe draft 
EIS/EIR raises a couple of questions. 

First, landfill gas generauon rates of 0.02 to 0.07 cu Mb-yr were assumed (p. 
33S} without any substanuatmg documentation. Wlule Uus range of values may 
or may not be valid for Um site, there IS no way for an independent revtCM:r to 
evaluate the rauonale for tbc selection and usc of these rates. 

Second, the public health and safety sccuon (Section IV.B) descnbcs the 
l?lalllmum dally gas generation rate as ranging from 78 10 82 m~hon cubic feet 
per day (p. 33S) and estimates that 20% of Uus volume (16.4 million cubic feet 
per day) could escape the landfill (p. 337). However, the analysis for the atr 

quality scclion (Section VI.D) assumed that tbe maxunum gas generat1on rate 
would be 46,000 cubic feet per minute (66 million cubic feet per day), of wlllcb 
only 9,200 cubic feet per minute (13 million cubic feet per day) rcprescnlcd 
potenuat fugmve em1M1ons (p. 376). lblS discrepancy is S1gndican1 and usc of the 
higher rate would 111creasc the csumatcd atr elDJS51oos for tbe projca. An 
cxplanaU0D should be provided. 

undlill Gas Monitoring System - The project design 111d1ca1es tbat landfill gas 
monitors WIii be placed near on-Site Slructures and along the northern penmeter 
of tbe town of Eagte Mou01a111 (p. 337). lblS system design in effect will morutor 
potential receptors rather than the landfill itself. Sud! a moru10nng scheme is DOI 
cons1S1en1 with State regulauon (sec below). Furthermore, if a reccptor-onented 
monitoring sysiem is e1MS1oned, consideration should be given 10 the faa that 
OYCr the I IS-year projected life of the project, demographics around the landfill 
may change and require the 111Stallauon of addiuonal morutonng wells. Penmts/ 
approval$ 1SSued for the project should antiapare Uus pDIS,Slbility. 

The draft EIS/EIR mates no ment1on of tbe need 10 comply with Califorma 
Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) regulauons regardillg gas 
monnor loc:auon and spaang. 14 CCR ln83.5(b) Slates that penmeter wells 
Shall be IIISUllled ar or near the faahty property boundary and lateral spact11g 
shall DOI Cl0CCd 1,000 feeL AlsO, the wells should be completed III gas permeable 
Slructural or suaugraptuc features, which requires that the geology ar the Site be 
wt:U understood. F111ally, tbe sysiem should be designed by a reg151ercd aviJ 
engineer or a certified engineenng gcolog151 and appl'OYCd by tbe CIWMB. None 
of these rcqull'Cments arc ackllowtedgcd in tblS scaion and the 1eotat1Ye design 
proposed by tbe project proponent may DOI be adequate. A dear commitment to 
these regulatlOIIS and the need to CODSUII witb/l'Ceeivc approval from tbe 
CIWMB sbould be 111dudcd ID the draft EIS/EIR. 
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5.0 TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 

t!&!!!l 
1S0-1S1 

Commnt 

1be draft EISIEIR aatc:s (p. JSO) 111111 a lepslatiYcly aulbarized rigbl-4Jf""8)' 
CIISled for a 32-mile scaiaD of lbe rad span between Eagle Moumain and 
Ferrum JuDCtiaa. Tbe report furtbcr aatcs (pp. JSO-JSJ) 111111 lbe onginal rigb1-
of411Y was panted 10 provide rail aaw:e 10 lbe mining operations at Eagle 
Mountain, and 111111 1111111111 activities were suspended iD 1982 and lbe use of lbc 
railroad was discoaliDued. What If any measures have been miuated 10 gain 
aa:eu 10 Ille rigbt-4Jf""8)'? GiYen the new intended use, What type of leplatiYc 
aulbomalJOO mUSl be secured? 
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6.0 AIR QUALin' • 

Com_ment 

Documen1a11on - Aar quality impacts of the project -re evaluated by Stem1 
Research, Inc. m a 22 August 1990 report Ulduded m Appelldm E. Because the 
repon faded to prtMdc supponing documentaUOD for the c:alculated au 
em1SS1ons and concenuauons. 11 IS DOI possible to vcnfy !hell' accuracy. More 
1mponanlly, It IS Dot pc:miblc 10 review the validity of the assumpuons that wt:re 
used for the vanous calculat1ons and models. For c:mmple. a general dlSCUS&IOD 
IS pl'OYldcd as 10 bow "worst case" meteorological conditions -re used 10 model 
ambient 311' em1M1ons (p. 60), but the actual assumpuons used (e.g., wind speed 
and dJrcct10D, stabdny class, etc.} -re not 1deD111ied. Nor -re the prcasc 
IOC111ons of =ptors ldcnulicd. 

Another c:mmple of insufliaeDt documentauon IS the assumpuon that 80% of 
the laDdfill p will be captured and directed through the Oare system (p. 81). No 
studies supporung sucb effiaency arc cted. SIDlllarly, the rcfereDce for the 
Klenuficd landfill tcmc compounds and thell' concentrauons (pp. 98-99) is 1101 

provided. Another c:mmple of poor documeDtallOD IS the summary of estunated 
311' em1SS1ons after all recommended DJJugauon measures baYC beeD incorporated 
on Tables 34 aod 3S (pp. 132-133). Because there IS DO acc:ountmg of, or 
jUStilicauoD for, the rcduCUoD effiaences of the mdMdual m111ga110D measures, 
there IS DO way 10 understand bow the values OD these tables -re del'IYCd. 

The assumptions that are used for impact calculations aDd analysts arc critical 
Consequently, they mUSl be supponcd tcctuucally aod preseDtcd dearly for tbird
pany sauuny aDd rCY1ew. Minor changes m assumpuom CBD result iD outcomes 
that radically affect project l'CqUll'CfflCDIS. For c:mmple, !ill! DJJUgaUoo, tbc NOE 
emlS&ODS from the p flare are eswnated to be 216 tonstycar, a total slightly 
below the 250 10115/ycar PSD tngger level (p. 100). Minor cbaDgcs m the p 
reCOYCry effiaeDcy, the assumed emission factor for the flare, aocl/or the l'CIIICMI.I 
effiaenc:y of the urea mject10n system (wh1cb IS expected to provide 30% NOE 
removal only ~ the p generauoD exceeds SO milliOD cubic feel/day) could 
resull m the PSD review bemg 1nggercd. 

In the abscDce of doc:umenta110D as 10 sources, assumpuODS. aod detailed 
calculauom ( e.g., computer generated model rum, etc.), 11 IS DOI p0551ble to 
lWCS5 the vabd1ty of the all' quabty aoalysls. As a result, the publJc IS Dot truly 
able 10 review tblS cnucal aspect of the project aod mUSl accept the rcponed 
values on face. The followtng commenlS -re prepared with these lirrutaUODS ID 

mmd. 

S1gn11ican1 Pro1ect lmparu - Even after all of the feasible m111ga1ion measures 
are appbcd, 11 IS dear that sigmlicant air quabty 1mpaC1S Will occur. Toe draft 
EIS/EIR provtdes only pa551ng comments as to the need 10 funher lWCS5 the 
problem (ODce site-spcafic meteorological data arc available) aod pas.sibly 
provide further mmgauoo. TbJS raises SCYCral coDcerm as 10 the completeDesa of 
tbe cvaluaUOD aDd steps that Deed to be takeo. 

• AppeDdil: E to lbc draft EIS/EIR. provides a ccmprehellSIYC dlSC\ISSlon of air quality tMues and impacts, which merely arc summarv.cd 
iD lbc main body of tbc report. 1bc foc:us of these ccmmeDIS is OD Appcndm E. although the commenlS are equally appl1C3blc 10 
a,m:spondiDg tell found iD Scc:tioas DI.D and IV.D of the report. 
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Commeat 

Fint, there is DO guarantee !bat the SIIC-apeafic data, onc:c av.illablc, will result in 
reduc:cd ambient air cona:ntrauons, as the autbors apea. Even tbough the data 
will represent only one year (rather tban the five yean of data commonly used), 
the worst case meteorological C0Dd1lions may be more extreme than lbase 
assumed for the present analysis. Without severe and prolub11M:ly expensive 
m1upuon measures, 11 IS apparent !bat lhc prt>Jcct will generate significant air 
CDllSSKlDS as measured by several mtcna. These 1Ddudc standards for 
1ncrcmcntal ambient macascs ID Class I and Class n areas, thresholds for major 
stationary sources and new source review, and degradation of a Clasa I area 
(Jashua Tree Nauonal Monument). 

Elcunples of such cccecdan=s.. eztracted from Tables 29 and 36 ID Appcnd11 E, 
arc provided below: 

Pro1ec1ed Emm,ons (urlm3) 

Pollu1an1 wfo Mi11p1ion 

NOz (1-bollr) 539 
N02 (annual) 8.1 
SOz ("24-llour) 8.0 
PMI0 (24-bour) 445 
PM10 (24-bour) 445 
PM10 (24-llour) 17.9 
PMI0 (annual) 84 
PMI0 (annual) 84 

w/Mit1p110n 

491 
7.7 
7.8 
441 
441 
17.7 
83 
83 

Allawllbk: 
Emiaioaa 
~ 

470 
25 
5 
so 
150 
10 
30 
so 

Caliromui Air Quality 
Cua I lncraacn1 
Oua I lncrcmau 
Caliromui Air Quality 
Nation.al Air Quality 
Clas& I lncrcmca1 
ea11rornui Air Quality 
Na1ion.al Air Quality 

The draft EIS/EIR provides no IDSlghl into bow lhcsc significant impacts should 
and will be addrcsKd. 

Prcvcnuon of Sigmlicanr Dc1cnora1ion - 1n Appcndll E (p. 97), 11 IS stated !bat 
the •source• for PSD dctcrmmauons C0IISISlS of the Dare and mmcrar proa:s51Dg 
cqu1pmcnL Allhougb lhc repon correc:tly mdJcatcs !bat fugilJYe cmmions arc not 
10 be IIIC.ludcd in the calculauon, II is DOI equally dear whether or DOI OD·SIIC 
w:blclc ClllWIODS sbouk:I be subJcct 10 the regulauom. 40 CFR S2.21(bXS) 
defines a stauoaary source as a "buddmg, structure, faabty or installauon. • It IS 
p015S1blc WI USEP A may require on-SIie vebidc emissions 10 be included ID tbJs 
instana:. 1n any case, further scrutiny of the cmmions c:alc:ulallOtls, as dlSCUSSCd 
in Comment Number 6-1, may alter the draft ElS/EIR's stated cxpcct.atlOD mar 
a PSD review IS DOI required.. 

The draft EIS/EIR also fails 10 addrcu bow the SCAOMD's PSD rules (Ruic 
1701 CL seq.) WIii be complied with. These rules and Federal regulauons found 
ar 40 CFR S2.21(c) provide lunits 10 ambient increases ID poUutant 
conccnrrauons ow:r baseline condilJOIIS. Even with lhc recommended miupuon. 
measures, amlllcnr 311' cona:ntrations arc proJcaed 10 CICeCd these aUowablc 
increments for some parameters. The draft EISIEIR should actnowledgc lhc 
proponent's intent either 10 meet lbc regulatory limilS or 10 seek an CKmplion 
from lhc requtrcmc111S. 
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Trmc Air Emm1ons and the Screening le,,el Health RISII: AMCSSment - Io 
general, the scn:erung level health rlSli: ;wes.mieo1 performed by Sierra Resean:n. 
Ioc. IS SUDpllSUc and uodocumenled. Funhermore, II CODdudes that IOlaC 311' 

emJS.\KIDS could result iD an mcreased cancer nst of between 6 and 19 cases m 
ooe m1llioD (p. 97), lcvelS that are coos1dered sigmficaot by some Federal aod 
State regulatory a11ena aod guidehnc&. The c:cocl11S100 that the cancer nst Will 
decrease once a more refioed model ruo cao be performed (p. 97) is 
uosupponed and leaves the ISSUC open-ended for the draft EIS/EIR evalualJOO. 
G111eo lhe limited data presented iD lbe draft EIS/EIR. there IS DO way 10 
establlSb wbelber or DOI IOlllC 311' emlMIODS represeDI a s1goifican1 problem and, 
thus, no way 10 adequately evaluate thas 155Ue. Speafic comments on the 
assumpuons aod methods used for the health nst ~01 are pl'OYlded 
below: 

• The assump110DS used iD the analysis are either undocumented ( e.g.. 
meteorology and recep10r locallODS) or uosupponed (e.g.. seJeaioo of UJllic 
compounds and their landfill gas cooceouauoos, flare desuua1011 aod 
removal efliaeocy (DRE), etc.). Consequently, ii IS 001 pas51ble 10 evaluate 
the reasonableoeM or cooserv.iuveoeM of the modeling effon 

• The baslS for the c:zpeaed landfill gas cooceoualiom o( eacb lallc 
compound on Tables 31 and 32 is 001 provided. Several landfill studies exist 

that mcllca1e Wide ranges in the c:cnc:eo1ra11oos of ICIIDC compounds m landfill 
gas. This 1SSUe should be evaluated and the seleclJOD of appropriate 
concenualiODS justified 

• The landfill gas coUeclJon effiaeocy (80%) and flare DRE (99%) used iD 
the aoalysas are uosupponed 

• Tbe scn:erung level health rlSli: assessment does 001 ioc:lude an aoalysas of 
acute or cbroD1c ooncaranogctUC health effects from ICIIDC compounds suc:b 
as 1olueoe, cblorobenzene, etc. Suc:b an evalualioo IS a typical componc:01 of 
a health risk assessment aod II sbould be included m the draft EIS/EIR or 
IIS 01!11S51011 sbould be JIISllfied. 

Joshua Tree Nauonal Monument - Allhougb air quality lll]paCIS m the 
Southeast Desen Air 8aslll represeDI a Slgoific:aol proJea lll]paa, the prcmmlly 

of the s11e 10 Joshua Tree Nauooal Mooumen1., a Qass I area, and the p01enllal 
311' unpaas 10 these lands warrant special aueouoo. Tbis level of analysis does 
001 appear 10 be provided ID the draft EIS/E.IR. Tbe draft EIS/EIR CODdudes 
that the increase iD ambieo1 311' conceouallODS will ezc:eed the allowable: 
mcremeots for a Cass I area for 011rogeo a,ades, sulfur cllrmde, and particulates 
(pp. 93 and 137). V1S1b1bty wubm the Monument bouodanes cao be c:zpeaed 10 
be impaired by the increased annospbenc loadu!g of these parameters m 
pan1cular. 
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93 and 137 The draft ElSIEIR does not do an adequa1e job of desaibmg lhe sigmficana= of 
lhc:se unpacts 10 Ille Joshua Tree National MonumenL The purpose or 1he Oean 
Air Aa 11 10 prac:rw:, pr01ea, and enbance Ille air qualiry III nauonaJ parts, 
oauonaJ WIiderness areas, nauooal DJODumenlS and Olber areas or spec.al nalional 
or regional recreational, sceruc, or bls1onc value. To a.wire Ibis pro1eai011, Pan 
C or Ille Cean Air Aa establishes maximum allowable IIICl"eases 10 
cooceouatiom of cenaio pollulaDIS. The draft ElSIEIR only bneOy menuom lbe 
pramniry of a Class I area 10 lbe projea and of lhe proposed unpacts. The 
repon n01es lba1 Ille mamnum allowable mcremeolS are apeaed 10 be 
acceded and llldica1es tbal lbc:se 1mpaC1S Will rema111 sigmfican1 even after all 
proposed m1uga1J01J measures have been applied. ImpaCIS above !be Qcan Air 
Act 111cremeo1 levels 10 a Oas& I area are DOI permmed and, as such, reprac:01 
a fatal flaw 10 !be pr0JCCL 

Various 

Fmally, I.be 111111e of visibiliry is in1roduced in lbe draft ElS/EIR, bul II DOt 

analyzed olber lhao 10 State I.hat YISibllil}' 1mpaCIS WIii be "signilicanL" ThlS !e,,el 
of analysis II madequate for sud! an unponao1 iMue. DecwOD-makers and !be 
public deserw: a beuer ac:cououog as 10 bow mud! V1S1b1lll}' rcducuoo may oa:ur 
(e.g., 1 ollle, 3 miles, etc.) and bow lblS rcducuoo may unpaa the recreauooal 
value of lbe MooumenL 

&a!!! - Errors or ioconslsteocies in lbe Appendil E 1cn are provided below: 

• On Table 19 (p. 74), lbe number of 0001a1Der handlers and 1ram car 
spouers for a S1Dgle stauoo are 1dentilied as 2 and 1, respecuYely. Wby are 
1here DOI 14 and 7 (respectJYCly) of lbc:se YCbldes for seven transfer SlallOns 
on Table 20 (p. 75)? The fuel rare for rubber-tired loaders 15 reported 10 be 
6 gal/hr on Table 19 and 7 gal/hr OD Table 20. Funbermore, 1be calculaled 
emlSSIODS for Ibis YCblde on Table 20 (i.e., 906.28 lb/day NOx, CIC.) do DOI 

appear 10 be cotTCCt 

• Flare emlSsions are identified as miuga1ed OD Table 25 (p. 83) and Table 33 
(p. 100), bur are descnbed as unmi11ga1ed OD Table 28 (p. 91). 
Funbennorc, DO aplaoauoo is prowled as 10 how lbe unmitigated flare 
emiMloos ~ denved OD Table 33 (i.e., 308 1011/yr NOx, etc.). These 
discrepancies sbould be resolved 

• Joshua Tree NaUooaJ Monument IS identified as being over 2 miles from lbe 
project SIie on p. 94 of Appenda: E. yt:I elsewhere in 1be draft EIS/EIR II 11 
dcscnbed as Wllbm 8,000 feel (abou1 1.5 ollles). U lbc dlSWlce of 2 ollles is 
mcorrcct and lhll value was used 10 calculate ambico1 au ccncenua1ioos a1 
lbe Monument, are lbe au ccncenuauons uodcresuma1ed? 

• The CO emissions from transfer stations ~ Wllh miugauoo on Table 
34 (p. 132) from 98 10 109 IODSlyear. Is lhll corrca? Because lbe bases for 
lbe m1ugauon rcduClioDS are DOI prtMded ID lbe lctt, II IS DOI possible 10 
cvaluale lbe accuracy of any of lbe "Wllb IDIUplioo" CIDISSKlll Y81ues. 

6-4 



DOCUMENT 0139 

7.0 BIOLOGICAL ~OURCES 

Commnl EISIEIR 
~ Secllo![yl!!adbr l!m!l Comm.,nl 

68 7-1 ID.G.2.b 216-23S Desen Tonrue - Allbougll only two Desert Tonoise SIJIII -re fouod during I.be 
IV.G.1 446-4S2 field rcconnaissance (p. 217), II is worth 0011ng Iba! tbe project site is located OD 

land that provides tortrue ballttat, albeit apparently 10111 quality ballttaL Thus, 
some m1mmal amount or "taking" may be oa:umag oa the projea site. 0a this 
baslS, the a:mdllSIOII that Ibis represents DO sagnificaat impact (p. 23S) is 
uasupponed. 

69 
The: popu1a11on density or 100-250 animals per square mile, which presumably 
oa:urs withm tbe 10-mllc: stretch of railroad nght-of-way that Q'IJMCS the 
Category 1 Desen Tonrue habitat, would appear to represent a tbrMng tonoise 
commumty. It 'WOUid be IIKful to laJow h0111 large aad unique this designated 
habitat is to help understand the: sagnificana: or the 111lpaas aad the adequacy or 
the proposed 011upuoa. ll thlS habitat IS relaUYely rare or umque, mraordmary 
rmuptioa measures may be appropnate. 

70 The Rad-Aco:ss Only AJtemauve still wiU requtrc the coasuucuon or a rad spur 
aad the destruc:tioa or some Category 3 Desen Tonoise babitaL This, ID tum, 
Will require compeasauon or set.aside ballttal, wlllcb sbould be aclcDOwledged ia 
the discussion or this project a11emaUYe (p. 4S2). 

71 7-2 IV.G.2 4S2-4S6 Bighorn Sheep - The draft EIS/EIR iadicate:s lbat appramnately 994 acres or 
pnme Bigham Sheep range wiU be kl5t due to the proJec:t. lbe clalJII IS made 
that this loss or foraStDg habitat IS 001 sagmficaat becallK abundant rora81Dg 
habitat msis ia the Eagle: MouataJIIS. lncremc:ntally, this may be true, but If the 
Objearve IS to protect threatened and endangered species to the extent pawble, 
the coaa:pt or habitat loss should be Viewed oa a cumulaUYe basis with a goal or 
ao net 1cm. None or the mmpuon measures proposed compensate for thlS loss 
or habitat (e.g., rep1aa:mea1 bab11a1, etc.). 

72 The 644 acres or Bighorn Sheep habitat that wiU be prcsel'IICCI OD-site does 1101 
represent direct compeasauoa ror the apected las5 ia habitat, aor IS 11 apparent 
bow habitat m this dase pnmnuty 10 a major landfiU operauoa could be 
ca1egonzed as "tugh quabty," as IS done on p. 4S6. 

73 7-3 IV.G.6 467 Although -!land IDlpactS arc descnbed ID SC:CIIOIIS or the draft EIS/EIR (for 
ciample when discusSlag !Dlpacts to lhe Nelson Bigham Sbeep), ao quaauty 
e:sumate:s arc pnMded or areas or -uands 10 be dislurbed. The repon should 
address the impacts to wetlands by defining aad calculauag acreage affeaed. Tbe 
draft EISIEIR also should descnbe any detenmnauoas made by the Corp or 
EnStDeen and tbe penrut aad review pl'0CCM aauapated to secure a Corp or 
Enpneen 404 PefDllL 

74 7-4 ID.G.1.a 196 ~ - No lc:gead bas been provided for Figure S7a (p. 196). Please prtMde 
oae. 
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Commeat EISIEIR 
Number Sectloa/Appeadbr Comnwat 

:-: 
i 
~ ~r:~ 
l@ 

I 

75 8-1 IV.H.2 

:~:'.:.·.------: :-_::: :-----.·.•.•:'::::::::::::::::: ·· ·,=~.:.:·•· ·········:::··w;-:;;,;,~m 

Tbe disamaon of tipping fees ia tbc draft EISJEIR (p. 476) pr0YKlcs ao basis for 
lhird-pany ewluatioa. Tippmg recs or SIS.SO per 1011 (L05 Angeles, 1990) are 
compared wilb cq,eaas recs of S45.00 per 1011 at !be Eagle Mountam Landfill. 
Tbe sources or lbesc numbers are 110t referenced or Justtfied, so !bell' aa:uracy 
C3IIIIO( be detennmed. 
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Commeat EISIEIR 
?!.!!!!!!!:!!: Sectio~l!!!!dlx 

9-1 Ill.Ll.a 

9-2 Ill.Ll.c 

-:•=::•:·:.:: .. : .. :.::::::::::::::::·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:::::·:·;·:::·:·:·:·:·;·:·;:::;~-;·;·:·:·:::~::;:;:;:;:❖!·;❖::::r..-..-k 

DOCUMENT 0139 

9.0 GEOLOGY AND MINERAL ~OURCE; 

f!lml 
245 

249-250 

Commeat 

Figure 63 (p. 245} - The followmg mnmems regarding this figure arc offered: 

• The sue is not delineated 

• No reference is made to -Us MW4, MW-5, and MW~ ID the 1c:n. Arc 
thc:se CIIISllllg -Us? 

• Borehole locations for BH-1 and BH-3 arc barely clisc:cmable 011 the 
geologic: map. These should be idenufied more dearly 

• Fraaurc attitude symbols noted on the map sboukl conform to USOS 
standards 

• A geologic cnJIHCClJOII lhrougb MW-1, Eat Pi1, and MW-3 wtJUld belp 
darify geologyibydrogeology. 

~ - II does DOI appear as tbougb the faults Iba! CUI lhrougb the pro,= 
area ba1le been ezammcd ID any detail (p. 249). The fact lbat the allUV1um does 
DOI appear 10 be 0ffsel al ODe speci6c locaUOD does D0l mean lbat the fault or 
the fault system neczsanly is mactlYe. A more detailed study or the faults cutting 
through the Sile sbould be performed to ensure that they arc DOD-Holocene in 
age. 

Also, a more detailed map or the East Pit would belp greatly in understanding 
the relallODSbJp ber:ween faults, fracture joints, BIid geologic units. 

FIIIBlly, bavc the pbotolineaments been eamined in the field? Do the 
ph01olineaments comapond to mown faults? 
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10.0 VISUAL, RECREATION, AND WILDERNESS RESOURCES 

84 

85 

86 

87 

::;:: 

,:::! 

:I 

Commeat 
Number 

10.l 

10.2 

10.3 

EIS/EIR 
Sectlog/Appendm 

IIIJ and IVJ 

IIIJ.l 

IVJ.l 

::j:h·;·'.:'.::·'.·'.•:·:·:·:·::·:_:·:·:•:•:•t:·;::·=·:·:::•~-~ .. ·· ........... , •• ~:r.::~ 

bl!!!l 
General 

258-26S 

492-S14 

0. 

t_ommrnt 

Documcn1auon - The visual resource ana~ and evaluation of IDlpacl 
51gnificanc:c III the draft EIS/EIR reponcdly are performed III aa:ordanc:c with 
the BLM's -V-151131 Resource Management System.• l1us document IS not atcd 
111 the reference section (Secuon IX), nor IS any dcscnption of the BLM 
asscwnent methodology prOYided in tbe ten. Consequently, there IS no way to 
asscM the accuracy and adequacy of 1h15 draft ElS/EIR secuon. 

Without a ccpy of the BLM document, 11 IS no1 po551ble 10 evalua1e 1he assigned 
clas.s11icauons presented ID the draft EIS/EIR, including landscape scenic quality 
ratings. VISWII a>ntrast, viewer sen511mty, and Vl5Ual resource management cw.s. 
However, YISWII resource ~eo1 techniques generally are a>D51dcrcd 10 be 
somewhat sub)ectivc and imperfect tools. Therefore, 11 IS appropna1e 10 infuse 
ccmmon sense and profes51onal judgment IDID the evaluauoo prCllZM. The 
follOWU1g comments reflect tblS ccmmon sense approach. 

Ass11mmen1 of "Scenic Raunl!!" - Scenic raungs arc 3551gned 10 SCYeral 
landforms surrouodmg the proJect without a d1SC11SS100 of the cntena used 10 
generate the rauog. 1n general, Ille regional landscape character IS dcscnbcd as 
havmg "sweeping panoramic views [with) daily changes ID lighung, sun angles, 
shadow pancms, cclors, and the dynamic slcysc:ape: storms, cloud fonnauoas., 
sunrises, sunsets, and starry nights" (p. 258). The desen anracts Y1Si1ors and IS 
apprcaa1cd for its stnbog, yet su blle, landforms and general lack of Y1Sual 
"clut1cr." Yet desp11c these ccns1dcrauons, the landscape generally was 3551gncd 
scenic quality raungs of medium 10 low in the draft EIS/EIR. 

II IS espcaally notcwonhy that the ms1ing m1D1Dg area is dcscnbcd as creating 
an apparently beocfical "S1grufican1 Y1Sual vancry 10 the scemc quality of tbc 
area• (p. 26S). Funhermore, the aisling mining area IS 3551gned a V1Sual qWlhty 
raung of low, the same rauog 3551gned 10 und1S1urbcd bas1m. baJadas, duocs, and 
dry lakes. Whale the ccnccp1 or vanety IS c:cruuoly important ID the ccntcn or 
YISUal resources, II IS DOI clear how lbe aisung man-made mlDIDg 1ntl'USIOD can 
be ccmparablc to the uod1Sturbcd landscape, as the assignment of scemc ratings 
appears to 1D1ply. 

V1Sib1lity Versus V1Sual Resources - Although the value of a V1Sual resource is a 
direct fuocuon of its V1S1b11iry, no serious d1SCUSS1on of VISibwty degradauon from 
the S1grufican1 atr quality impacts is provided m either llus secuon or tbc atr 

quality 5CClJOO (Sccuon IV.DJ. VISll31 resources ID tbc area are likely to be 
unpacted mud! more sigmficantly by the km ID VISual danty from key 
observauoo po111ts that extend up to 11 males, lban from tbc observauon of 
landfill actmues (rather than marung actmues or mine~ land) from these 
d1Staot viewpoints. ThlS IS pan1cularly true for an area of e:ast111g high quality 
Y1S1b1hry, sud! as surrounds the Site, and for areas where a pnmary attraCltOD is 
Y1Sual acstbctics, such as Joshua Tree National Monument (see ccmment ID "Alt 
Quality" secuon). Funbennore, the au- pollutants lbat will cause the sigDJficant 
atr quality impaas (Le., paruculates, N~ and SOz), are tbe same ones that 
ccntnbutc most 10 VISib11ity reduction. 
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Commnl EISIEIR 
Number Secdon/ADuendlK b&!i!l Comfflflll 

88 lCM IV.J.I 49'2-495 lmpac:ts on Visual Resources - The \IIIU8I impact analyslS (pp. 49'2-493) foaises 
on tbe visual impact or I.be completed landfW, wlucb unclenwidabty would be 
e:qxctcd 10 represent an improvement over lhe present dislurbed c:anditiom. 
Howe,ier, Ille report sbould more clearly admowlcdge tbat operallOIIS similar in 
sa>pe and magnnude to Ille previous mining operauoas will be visible, to some 
C11en1, for Ille nm 115 yean until apeacd laad611 c:lollure. Furthermore, ltllS 
impact sbould be amuaated witb tbe rererenc:a1 "approvm KaJSer Mine 
Rectamauon Plan,• wluctl one would asume c:antains substantial requirements 
for lbe V1Sual 1mprovemen1 or Ille site. If land reclamation II required pursuant 
10 IIIIS plan. tben Ille "no acuon alternauw:• may 001 necasanly leave the em11Dg 
Y1Sual degradation tniact, as assumed by tbe draft EIS/EIR (pp. 76 and 495). 

89 10-5 IVJ.3.a 512 Tree-Planting Program - 1be tree-planting program prop0IICd as a 1D1tiga110D 
measure (p. 512) is an appropriate and valuable requtrement rcr tbe pr0JCCl 
propooenL However, tbe draft EIS/EIR Slates tbat "it is apected that tree 
plan11ng would agam occur" and does not commit MRC to any specific 
requirements or a plan or action ( e.g., planung a specific number or trees or 
providing landscaptng on C0IDlnOtl grounds). 1be document appean 10 imply 
tbat lbcse activiu1:1 will be Ulldenaken by tbe new lOWII tnbabitants. Specific: 
c:ammiuneots and implementation requirements rcr ltllS 1D1tiga110n measure 
should be defined more dearly in dllS section. 

90 10-6 IV .J.S.a 518 Night Lighting - The mitigation measures tbat will be used to reduce the impact 
of mgbt ligbung are sound, but lbere IS no way 10 determine wbetber or not 
s1gnific:an1 UDpacts will remain. Only an arbitrary aitenon or sagnific:ance is 
pn:Mded (i.e~ ·ruu DoodligbllDg or fac:ili1i1:1" 1S c:ansidered signilic:an1 - p. s 18). 
Given tbe pl'Olllmity or tbe JOISbua Tree NaUODal Monument and tbe evadence 
tbat bgbts from prev1ous DllDlllg operations were Yisable for up to 70 IDJles (p. 
S 18), tlllS 155Ue warrants further analysts. 
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92 

Comment 
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11-2 

EIS/EIR 
Section/Appendix 

DI.L 

IV.1..6 
Appendi:I: H 

fmt!l 
300-302 

S61 
20 
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11.0 NOISE 

Comment 

Reren:nca f0r, or desaipuom of, lbe models used 10 estunate IIOi:se levels (e.g.. 
lbe Wyle Train Noae Model and lbe fHW A Highway Traflic: Noise Prediction 
Model) are ll0l provided iD lbe draft EIS/EIR or asKIClllted Appeada:: H. 
Therefore, it is D01 paaible 10 evaluate lbe appropna'- or 111ae 
melllodologica or lbe accuracy or lbe results. 

The effects or aoise generated by lbe project on lbe Desen Tortoae are stated 
to be not Slpufu:anl (p. S61). This CODdUSIOD is DOI supponed by 1be related 
NOISe Tectmical Repon (Appendil H; p. 20), wbicll states Ulat the "effects or 
railroad IIOl5C: on desen 1onases are airrenlly DOI lmown, and a more detailed 
n:seardl sbould be c:oaducted 10 tbat lbe effeas or railroad IIOi:se on the desert 
lOrtOISe populalioa can be UDdenlood. • 
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11.0 ENERGY CONSUMPTION/GENERATION 

l!m!l 
S72 
80 

Commeat 

It is DOt dear ID lbc draft EIS/EIR wbat CDIISlitutcs a 'IIIIISleful, iuel!icient, or 
UDIICCel&ary CXX1SUmplioa of energy. Eacrgy c:omumptioa by landfill opcratiom 
(mcluding trampartatioa) IS cbaraaerm:d as a neca.sary C0l5l because tbe 
declining availabibty of laDdfiU i:apacity acar waste 1011rces diaates lbe use of 
diswlt laDdfilll. Ne,,,mbelcu,, energy 00111Umptioa for tbe project IS compared to 
•cmn,entional" laadfills ID lbc areas of lbe refuse 1011rc:e (p. Sn), wbicb are 
found 10 be 123% more energy c:fficieaL 

On page 80 of lbe draft ElS/EIR, tbe Eagle Mountam and Blythe rc:m0tc: rail 
baul proJc:as are desalbcd as raatmg bigbc:sl iD terms of fuc:J c:oasumpuoa and 
air c:mmaom from waste tnmspon. The Amboy rad baul project will have mucb 
lower coasumpuoa related to rail ll'lllllponation (wtudl compn.,es 28% of lbc 
Eagle Mountam project) due to ilS sllorter tnM:I disWlces and fewer grades. 
Tbesc: c:ompansoos iadicate tbat tberc: are more: energy eflic:ient allernallW:I to 
tbe proposed pr0Ject and, by compansoa, tbe Eagle Mountam Landfill may 
iDdecd a:iasutute aa "iuef!iac:nt CXlDSUmpllOD of energy.• 
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13.0 CUMUUTIVE IMPACTS 

Comment 

1be discusuaa of cumulauw: impaas in an EISJEIR is intended 10 focus 
dcci,icmmatcn 011 impaas !bill may be lcsa !ban Significant from Ille 5'8Ddpoinl 
Of tbe individual projecl but, wbell CXXl:Sldered ID tbe CXJDlc:G of 0lber c:mtiag 
and planned 8Cll0DS, may cumulatively be signi.licaDL 1be draft EIS/EIR (Scctioa 
V) 0011dudcs !bat !be project WIii DOt result ID any signi.licaD1 cumulative 
CIIYUtlllllleDlal impacu. No cnteria for_ wba1 COll5lllutes a sigmfic:aa1 cumulative 
impaa are provided and Ille llldlvidual descnpuom generally conclude Illa! 
because tbe project impaas are lcsa !ban sigmficant, lbcn so are tbe cumulauw: 
impaas. 

In general, tbc draft EISJEIR provides an adequate descnpcioll of tbe acuvities 
(including tbe proposed project) !bill 00111ribu1e 10 cumulative impacu. H~. 
tbe resullaDI COlldllllOIIS Illa! cumulative impaas are DOI significant c:amilUII: 
SUbJCCIM JUdgmeDIS OD Ille pan of Ille ~pon•s aulbon.. Further CODSldenllioo 
(independent from Ille artnuary CODdusiom in Ille draft EISJEIR) is warranted 
10 de1enmne wbelbcr or DOI impaas sudl as Ille accelen11ed overdraft of 
groundwater l'CSOlll'CI:$, incnmenlal km of protected speaes bab11a1, and 
increased traffic (wtlll ilS woaa!ed DOISC and vi1ual intrusion) contribute 
significantly 10 0llel'all and long-lerm cumulative losses 10 Ille community and tbe 
~gion. 
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Federal Bureau of Land Management 
P • 0 • Box 20 DO 
N. Palm Springs 
CA 922SB-2000 

Dear Sir /Madam. 

DOCUMENT 0141 

Susan Lunn 
602S Oa i SY Ave 
29 Palms 
CA. 92277 

1 am strongly oppos•d to the proposed landfill at Eagle Mountain. 
From what 1 understand, this will be a Class 2 landfill bordering 
a Class 1 air quality zone. Landfills are known to put pollutants 
into the air and those pollutants will blow Into the Joshua Tree 
National Monum•nt and its neighbouring towns. This means that the 
proposed landfill will be violating the Clean Air Act. Ten years 
ago a person could go to Key's View In the monument and••• all the 
way to the Salton sea, today ,if yo~ are lucky, you can see all 
the way to Palm Springs. The desert has been punished enough with 
L.A.'s smog ,please do not punish it again with southern 
California's trash • 

Yours slrcerely 
S,.,-~-

Susan Lunn • 
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STAT! OIi CALIPOIINIA-THf lfSCXMaS AGfNC'I' 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 
DtvlSION Of AOMINISTIATIVE SERVICES 
DMSION OF MINES AND GEOLOGY 
DIVISION OF Oil AND GAS 
DMSION OF IECTCUNG 

Jeannette Roberts 
Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc. 
8300 Utica Avenue, Suite 301 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 

Dear Ms. Roberts: 

September 17, 1991 

DOCUMENT 0144 

1•16 Ninth Stre•• 
SACRAMENTO. CA 9S81• 

TDD (916) D•-2555 
ATSS .S• 2555 

(916) 322-1080 

On September 16, 1991, our office received a Mining Operation Annual 
Report and $100.00 reporting fee for the Kaiser Eagle Mountain mining 
operation. Public Resources Code Section 2727.1 defines an idle mine 
as"· •. to curtail for a period of one year or more surface mining 
operations by more than 90 percent of the operation's previous maximum 
annual mineral production, with the intent to resume those surface 
mining operations at a future date." Mines that ceased operations 
prior to 1990 and do not intend to resume operations, therefore, are 
not required to file an annual report under the Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act (SMARA). 

Additionally, you should be aware that Public Resources Code Section 
2770(h) requires operators to commence reclamation in accordance with 
the reclamation plan within Q..!lg year of the date that the operation 
ceases. 

Based on a telephone conversation between you and Tim Kustic of 
our staff, it appears that the above operation has ceased mining 
activities with no intent to resume, and that an annual 
report/reporting fee is not required. In order to refund your 
reporting fee, it is necessary for this Office to have a letter from 
you stating when the mining operations at this facility ended, and 
that th~re are no ~lans to resume operations. 

If you have any questions about this matter, please feel free to 
contact our office at (916) 323-9198. 

Sincerely, 

~~,~ 
Dennis J. O'Bryant, Chief 
Office of Mine Reporting and 

Reclamation Compliance 
DJO:efh 

cc: Roger Streeter, Planning Director/ 
County of Riverside 
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COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS 
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

1955 Workman Mill Road, Whittier, CA 90601-4998 
Mailing Addreu: P.O. Box 4998, Wh1tt1er, CA 90607-4998 
Telephone: (213) 699-7411, (213) 685-5217 
Fax: (213) 69~139 

Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs - South Coast R.A 
63-500 Gamet Ave. 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

CHARLES W. CARRY 

Ch,,n Engineer and Genera/ Manager 

September 20, 1991 
File No. 31R-100.20 

Comments on the July 1991 Draft EIS/EIR for the 
Proposed Eagle Mountain Landnll Project 

Specinc Plan #252, State Clearinghouse No. 8908413 

The Sanitation Districts have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) on the Proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill ProjecL The 
Sanitation Districts operate a regional solid waste management system within Los Angeles County 
and provide for the wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal needs of approximately four million 
residents in 78 cities and substantial portions of unincorporated territory. The Sanitation Districts 
are actively pursuing the development of a multi-faceted, balanced solid waste management system 
which includes an array of techniques to divert waste from land disposal for beneficial uses as well 
as provision of requisite disposal capacity for residual waste. The Sanitation Districts are pursuing 
potential disposal capacity both within Los Angeles County through expansion of existing landfill sites 
and siting of new in-county landfills, as well as through utilization of remote disposal sites suitable 
for rail transportation of waste such as the Proposed Eagle Mountain ProjecL 

Presented below are the Sanitation Districts' specific comments on the project alternatives 
and on three of the impact analysis categories; air quality impacts, biological resources impacts, and 
noise impacts. 

Alternatives: Chapter n 

In Section II.G.2b, Proposed Landfills/Erpansions of Ezisting Landfills in Counlies Where 
Wasre is Generated, the Draft EIS/EIR indicates that, within Los Angeles County, only the Puente 
Hills Landfill operated by the Sanitation Districts, and the Sunshine Canyon Landfill, operated by 
Browning-Ferris Industries, have expansion potential. Three other landfills within Los Angeles 
County have expansion potential. The Bradley West Landfill operated by Waste Management, Inc. 
bas an expansion potential of approximately 11 million tons. The Chiquita Canyon Landfill operated 
by Laidlaw Waste Systems has an expansion potential of approximately 30 million tons. The Scholl 
Canyon Landfill operated by the Sanitation Districts has an expansion potential of six million tons. 

1., .. , ... ,·.·.·.· .. ··· ... •.-.,.,."f•='··········•'' .. · .. •······ .. ··, .. ,·.--,,. 



1a 

1b 

September 20, 1991 
Page 2 

DOCUMENT 0145 

The Draft EIS/EIR, in Section II.G.2b, evaluates the propmed Elsmere Canyon Landfill as 
a potential alternative to the Eagle Mountain Landfill, but in Section II.H.1, dismisses potential 
landfills at Towsley Canyon. Blind Canyon, and Mission-Rustic-Sullivan Canyons because of limited 
capacities and inadequate information regarding the sites. The Draft EIS/EIR for the propmed 
Elsmere Canyon Landfill is not complete and has not yet been released for review. Only a limited 
amount of preliminary information is available on the site at this time. Conversely, the August 1990 
Draft Program EIR for the Integrated Solid Waste Management System for Los Angeles County 
presented an in-depth environmental analysis of the potential landfill projects at Towsley Canyon, 
Blind Canyon, and Mission-Rustic-Sullivan Canyons. In addition. the propmed Towsley Canyon 
Landfill has a capacity of 225 million tons, while the propmed Elsmere Canyon Landfill has a capacity 
of 190 million tons. The potential landfill projects at Towsley Canyon, Blind Canyon, and Mission
Rustic-Sullivan Canyons should be removed from Section II.H and should be evaluated in greater 
detail in Section II.G.2b. 

Air Quality Impacts: Section IV.D 

In order to present a complete and more accurate analysis of air quality impacts from landfill 
gas Dares, several inconsistencies require correction and additional information is required. The 
inconsistencies for the most pan revolve around the discussion on the propmed utilization of an 
oxidation catalyst and urea injection system as emission control equipment on the landfill gas Dares. 
These devices are discussed in some areas of the Draft EIS/EIR and technical repon as "mitigation 
measures" and other areas as "part of project design". This leads to considerable confusion regarding 
the comparisons of no project impacts, project impacts without mitigation measures and project 
impact with mitigation measures. To date oxidation catalysts and urea injection systems have not 
been employed on landfill gas Dares and the propmed use for the Eagle Mountain Project is 
speculative, at besL h acknowledged on page 382 of the Draft EIS/EIR, these systems may not be 
commercially available even at some future point in time when required and the applicant is actually 
only committing to study the feasibility of these control devices in the future. Both the Draft 
EIS/EIR and technical report note that if these devices are not available, the applicant intends to 
submit "revised applications reflecting higher emission rates from the Dares". However, almost all of 
the analyses of impacts concern only the case where these devices are assumed to be employed. Flare 
emission rates without the use of an oxidation catalyst and urea injection should be disclosed in the 
air quality analysis. Oearly, it is not fair to characterize the speculative use of these devices as being 

2 an integral part of the "project design" or even a feasible mitigation measure. Therefore, Table 25, 
26, 30, 31 and 39 and Figures 79 through 88 need to be revised to reflect that the "no project" 
emissions from Dares are equal to the "project" emissions from Dares without mitigation measures. 

:-: The Fmal EIS/EIR should also fully evaluate the ambient air quality impacts if the use of an r oxidation catalyst and urea injection system should prove infeasible. 

3 It should also be noted when making revisions that on page 382 the discussion of an oxidation 
catalyst involves a capability of an 80 percent reduction in CO emissions, whereas the analysis 
apparently assumed 90 percent reduction. 
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The Sanitation Districts note that the Draft EIS/EIR references various sources of emission 
flare data including data from a 1986 test at Puente Hills Landfill. The Sanitation Districts have 
employed a more advanced flare design which has substantially lower emissions and suggest the 

4 applicant utilize this recent data (see attached table) when revising the ambient air quality analysis. 
5 In addition, it is recommended that the applicant consider relocating the landfill gas flares to a higher 

elevation on the project site in order to maximize dispersion and minimize ground level impacts. 

6 

7 

Biological Resources Impacts: Section IV.G 

Section 1Il.G.2b identifies a community of California leaf-nosed bats, a California Species of 
Special Concern, which are roosting in an on-site mining tunnel. located within the proposed landfill 
boundary. Figures 21 and 60a. indicate that the mouth of the mining tunnel will be buried under 
several hundred feet of refuse. Al. a mitigation measure for the potential loss of this bat roosting 
place, the Draft EIS/EIR proposes, in Section IV.G.4.a, to construct a large diameter chimney of 
concrete sewer pipe through the refuse to permit the continued use of the mine tunnel as a bat 
roosting place. The chimney is proposed to be extended in sections as the level of refuse increases 
a venical distance of several hundred feeL 

Based on the Sanitation Districts extensive landfill operations experience, it would be unlikely 
that a venically constructed concrete sewer pipe could resist the large shear forces and displacements 
created by the differential settlement which will occur at the landfill Settlement of up to 30 percent 
can be expected due to the biological degradation of the refuse and the time dependent consolidation 
of the refuse under its own weighL In addition, it would appear that a failure in structural integrity 
would be a mechanism for uncontrolled venting of landfill gas to the atmosphere and to the 
underlying tunnel which would impact the bats. A failure in the proposed structure could also lead 
to the introduction of oxygen from the atmosphere into the landfill, possibly leading to aerobic 
composting. In addition, a failure in the integrity of the "chimney" would constitute a breaching of 
the top and/or bottom liner, providing a conduit through which leachate, if generated, could migrate. 

Noise Impacts: Section IV.L 

Over the past ten years the Sanitation Districts have util.iz.ed a landfill operations noise model 
which bas been calibrated with actual noise measurements of the working area at various landfills 
operated by the Sanitation Districts. Results of this model indicate that the total noise level of 101 
dBA at 50 feet presented in Table 49 is a considerable overestimation of the total on-site landfill 
operations noise level The Sanitation Districts estimate total on-site landfill operations noise 
emission level at 50 feet would be approximately 95 dBA. even taking into consideration scrapers and 
container handling vehicles present at the working face. 
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If you have any questions concerning this matter, please contact the undersigned at the above 
listed telephone numbers. 

DSN:jas 
Attachment 

cc: County of Riverside 

Very truly yours, 

Charles W. Carry 

l(L;ltl~~ 
Donald S. Neller 
Planning/Engineering Section Head 
Solid Waste Management Department 
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Criteria Pollutants emission rates from the landfill gas Dares at the Puente Hills Landfill as 
tested by Carnot during July 1990. 

Criteria Eaussloa Rate 
Pollutant {lb/MMBtu)• 

NO. 0.062 

co 0.010 

ROG 0.010 

S02 0.012 

PM10 0.025 

• The Sanitation Districts are currently testing a new state-of-the-art high capacity Oare. 
Preliminary results indicate substantially lower emission rates than the rates presented 
here. 
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Elden Hughes 
14045 Honeysuckle Lane 
Whittier, CA 90604 

213 941-5306 

September 23, 1991 

Comments on the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 

Background: The EIR/EIS for the Eagle Mouantain Proposed Landill 
project has been completed. The project proposal is to haul 
approximately 16,000 tones of compacted trash by rail and 
approximately 4,000 tons by truck (200 RT/day) each day. There 
are multiple concerns. I wish to comment on wildlife and 
air quality. 

The Sierra Club Desert Committee has great concerns about the 
Eagle Mountain Landfill Project because of impacts on Joshua Tree 
National Monument, wildlife, air quality and an inadequate EIS/EIR. 

(l). Joshua Tree National Monument is given the task of 
monitoring blown trash. The operator would then cleanup the 
blown trash, but the· Park Service would have to monitor the 
cleanup. Blown trash could impact 100,000 acres of wilderness 
inside the Monument. How to effectively monitor and cleanup is 
not addressed. These are designated wilderness areas. 

12) Thus far, all landfills have supported raven 
/ populations. Ravens prey on subadult tortoises. Two very high 

density populations of tortoises are within Joshua Tree National 
:=~, Monument. The populations are disease free and live in pristine 
~ wilderness. These populations will likely be very important to 
!:_.f:_~:l:_!:_ 2 the Fish and Wildlife tortoise recovery program. Although the 
, need for raven control is mentioned in the EIS/EIR, the means of 

;:{=j:]=j: 3 i~sh~ccomphlishment is not s
1
et forth. The tortoise populations 

wit in Jos ua Tree Nationa Monument are not acknowledged. 

,, 
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(3) The most likely blown trash will be light plastic film 
bags etc. These have been eaten by tortoises and are believed to 
have caused tortoises to die. This danger has not be addressed 
in the EIR/EIS. 

(4) The California leaf-nosed bat (Cal listed catagory 2) 
lives in an adit at the bottom of a pit. This pit will be filled 
and access for the bat is to be provided by a concrete pipe 
chimney. Nowhere does the EIS/EIR address the likelyhood of 
gases forming in the buried adit. The length of the chimney is 
not stated, but I understand it will be 700 feet vertical. 

(5) Air quality is inadequately addressed. Trains and 
trucks using alternative fuels should be considered by the 
EIS/EIR. Blowing dust and litter should receive more attention. 
The gas formation of landfills is not addressed or mitigated. 

(6) Recycling and source reduction are not addressed 
adequately in the EIS/EIR. 

~·~ 
Elden Hughes 
Chair 
Sierra Club SCNRCC 
Desert Committee 

::~;~: :-. ,•:•,•,•,•·············•·❖-•.····························~---.·.···············•·••:.: ••••• }f..J!¾J}JJ::. 
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To: Area Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Palm Springs, South 
Coast Resource Area 

.... ~G 
From: J,.C ~ Associate Regional Director, Resource Management and Planning, 

Westem Region 

Subject: Eagle Mountain Landfill Project, Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) 

The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the subject DEIS and finds that this 
document under-represents the potential impacts to Joshua Tree National 
Monument. References to the proximity of this project to the monument, a Class I air 
quality unit, and World BiosJl)here Reserve, as well as designated wilderness, are 
low-keyed, understated, and in some areas, failures to report available data Critical 
issues such as violation of air quality and recognition of the significance of impacts 
with appropriate mitigation to protect monument resources are serious shortcomings 
of this documsnt. 

On September 12, 1989, Joshua Tree National Monument submitted a letter to the 
Riverside County Planning Department for the purpose of issue identification at a 
scheduled scoping meeting. We believe this list still represents the issues of 
concern for potential impacts to monument resources. The following are specific 
comments on the document 

AIR QUALITY 

The Eagle Mountain Landfill Project is proposed to be located less than two miles 
from the nearest boundary of Joshua Tree National Monument, a mandatory Class I 
clean air area designated under the Clean Air Act (42 USC 7401 et !.!Q.J. The Clean 
Air Act giv_es the Federal Land Manager (the Assistant Secretary of the Interior for 



DOCUMENT 0147 

Fish and Wildlife and Parks) and the monument superintendent an affirmative 
responsibility to protect the monument's air quality related values (AQRV's) from 
adverse impacts of air pollution. AQRV's include visibility, plants, animals, soils, 
water quality, cultural and historic objects and structures, and visitor and employee 
health. The Clean Air Act and implementing regulations also established maximum 
allowable increases (increments) beyond baseline concentrations of sulfur dioxide, 
nitrogen oxides, and particulate matter for Class I areas which are not to be 
exceeded. These Class I increments are well below the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for those pollutants. 

Every altemative in the DEIS projects significant impacts from emissions of nitrogen 
oxides, carbon monoxide, fine particulates, sulfur oxides, and reactive hydrocarbons 

2 

1 (the other major precursor to ozone). The proposed action, the reduced operations 
alternative, and the rail access only alternative all project exceedances of the Class I 
increments for nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxide, and fine particulates, with or without 

2 mitigation, at Joshua Tree National Monument. There is no information on possible 
Class II increment exceedances (at the proposed site). Exceedance of one or more 
Class I increments, even with application cf best available control technology, should 

3 lead to disapproval of the project as proposed. Reducing the size of the project, or 
moving the project to a more distant location, may result in no increment 
exceedances, and thus the revised project could be approved in that respect. 

4 

5 

The pollutants of major concern are nitrogen oxides, especially those emitted in the 
landfill gas flaring process. The mitigation measures discussed in the DEIS include 
urea injection for reducing nitrogen oxide emissions. However, that measure would 
only be implemented if the landfill gas generation exceeded 50 million cubic feet per 
day (An energy recovery system or an oxidation catalyst would be installed if the gas 
generation rate exceeded 10 million cubic feet per day. These are primarily carbon 
monoxide and reactive hydrocarbon control measures.). The DEIS also cites local 
rule 1303, requiring offsets of net emission increases from a new facility. However, 
another rule (1309. 1) provides that such offsets from landfill gas control equipment 
can be satisfied through withdrawals from a still unestablished •community Bank" of 
offsets. 

Nitrogen oxides are significant in a number of ways. Not only are they pollutants 
which affect public health and welfare by themselves, they are precursors to ozone, 
a secondary pollutant which impacts public health and vegetation. They are also 
oxidized in the atmosphere to fine particulate nitrates, which are a major cause of 
visibility reduction, and they are precursors to acid precipitation - either as dry 
deposition or by mixing with moisture in the air and being deposited on land, 
vegetation, or in bodies of water as dilute nitric acid. The proposed landfill project 
will emit significant amounts of nitrogen oxides. 
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The National Park Service has conducted visibility and ozone monitoring at Joshua 
Tree National Monument for more than ten years. The ozone NAAQS have been 
exceeded at least once per year at Joshua Tree for the past several years. There 
were three exceedances in July 1991 alone. Ozone concentrations exceed .08 parts 
per million most of the year. Visible injury to sensitive vegetation can occur at that 
concer,tration, and visible injury has been observed on one ozone sensitive species -

6 squaw brush (rhus trilobata) - at Joshua Tree. The proposed project would emit 
significant amounts of nitrogen oxides and reactive hydrocarbons, thus exacerbating 
the existing problem at Joshua Tree. A biomonitoring program is being implemented 
at the monument to identify additional species of ozone-sensitive plants, and to see if 
they are adversely impacted by present ozone concentrations. 

With regard to visibility, th·e Federal Land Manager has certified to the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) that Joshua Tree National Monument is experiencing 

7 visibility reduction caused by regional haze from anthropogenic sources. The 
proposed project will increase concentrations of fine particulate nitrates, which will 
exacerbate the visibility problem at the monument The DEIS acknowledges that 
every alternative will have significant impacts on regional visibility, even with 
employment of best available technology mitigating measures. 

a Page 163, paragraph 4, Existing Air Quality - Overview - RECON's position that the 
eastern SEDAB is an attainment area is erroneous. Chuck Fryxell and staff at a 
SBCAPCD hearing on implementation of the California Clean Air Act, held in Yucca 
Valley on April 26, 1991, identified the Southeastern Desert Air Basin as being 

9 "currently in non-attainment for PM-1 O and ozone.• RECON's position that there are 
no monitoring stations in the eastern portion of the SEDAB is erroneous. An NPS 
monitoring station has operated at the Joshua Tree National Monument Lost Horse 
Ranger Station since 1985, recording numerous violations of the federal standard to 

10 

11 

date. · 

Page 413, paragraph 4, Class I Areas - Nitrate deposition is an increasing concern 
for potential impact to desert ecosystems, as it may reduce freeze tolerance in 
certain native plants such as cactus (Ken Stolte, Denver Air Quality Division, National 
Park Service, personal communications, 1990 & 1991). 

Page 416, Mitigation - Throughout the Air Quality section, the lack of on-site weather 
data for modeling purposes is acknowledged. RECON is suggesting that the actual 
on-site data will certainly provide more favorable resuits for the project. They 
suggest one year of data for re-evaluation. However, they recommend approving the 
plan with a contingency for developing additional mitigation in the event that the new 
data may still fail to indicate compliance. Instead, approval of this project should be 
denied until adequate modeling and mitigation clear1y show complete compliance 
with all Class I standards. 

:;\.:,:,.-: .-:-:-:-:-.-.·.·······•·••·•·················•·•:.:.:.:.:.:::.:.:::.:.:::.:.:.:::.:.: :::: ;a:;;J_;;~:7/H)1,;;' :-• 
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Appendices Nol.II) to the Draft EIS/EIR 

12 Page 5, Existing Air Quality Overview - Joshua Tree National Monument has 
observed three violations at the Lost Horse site in July 1991 alone. 

13 Page 35, paragraph 2, Fine Particulates (PM-10)/Southeast Desert Air Basin - Why 
are not levels and violations for 1989 and 1990 included? They should be available. 

14 Page 41, paragraph 3, Southeast Desert Air Basin - Regarding the use of visibility 
data from the Riverside and Ontario airports, why is there no reference to any of the 
visibility data being collected in the Coachella valley? There are sites much closer to 
the Eagle Mountain mine that would be more representative. 

In summary, while the proposal includes major steps to employ best available 
control technology to minimize air quality impacts, the size and location of the 
proposed project would still cause Class I increment exceedances at Joshua 
National Monument, as well as have adverse impacts on at least two AQRV's, 

15 visibility and vegetation at the monument. Unless the proposal is scaled down in 
size, or is moved to a location more distant from the monument, it cannot be 
approved from an air quality perspective. 

16 

WATER QUALITY 

The mitigating measures appear to be adequate. 

RAVENS 

Page 449, paragraph 2, Desert Tortoise, a Proposed Action, Impacts - The RECON 
has down-played the significance of the project's proximity to Joshua Tree National 
Monument. While the Chuckwalla Bench is an area with high tortoise populations, 
the distance from the landfill is many miles away. Tortoise populations in the Pinto 
Basin are much closer and potentially healthier (due in a limited degree to wilderness 
protection); hence, the values at risk are substantial. 

COYOTE AND KIT FOX BEHAVIOR 
ru 
\ 17 This issue has been neglected in the draft EIS/EIR. As pointed out in the original 
ff-.~_:_:.:_ issue statement, coyote and kitht. fhox from the monbument's adjacent lands will be

1 
lured 

. into the landfill during the nig ours attracted y refuse buried only six to twe ve 
1.1:r.i:l. inches or by the rodent populations that will develop at the site. This disruption of 

the natural system will have impacts on many levels of the natural food web. These 
1 impacts are disregarded because of the lack of a list of species implicated in the 

disturbance. However, the NPS is mandated to protect all types of natural 

\\\\\ •• ,:. • ,_._.,.,•,w.w.· ••••••••••••• : : : : : ·:·:·:·:·: • • • • • • .,.,. • • • • • • • • • • • 91/.:.:;".;:f,:>"&;>;, .• , 
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components, as well as the processes inherent to the well being of the system. 
Coyotes may not be seen as significant wildlife, but they play crucial roles in the 
balance of natural systems typical of the remote Pinto Basin. 

WILDERNESS EXPERIENCE 

Page 175, paragraph 9, Surrounding Land Uses - RECON states that recreational 
use in the Pinto Basin is restricted to winter backpacking. This is not true. A wide 
range of wilderness compatible activities can and do occur in the Pinto Basin, 
including but not limited to research, bird-watching, photography, hiking, and even 
backpacking. Visitor activities decline in summer, but certainly do not cease. 

5 

Page 2n, paragraph 2, b. Joshua Tree National Monument - The conclusion that the 
project area cannot be seen from the road to Cottonwood Visitor Center fails to deal 
with the potential visibility of dust, smoke, or other visual disturbances that might be 
generated by the site. Even indirect evidence of industrialization can be considered 
undesirable to the visitor seeking wilderness values of natural quiet and solitude. 

Page 439, National Park Service - Any artificial impact such as nighttime noise and 
light is going to negatively impact the experience of a park visitor seeking WIiderness 
related values. As stated earlier, any assumption that the Pinto Basin portion of 
Joshua Tree National Monument only has visitation during winter months is incorrect. 
Any deterioration of wilderness values in the designated wilderness area is a 
negative impact to the wilderness experience, and conflicts with the NPS directive to 
"preserve unimpaired for the_ enjoyment of future generations .. ." 

AIRBORNE UTTER 

As with other issues, the problem of litter carlied by wind into the Pinto Basin 
wilderness has been dealt with superficially by identification cf what might appear to 
be straight-forward mitigation such as fencing and work parties. Even if fences were 
erected to a height of one hundred feet, winds out of the south-southeast, common 
in late summer and whenever cold fronts pass through the area, could not be 
prevented from depositing litter over one hundred and forty square miles of 
wilderness. On August 26, 1991, the monument's superintendent and other staff 
were given an on-site tour of the mine facility. They were told 0ncorrectly) that winds 
out of the south-southeast were rare events. When they were driven to a northern 
ridge above the east pit the wind was blowing out of the southeast at about twenty
five to thirty miles an hour. They were told that this would not represent a problem; 
the bottom 
cf the pit would be windless. However, upon driving to the bottom of the pit they 
experienced strong winds close to twenty miles an hour. 
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Proposed mitigation includes the use of work parties to hand collect debris when the 
monument reports violations in the Pinto Basin. The area to be monitored is 

approximately one hundred and forty square miles of rugged canyons, washes and 
an open basin twenty miles long and seven miles wide. Access to either end is 
possible only by use of four-wheel drive vehicles and then requires cross country 
hiking to scour more than eighty-nine thousand acres of roadless wilderness, where 
summer temperatures may exceed one hundred and twenty degrees Fahrenheit. 
Based on these facts, costs for monitoring will be great, subsidy for which needs to 
be identified in project costs. 

22 Mitigation to prevent (or greatly reduce) airborne litter at the source must be 
identified. Work parties may be acceptable for occasional clean-up efforts, but they 
would be inadequate mitigation for the volume of air-bome litter suggested by this 
analysis. Another consideration is that regular clean-up efforts would be 
incompatible with wilderness resource values which call for minimal management 
Finally, such long-term litter removal activities could also result physically in 
unacceptable impacts to fragile desert soil crusts and sensitive flora 

CUL TUAAL RESOURCES 

23 It is unclear from the text of the appended cultural resources survey report (Bull, 
Wade and Davis, 1991) as to when physical development of the Eagle Mountain 
Mine actually began. This information is critical in supporting the authors' contention 
that the mine is ineligible to the National Register of Historic Places primarily on the 
basis of its being less than 50 years old. 

24 The evaluatory context provided for the Eagle Mountain Mine does not fully discuss 
the importance of the mine in comparison to other iron mines, nor does it fully 
discuss the mine's role in developing the steel industry. If there are no comparable 
mines in the region, or if development of the Eagle Mountain Mine was crucial in 
developing the West Coast steel industry, then the mine may be eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places without being 50 or more years old. 

25 Without further information on the age, comparability, and historic importance of the 
Eagle Mountain Mine, we cannot concur that the mine is ineligible for the National 
Register. 

ADDITIONAL ISSUES 

In addition to these original issues, another that has recently surfaced is the 
discovery of the California leaf-nosed bats in an adit that will be buried as the pit is 
filled. The mitigation proposed (page 462) is to construct an artificial chimney 

26 connecting the adit opening with the surface. The problem with this proposal is that 
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the miles of horizontal tunnels have no ventilation other than two opening in the pit 
wall. While the chimney will assure access to the original openings, this 
configuration, without ventilation, will cause stagnation of air within the tunnels and 
possible lethal gas buildups. This is unacceptable, considering the Candidate II 
status of this bat (for listing with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service). 

CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the above-stated major concerns with the adverse impacts of this project 
and lack of effective mitigations to alleviate the impacts, the NPS opposes this 

project as proposed and recommends investigation and selection of an alternative 
rail-haul site. 

cc: 
Superintendent, Joshua Tree National Monument 

Chief, Division of Environmental Quality, National Park Service 

Chief, Division of Wildlife and Vegetation, National Park Service 
Attention: Endangered Species Coordinator 

Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
2800 Cottage Way 
Rooom E-1803 
Sacramneto, CA 95825 

Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast RA 
63-500 Gamet Avenue 
P.O. Box 2000 
North Palm Springs, California 9225~2000 
Attention: Marianne Wetzel 

County of Riverside 
Planning Department 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
Riverside, California 92507 
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report for the. 
Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 

We have received the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the Eagle 
Mountain Landfill Project. The project proposes to create a 
Class III nonhazardous solid waste landfill in an unused open 
pit mine located at Eagle Mountain in northeastern Riverside 
county, California. The comments herein represent 
Metropolitan's response as a potentially affected public agency. 

Existing Metropolitan Facilities 

Our review of the Draft EIR indicates that 
Metropolitan's Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA) is in the vicinity 
of your project area. The CRA is a major drinking water 
conveyance that supplies water to approximately 15 million 
people in Southern California. Much of this conveyance is 
constructed as an open canal. Metropolitan is generally 
concerned with protection of water quality in order to assure 
that its water supply meets federally mandated drinking water 
standards. 

Many of your project activities would occur along an 
approximate 12,000 foot stretch.of the aqueduct. Consequently, 
close coordination between. your agency and Metropolitan will be 
necessary to avoid any potential conflicts. Metropolitan is 
concerned, therefore, that specific sections, namely "Decisions 
Needed" (page 5) and "Local Approvals" (page 11), make no 
mention of obtaining a permit, right of way, or approval from 
Metropolitan, nor is Metropolitan included in "Consultation and 
Coordination." Consideration of Metropolitan needs to be 
included in the Final EIS/EIR. 

~ ~: .... ::::::::.:::::::::·: .. :•::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::f:::::::::::::::::::::-"--::❖:•❖"-:. 



~ 
=:::: 

I 
I 
~~~ 
~~J 
f.: 
i w ...... 

![[\\ 

DOCUMENT 0148 

THE METROPOLITAN WATER OISTRIC.' _•r ,·:_1,Y[RN CALIFORNIA 
Ms. Marianne Wetzel -2- Si:P 2 4 1991 

One potential conflict involves constructing a truck 
2 access road that crosses over the CRA. Another involves the 

proposed location of the project waste handling facility, which 
3 is within 1000 feet of an open section of the CRA (Figure 16). 

The proposed waste inspection facility, where truck loads of 
garbage would be dumped and inspected for hazardous materials, 
would be located within 1500 feet of an open section of CRA. 

4 The potential for illegal dumping of hazardous material into the 
CRA prior to inspection must be addressed in the EIS/EIR, 
however remote, due to the catastrophic impact it could have on 

5 potable water quality. The proposed rail terminus, where cars 
would be loaded and unloaded would also be within 1500 feet of 
an open section of CRA. Lastly, the proposed locations for the 

6 waste container maintenance facility and recyclable material 
stockyard would be within 2000 to 3000 feet of open-CRA. 
Metropolitan is concerned that trash and small particulate 
matter could escape these areas, and due to these proximities, 
be wind blown directly into the CRA. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

The Final EIS/EIR discussion of drainage needs to 
thoroughly address how drainage from the areas mentioned above 
will be directed to avoid contact with CRA. Furthermore, figure 
27 of the Draft EIS/EIR shows the drainage plan for the · 
project. The proposed outlet at the bottom of the figure would 
directly cross a covered portion of CRA and therefore require 
Metropolitan's approval. The two outlets represented at the top 
of the figure may empty uphill of the open CRA, and therefore, 
may flow directly into the CRA. This would be unacceptable if 
it occurred, due to potential impacts on potable water quality; 
adequate diversion facilities must be included to eliminate this 
possibility. Clearly, a detailed drainage plan would have to be 
approved by Metropolitan. 

The Draft EIS/EIR acknowledges that the proposed 
landfill site is near Metropolitan's Eagle Mountain Pumping 
Station on the CRA. The project also involves extending and 
widening Eagle Mountain Road to serve as the main access· route 
to the proposed landfill site. Use of the extension will 
generate approximately 200 additional round trips daily, which 
would impact traffic to and from the pumping station. The 
increase in traffic would subsequently impact Metropolitan 
employees that reside at Eagle Mountain. The Final EIS/EIR 
~eeds to consider potential traffic impacts upon Eagle Mountain 
Road. The discussion should include the possible impacts of a 
traffic obstruction at the bottom of the Indio grade should high 
winds preclude travel by truck. 

:::::_: ••• : •• _._:::,::•::_:_·, •• :.:.:=:.:.:.:.:.· •••••..• ::::::::::::;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;::: :::;::::::U-:!f~-::::,::-,~·•'ir·~~---.-.• 
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12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

The Final EIS/EIR should also carefully consider 
construction impacts associated with your project. Due to the 
proximity of both Metropolitan's Eagle Mountain Pumping Station 
and the Colorado River Aqueduct, construction impacts, though 
temporary, could .be significant. Therefore, these impacts must 
be addressed. 

Colorado River Aqueduct Water Quality 

Metropolitan has a number of concerns regarding the 
water quality of the CRA. Specifically, Metropolitan is 
concerned about the impact of waste entering the aqueduct during 
its transport. The Final EIS/EIR needs to address the fact that 
both the proposed Eagle.Mountain Road extension and the proposed 
Eagle Mountain Rail Line would cross the CRA. These crossings 
create a potential for spills into the CRA. The possibility of 
train derailment and subsequent damage to the CRA needs to be 
addressed, as well. Additionally, the Draft EIS/EIR discusses 
the possibility of delivering leachate by truck to existing 
sewage treatment facilities in the nearby town. Metropolitan 
requests that the Final EIS/EIR discuss this truck route and its 
proximity to the CRA. All discussions about transport of waste 
need to carefully specify the precautions that would be taken to 
prevent leachate from reaching the CRA in the event of an 
accident or a spill. 

The Draft EIS/EIR also discusses the possibility of 
wildlife being attracted to the landfill site (page 345). This 
discussion does not, however, address potential subsequent 
impacts to the CRA. The Final EIS/EIR needs to discuss 
specifics, such as the possible attraction of birds to the 
landfill and potential for associated contamination of the CRA. 
Increased wildlife activity may increase the number of animal 
deaths within the canal. This would affect not only water 
quality, but the operations and maintenance of the CRA. 
Similarly, birds and animals drawn to forage through trash at 
the landfill, may also be drawn to the CRA. Should these 
animals inadvertently carry harmful substances from the landfill 
to the aqueduct, CRA water quality could be degraded. Lastly, 
if the Mediterranean fruitfly (Medfly) is brought to the 
landfill site via garbage loads, state law mandates malathion 
spraying. This, too, may affect CRA water quality. 
Metropolitan requests that such issues be addressed in the Final 
EIS/EIR. 

Groundwater Quality Concerns 

Metropolitan has water quality concerns related to 
potential contamination of the Chuckwalla Valley aquifer. 
Metropolitan is using groundwater storage along its CRA to store 
and exchange water in the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin and 
has other basin storage projects within its service area. The 
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Chuckwalla Valley is ideally situated to provide considerable 
groundwater storage capacity for CRA water, which would extend 
the imported water supply for use during dry periods. The 
proposed landfill site is adjacent to the alluvial aquifers of 
Chuckwalla Valley, as well as the CRA and may, in fact, impact 
the water quality of these aquifers. 

The combination of potential of leachate leakage into 
fractured rocks, the eastward movement of groundwater in these 
aquifers, and the probability of continued groundwater overdraft 
could significantly impact groundwater resources. The Final 

20 EIS/EIR should thoroughly document adequate groundwater 
protection including: meeting the State of California Water 
Resources Control Board Chapter 15 regulations; designing the 
landfill liner and leachate recovery system; calculating 
groundwater seepage velocity and evaluating contaminant 
attenuation; evaluating leachate production volumes; designing 
an adequate groundwater monitoring plan; and creating 
quantifiable mitigation measures for groundwater contamination. 

21 Specifically, the Final EIS/EIR should elaborate upon 
the proposed mitigation measures for groundwater quality 
impacts. The measures mentioned in the Draft EIS/EIR include 
the installation of a composite liner, a drainage control 
system, a leachate collection system, daily compacted soil cover 
of refuse, a landfill gas (LFG) collection system, project 
phasing, and groundwater monitoring wells. The Draft EIS/EIR 
states that no additional mitigation measures would be required 
and therefore, no further discussion is presented. The proposed 
monitoring, while effective for detecting groundwater 
contamination after it has occurred, would not control, contain, 
or cleanup groundwater contamination. These discussions need to 
be included in the Final EIS/EIR. 

Additionally, the project as proposed would not comply 
with the Chapter 15 requirements to protect groundwater quality 
for as long as the wastes represent a threat to groundwater 
resources. The post-closure care period extends· as long as the 
wastes represent a threat to the beneficial uses of the 

22 groundwater adjacent to the landfill. This is in perpetuity, 
and not for 30 years as the Draft EIS/EIR suggests. These 
issues need to be carefully addressed in the Final EIS/EIR. 

Revisions to Draft EIS/EIR Text 
~:::: 
I Metropolitan requests that some portions of the Draft 
fil EIS/EIR text be revised. Specifically, on page 191, 
1111 23 Metropolitan' s policy mandate should be revised to read: 

::::: "The Metropolitan Water District of southern California 
f (Metropolitan) is a public agency created by a vet~ of the I people within its service area in 1928 following enactment 

I"-~·.·.·.·.·.·.·."·············'·-"""-•. 
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of the Metropolitan Water District Act, to provide 
supplemental water for cities and communities on the south 
coastal plain. Metropolitan's service area comprises 5,143 
square miles and includes portions of Los Angeles, Orange, 
Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, and Ventura Counties. 
Metropolitan's 27 member agencies consist of 14 cities, 12 
municipal water districts, and one county water authority. 
Metropolitan is governed by a 51-member Board of Directors 
representing the member agencies. Historically, 
Metropolitan has provided an average of 52 percent of the 
water used by approximately 15 million people now residing 
within the service area. Metropolitan imports water from 
two sources: the Colorado River via the Colorado River 
Aqueduct, and the state Water Project via the California 
Aqueduct." 

Also, page 305 states that the Colorado River flowed into the 
24 Salton Sea during the years "1905-1915". This should be 

corrected to read "1905-1907". The second paragraph of page 305 
refers to the Los Angeles Aqueduct as one of the major 

25 undertakings in the area. This first sentence should be revised 
to state "Colorado River Aqueduct", rather than "Los Angeles 
Aqueduct". 

Water Conservation 

26 Metropolitan encourages all project proponents to 

27 

include water conservation measures. Though Metropolitan 
continues to develop new supplies and means for more efficient 
use within its service area, drought and rapid development have 
put increasing demands on the current system and resources. 
Water conservation, reclaimed water use, and ground water 
recharge programs contribute to local supplies. Metropolitan 
supports such efforts to conserve water. 

The Draft EIS/EIR discusses using water as dust control 
in various stages of the project. Specifically, it discusses 
using leachate from the landfill to water unpaved haul roads for 
dust control. Though such use of leachate may conserve other 
important water resources, the Final EIS/EIR should distinguish 
the parameters that assure leachate is nonhazardous and discuss 
the tests that will be used to verify its safety. Metropolitan 
is concerned that leachate sprayed upon surface roads may 
contaminate both underground and surface water sources. 

Points of Contact 

If you have any questions pertaining to Metropolitan•s 
Colorado River Aqueduct please contact Mr. Jan Matusak at (213) 
250-6772. Questions regarding water quality issues should be 
directed to Mr. Edward Means at (213) 250-6412. To discuss 
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protection of groundwater resources, please contact 
Mr. Andrew Sienkiewich at (213) 250-6230. Please contact 
Mr. Ray Hurd at (213) 250-6222 to discuss Metropolitan's Eagle 
Mountain Pumping Station or other desert operations. 
Mr. Serapio M. Chavez can be reached at (818) 353-7651 to answer 
questions regarding rights·of way and easements. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your 
planning process. If we can be of further assistance, please 
contact me at (213) 250-6272. 

AER-43/dgs 

Very truly yours, 

~Me<---/l1.~ 
Kathleen M. Kun~sz O U 
Manager, Environmental Affairs 



Via Facsimile Transmittal 

Septamber a,, 1901 

Mr, Russell L, Kaldenber;, Area Manager 
United States Department of the Interior 
Bureau ot Land Management 
Palm Sprin;e-South Coa•t Re■ource Area 
400 south Farrell Drive, Suite B-20a 
Palm Springs, Cal1forn.1a 92:ZS2 
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tel' BENEDICT CANYON DRIVE 
BEVERLY HIU.8, CALll'ORNIA 80210 

11111 110,0111 

RE: DRAl"t IHVIR.ORNDTA.t. INPAC'? H.ITIMllff /UPOR'l' 
roR TJIE PROPOSED llAGLI MOUJITAIH LAm>rILL PROJRC'l' 
Bt.N-C.I-P'l'-91-O15-2200 S'l'A'l'K CLBARIHOKOCSB NO, aooa,13 

Dear Mr, Kaldenber;: 

Thank you tor the opportunity to respond to the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Report of July, 1991, for the proposed Eagle 
Mountain Landtill Project prepared by Kaiear Staal Ke■ourca■, Inc. , 
and Mina Reclamation Corporation tor your Bureau and the County of 
Riverside Planning Department. In addition to the Draft document 
and its two appendices, I aa also in receipt of the accompanying 
Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan No. 252 (State Clearinghouse 
No. 8908413) of June, 1991 for Rivereide County, California, Your 
extension of time for re■ponae, extended from September 1 'Z to 
September 24, ia much appreciated. 

I have formerly aervad two tar1U aa the tirat permanent chairperaon 
of the City ot Loa Angeles Solid Wa■ta Citizen Adviaory Oroup and 
in that capacity arranged tor Group toura of the !a;la Mountain and 
Amboy propoaad rail long haul ait•• in 1190. Th• SWCAQ wa■ alao 
in receipt of the April, 1088 etudy by the Southern California 
Aaaociation of Government• on ff'l'he reaaibility of Hauling Solid 
Waate by Railroad trom the S1111 Qabrial Valley to Reaota Diepoeal 
Si tea." Aa a continuing umber of SWCAG, I currently chair ita 
Rail Long Haul Committee. In addition, I serve on th• Advisory 
Board for the Extension cert1Ucate Program in Municipal Solid 
Waste Management at the Univereity of California, Loa Angelea. 

It should be underatood at this time, however, that thia reapona• 
represents the views of a private individual, and in no way apeaks 
tor otUcial solid waate aanageunt policy of the City of Loa 
An;lelea. 

As Bureau of Land Mana;aaant and Riverside County official• are 
aware, the parmi tting proc••• for the propoaed la;le Mountain 
Landfill will ba aetting precedent• tor what may coma to be a 
small network of two or three "euper-landtill•" within the Southern 
California deserta. Like tbe lagle Mountain aite, all would be 
located around 200 or more llilaa troa the heavily populated coaatal 

· :_ .. • . . : :.- ... ··.::::::::::::·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::w,,.,::,.:;::>::w-%'-:", . 
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metropolitan area.a. A number ot these potential aita& ware 
diacuasad in the 1988 SCAG "Rail Long Haul" study and ara included 
in Chapter II Alternative• Including the Proposed Action of the 
DEIS/R. It is imperative that all •uch landfill• be deai;ned to 
Ba•t Available Contl'ol Technology (BACT) atandarda, and further 
tbat their operator■ -intain a high degree of employee protection 
wh.ich may in •om• instance■ exceed requireunte ot the teclaral and 
etate Occupational Safety and Bealth Acta (OSHA). l'ull coneidera
tion muat aleo be given to the protection of the often harah but 
fragile da■art anvironaent of which they will become a part. 

In a recent speech to atudenta in the Municipal Solid Waste Manage
ment Program at UCLA, a representative of th• D.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region IX, atated that the l,P,A, now favors 
the establishment of fewer large, ra;ional landfills over numerous 
smaller onea. because they afford more opportunity for implement in; 
environmental protact10na aa well aa allowing for more on-site 
in&pactiona by local and state ofticiale, The proposed Eagle 
Mountain Landfill would qualify as meeting thia policy. 

The concept of rail hauling municipal solid waata to distant and 
remote diapoaal site• 1• attractive to many people living in highly 
populated southern California areas with poor air quality which are 
running out ot permitted landfill apace and ar• having difficulty 
obtaining additional di■poaal local••· However, it ehould not ba 
forgotten that sanitary landfilla, wherever they are located and 
no matter h.ow much they are designed to minimize undesirable 
impacte, atill have advarea environmental effects which cannot be 
mitigated to "acceptable" lavela, 

ror thia reason, it is not acceptable tor municipalities or 
countiaa to formulate eolid waste management policies which, simply 
etated, attempt to dwnp th• dietaateful problem elsewhere. Until 
now, the California topography, with ita many canyon•, has en
couraged inaxpeneive local diapoeal. However, the many new 
environmental re;ulatione and conditional uaa reetrictiona local 
legislative bodiea impoea upon • Locally Undeairable Land Uaa 
(LULU) such as a landfill are beginning to drive up the tipping 
fees to a level where remote ahipping of solid waste ia no longer 
beyond economic consideration. 

At the September meeting of th• L.A. Solid Waate Citizen Advisory 
aroup, an official of the Los Angel•• County Sanitation Oi■tricta 
informed the aroup that an ad hoc panel of ite directors from 
several amaller Loa Angeles County citiee, but not Loa Angele&, 
1• attempting to ••t up a waste hauling ayatem beginning at the 
Districts' Puente Hills Landfill which would arrange for rail 
tran&tar at an intermodal facility for trana-ahipment to-the Eagle 
Mountain aite, Thie marks the second attempt to arrange for a rail 
haul ayatem out of the San Gabriel Valley-San Bernadina corridor, 

I .. ····· ...... •.• .. ·.·.·.········ .·.•. ___ ,- ____ . __ . __ --.. -.-............. :::·.:,, .. w ?:-,,,;,w.:-... _.::.,:::, .. 
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DETAILED C0MMJUn'S C0RCDJrIXO TD DaAl'T IIS/R l'OR TU IAGLB 
M0CBTAIH LAlll)~It.L AJm ITS ACCOMPAKYIMG IPICI~IC Pr.AH 

Cpmpl•S• lanq haul-diapp■al •Y•S•• •aaly•1• 1■ lackipq. Although 
th• Draft IIS/R far the propoaad Eagle Mountain Landfill and the 
accompanying Rivaraide County Specific Plan No, 252 make clear that 
moat of the waste accepted at the facility wUl be via double
stacked rail container care--up to 80 percent of the projected 
20,000 tone per day when the landfill is fully operational--tha 
document doe• not provide a complete environmental analyaia of such 
a ayatem. 

Ideally auch an analysis would begin at a transfer atation in a 
h.i;hly populated area and cover th• entire tranaportatior. procedure 
through to actual diaposal and removal ot certain unacceptable 
materiale. In the case of the propoaed Eagle Mountain disposal 
facility, however, it 1• recognized that diatant tranater stations 
might require their own environmental clearance■ because of local 
permitting requiremanta. 

Therefore, it 1• auggeatad that a hypothetical tranafer ■tat.ion/ 
1ntermodal facility in the San Oabriel Valley-San Barnadino rail 
corrdior be ■elected. The analyai■ could then include additional 
impact■ other than rail cro■ainga, which have already bean covered 
in th• 1988 SCAG atudy. Air quality impact■ are particularly 
important, both for ona complete train and the cumulative impact• 
for one year caf rail traneport, aaauing one train every other day. 
Baat of San Bernadino, th••• iapacta need to be di■cuaaed with 
regard to paeaage along ex.iatin; Southam Pacific track■ to rerrum 
Junction a• wall, 

The preaent document .. rely depict•• air movement■ within thia 
corrdior and detail• the e11iaaiona tram one train, typically 
con■ iating of a diaeel locomotive and 1, articulatad car■, each 
capable of carrying up to 10 container■, Although the cumulative 
annual impact on air emiaaiona 1■ ehown, the aabiant air quality 
along the way 1■ not. In addition, the San Borgonio Pa•• area 
require■ two or more locomotivea. r 

~ N1t1gat10D: Blectrif1cat1cm of fac111ti••.:..-APP•ndix I of the J DE?S/R JNnt.iona that electrification of the rail line■ within the 
•:::: South Coa■t Air Quality Management Diatrict 1• high on the liat 
j for conaideration u nace■aary for air quality improvement. How-
_;. ever, it then diami■••• thia mitigation meaaure, ■tat.in; that 

th• document will diacua 1nataad electrification only for the 
privat•ly owned induatrial rail line from l'errwa Junction to 
the mine site. It than go•• on to treat thi■ iaaue not a■ one 
of environmental mitigation, but rather of a traction/pulling 
power ratio. It 1• admitted that there 1• a alight advantage 
for utilizing electric locomotive• which could co■t up to twice 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;:::::::::;:::;::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:~::::::~9//~ 
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3 aa much as a used Dieaal locomotive, It 1a r•co ... nded that 

4 

5 

6 

thia b• coneid•r•d an environmental protection ua■v•, both from 
an air quality ad no1H ai tigation ■tan4point, and that 
appropriate analy■e■ be coDducted, both along the rail line■ uaed 
a• common carrier■ and tor the privet• line. Impl■Mntation 
would be at tha till■ the c01111on carrier linea in the area would 
be r•quir•d to be electrified, 

Withih the aita, tha diacuaaion in Appendix Estates that electri

fication ot unloading cranes, of the pug mill uaad tor liner 
material preparation and ot the balta to be uaed far transporta
tion and loading of cover material ia feaaibla, and would result 
in a reduction of emissions by about tive percent, No noise 
reduction figure• are given. 

However, when the L,A, Solid waste Citizen Adviaory Group visited 
the site, an electrified bulldozer, with a "scoop" ■o large it 
easily held 10-12 people, waa still on site, lstt over trom the 
iron ore mining days. Bven if it neecle to be uaallblad on aita 
with parts ■hipped in by rail, ae ... previaualy done, tbe ue 
of ■uch equipment auat be thoroughly inve■tigated u4 analyzed, 
'both tram an air quality aDd a noiH reduction atandpoint. A 
leaa polluting and quieter operation would be le•• intrusive 
to the surrounding area. 'l'hia 1• particularly important tor 
night-time impact• on wildlife and to worker• who will be living 
nearby, &n.ergy consaapti01l iwpact■ would need to be raviaed 
- wall, bath for the uae of alactl'ic loco110tiva■ IID4 on-■ita 
acUviUea. 

Mitigation; on-■ita water npply. Both the Draft document and 
the Specific Plan atate that the only potable water aupply on 
site would be on• z,000-;allon truck per week. Although the 
nW11bar ot amployaaa axpectad on ait• 1• dUZ"ing the varioua 
phases ot landfilling is not included, it 1• queationed whether 
thia would be adequate, ainca it would alao naad to ■erva incoming 
truck craws, The L.A. SWCAO w .. informed that temperature■ in the 
lower portion• of the pit can exceed 120 dagraea rarenheit during 
the long summer aaaaon. Further, this portion of th• Colorado/ 
Sonoran Desert as a whole often experience& th• warmeat tempera
tures ot any North American desert area, according to th• 1977 
Sierra Club Ouida, :he D•••rt• ot the Southwa•t, by Peggy Laraon. 

Th• Draft document atataa that the Kaiser-owned well• about ■ix 
milae ea■t ot th• Eagle Mountain site, which formerly supplied 
on-site water tor mining activities, have been ahown to exceed 
current potable water quality atandarda for fluoride, which can 
reault in mottled teeth and other body damage when ingaatad. 
There 1a a statement that the aeparata Specific Plan tor the 
tormer mining town of Eagle Mountain, contained entirely within 
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the Landfill ·specific Plan area, will recommend a defluoridation 
plant be inetalled similar to that of the nearby retirement com
m~nitY of Lake Tamarisk. At the time lagle Mountain 1• reaettled, 
water comawnption ie expected to incraaae to 144,000 gallons per 
day. 

7 What 1• the timetable for thia re•ettlement? Ollle•• tba plant, 
dea1;n yet undecided, co••• on line fairly quickly, worker• and 
incoming driver• ad their craw■ could face a aerioua watar 
ahorta;a at thia huge, iaolated •it■ in the hot, dry coDditiona 
ot the Socaran ~•••rt. A ■peadad up tiutable 1• r■co ... Dded. 

Private Rail Line concernp, There appear to be two concern• con
nected with the private rail line which are not addressed in the 
Draft BIS/R: 

8 1. Protection of tha line from fluh flooda or other flooding of 

9 

10 

2, 

waah areaa. Large portion• of tha private line lie within 
drainage collection areas. For example, from rarrum Junction 
to the foot of the Orocopia Mountain■, much of the land is 
below Mean Sea Level and subject to ponding of water. Many 
small waah cro■ainga alao occur along the way. A• it 
approach•• the Eagle Mountain aite, the line ia raiaed a few 
teat above ground elevation. Ia thia tru■ for the re11D&inder 
of the line aa well? What other flood protection meaaurae are 
being planned for the oft-site private line aa it i• rafurb
iahad, and how will the additional apur within the aite be 
protected? 

A• the private line leav•• rerrWll Junction, aou aapa ■how that 
it traver■•• a little more than one-half mile of the Salton Saa 
State Rac:-eaticm Area, Could a deacription of thi■ land within 
the Recreation Area ba ;iven, and any apecialized faciliti•• 
detailed? What extra m1t1;at1on mea■ur••• auch aa ■oil 
cleanup, ate., need to be 1natituted7 

Bac:rlf Mpuntain Town Sptcific Plan. 'l'he 4ac1aion not to include the 
old m1n1n; town within Specific Plan Ho, 252 and in tbe Draft IIS/R 
ha• led to nWllarous ,manaw•r~d quaation•. Who will live there, and 
how many people will there be when full-acale landfilling ia 1n 
place? A true picture of all environmental impacta need■ to be 
discuaaed now. th••• include traffic, energy con■uaption, aewa;e 
(aome impact■ are addreaaed), naiaa, and other impact■ to wildlife 
protection and the deaert environment. 

1H•rdaue Waatp M4 Bauaebald IIIV49H Wapt•: Ptr•&S• 1••4•4• 
the Specific Plan ahowa that Planning Ar••• 2 and 3 contain araae 
tor temporary atora;a of hazardoua materiala. Planning Area 2 lie■ 
upet:-eam of a waah and 1• to be uaad for collection of Household 
Hazardous Waate, which is normally exempt from hazardou• regula-

I,,,.,,,,,,,,"'""'"""'"'""'"'"'_.. .. - ... , 
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tions, Planning Area 3 is to be uaed for inspection and temporary 
storage of regulated hazardoua waste removed from incoming truck■ 

11 or traina, Yet no permit requireunta from the Department ot 
Toxic Subatances and Control of the California Environmental. 
Protection Agency are shown. The very remotenaaa of the aite 
will neceaaitate a deciaion to be made on generator statue for 
operators of the landfill, A full 41acua1on of thi■ matter, 
including plan• for protection of the bazudoua waate collection 
and storage u-aaa and plane tor dispoaal ia requested. 

12 

On-site Storage of Recyclablt•• larly plans tor th1• portion of 
tha Eagle Mountain proposal indicated that ■tora;e warehouaea for 
recyclable material• ■uch •• old nawaprint would be available. 
Th••• material• would be ■tared until auch time as their market 
price would become viable, However, with th• pasaage and imple
mentation of AB 939 and related measures, a batter picture of 
the recycling markets in Southern California ia beglnn1ng to 
emerge. Many plastic&, for example, are now recyclable. Beverage 
bottles and cans are being auccaeafully recycled now that the 
depoait price haa riaen. Ola•• recycling facilities are begin
ning to improve, after having cloaed down precip1toualy after 
the passage of AB 2020, · 

Therefore, this aspect ot the propoaal need• to be reviewed. A 
full diacueaion of future plana for th• on-a1te recyclable• 1• 
requaated. What aaaurance■ will there be, and what type of 
monitoring by tha Integrated Waate Management Board, that th• 
facility will not be landfilling recyclable• euch a■ old 
newsprint or magazine• or telephone d1rectoriaa? Would thar• 
be any repercuaaione tor citi•• and countiee which allow their 
recyclablaa to be •hipped to a remote 1it• for storage? 

Again,· thank you tor th• opportunity to rHpond. 

aeapecttully 1ubmitted~ 

Barbara A, Pina 

cc: aary I, Xovall, senior Vice Preeidant and Benaral Counael 
Mine Reclamation Corporation 
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To: :i:~ay Ceniceros, Supervisor 

::.iverside County 

:::::-.o. Jox 1359 

Riverside, ci 92502-1359 

September 18, 1991 

:Jear 1:s. Ceniceros: 
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I am writin; to ask you for your help in stoppins the 

proposed Eagle i-:ountain L211dfill. I feel that t!-.is project 

would be a horrendous mistalrn :for the desert anc. for desert 

d,-,ellers, both human 2.11c. non-hUl!lan. 

1 ::ot only do we not need 20,000 tons o: trash brought in-

2 

to the desert fro::1 Los .~Jl~eles, no::- tte resultar..t c:.ddition to 

s".'.lo_s in the are2 :ror; 200 no:::-e t::-ucts c.nC. 6 c:issel tr2.ir:s 

,l2il:;• tl:rou_:1: ou= valley, nor :;;::-o'b2.ble. t:::-2.:.·:ic tie-t:.?:: in ~.z.::-

te:::;:;2::s .:::ce o.·tsn ::!':o::t, ··e- 2.lso co!1 1 t neec. no::: ,.;:!1t t::::: co::

::.::::-::-: ,bout h.:-1:s in s,.i~: Lmc.:ill. Cr cor:t:,:::inc.te·." :;:::-ot:r:-:::.

':.c"."';.::r ,.hich cot:.1-.:. F.:·.:ect ::.2se::t :::-es.:.::e?.ts ior cov .. "1tless yG2:::

to cor.:e. :;: feel ce:-t.::in t:::-t ;:i.n~ .·.eclc:.r.:.tion :.;o::-po::::-2tic!'l. .::~.1:

r:.ot .::u~·2.::tee t::..·t -;;:::::-i:: ·. ill be no 'hi-r:.lv ·;c::i::- .~2 ;" :,::-cu_:::-: 

i!'l.to t:·1c a=e2. ar.d ttis cot:.l~ ;o:'.::ect ou:::- :;:::-c::.r:(:c::.il~r::!'l. r:::c. th<::i:: 

-r.sndc1,ilc.:cen. 

'.:.':1e □entality t::::t di2tr.!.b1.:::es ttc- b::-.it o: "jo':Js" ::or rr.-::-::_r 

:;ec:::;le is the: s2□e unc2.:.·in~ ricnt.slit~· tl:at is 2.l:-e2.:.:• c'.est::-o:;in::: 

nuc:: o.:: the lc:.nc., v.2.ter 211:: .:.i:::- of ttis :..;artr. fo-: ~:::ee~•:: s:-::e. 

':'tis land:ill is .!l.9.! t'.:e onl~• cl tern2.tive .:.·or jo:::s i::-1 th a:.·e'=... 

'.:'his is also the sa1:1e □en tali ty, only on 2. □uc:: lc.r_::e::: sc:..le, 

seein:; the desert lan:1 as only good fo:c du!!:::;in.:; tr.::.s!:, 2.s tt-= ir:

divic.uc:.l v,ho dunps used couches, \•,ashe:-s, -::vs, ci.i:::-ty c.iape:cs, 

\·,ine bottles, chunks of concrete C., asptalt, tousehold trash, c:n'.·. 

leftover build.in~ ~aterials in the outlyin~ desert areas sur::-our.~-

in.'.} :Jesert Eot .Springs an.:l other Valley to1,ns. 

:\::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;:;::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:;:;::::::~::::=::::::::~;•::~».Z~--?;*x 
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2. 

I'm \•,ell av1are that you you:?:"self have seen tr..is disres:;::ect 

for our Zarth a.~d disregard for the rest of hunanity when you 

viewed the dumping sites from a helicopter last sprin~. ,.nd I c:.ri 
sure that you can see tr..e connection \,hen you realize that the 
main ingredient in both the individual's illegal dumping and a 

l2.2'ge corporation's proposal to dump waste from a laree metro
politan area into our desert is total lack oi concern. Lael~ of 
concern not only for the desert itself, but also for desert dwel

lers, both now and in the future. 
I th2.nlt you !or yoUZ" time and consice:::-ation of this mc:.tter 

and UZ"ge you to please .,.,or!= very h2.rc. to sto;i this thre;;t to t::s 

s.ese:!:'t and to those \,ho live in th1:: ci.esert. :::'he dese:?:"t is .~(: 

c211 continue to be a lan::. o: .~:cec:.t be"uty ~1::. much coci'ort to 
those \,ho abide in it ar:c. ca::-e :::o:?:" it, as 1.ell as :or t:-:ose · .. ::o 

come to ter::pora!'ily see!: its solace. :i.,et ti12t no-: be cieEt:?:"c~re:::.. 

:i~cerely f:?:"oc: Jorothy ~. ~~iley 



CoDDDents on Eagle Mountain Landfill 

The opportunity to coDDDent on the EIS/EIR is deeply appreciated. 
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3750 El canto D~ 

Spring valley 91977 

september 22, 1991 

It is obvious that a great deal of time was expended in the preparation 
of the docwnents and in the plans for public participation. I regret 
that it was impossible for us to attend either August hearing. 

1 Unfortunately, we find the EIS/EIR incomplete and inadequate 
in regards to protecting the integrity of Joshua Tree National 
1!1,:,nument. 

2 Joshua Tree is not only a national treasurehouse but an internationally 
recognized example of the transition zone of the Colorado and Mojave 
deserts. Joshua Tree National Monument is a portion of the core area 
of the Colorado and Mojave Deserts International Biospere Reserve 
dedicated in 1976 by the Secretary General of the United Hations and 
our own Secretary of State. A brief description of the MAB (Man and 
the Biospher~program is attached. 

3 The proposed plans do not go far enough to protect Joshua Tree, its 
wilderness, its environs and its visitors. There is little considera
tion given to blowing dust and sand raised by earthmoving equipment, 
nor to blowing garbage and debris associated with land fillS. The 
attraction of landfills as havens for ravens and other non-endemic 
species is well documented, also. 

4 

5 

Another concern is that there is little discussion of the potential 
problems related to the California aqueduct not too far away. 

It appears that the project will go forward in spite of objections. 
Therefore, it is necessary for the Final EIR/EIS be expanded to 
encompass mitigation measures to protect Joshua Tree Hational Monument. 
The precedent set at this site will effect all desert landfills 
several of which are proposed for sensitive areas. It must be 
tempting for a county to anticipate revenues generated from waste 
outside of the County. Now is the time to weigh the consquences of the 
poor management and mitigation conditions,as proposed,with future 
options restricted as a result of a quick economic gain. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to submit coDDDents. 

enc: Mojave & Colorado Deserts, 
Big Bend and Organ Pipe 
Biosphere Reserves bulletins 



Saquoro Cactus (Carnegia G1gontoa} 

Itm3ODUC'nON 

Organ Pipe Cactus Nabonal Monument, established by Presiden
tial Proclamation in 1937, is located an southwestern Anzona and 
is geographically near the center of the Sonoran Desert The 
Monument contains approximately 330,689 acres of which 95% 
is federally designated wilderness. The Sonoran Desert, which 
covers approximately 76.4 million acres, contains one of the 
world's largest inventones of desert flora and fauna. Although 
Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument 111cludes only a small 
portion of this vast desert, II preserves many elements of that eco

system. 
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Harriet Aller. 
3750 El Canto Dnve 

Spring Valley, CA 91977 

ORGAN PIPE 
NATIONAL MONUMENT 

A BIOSPHERE RESERVE 

Compiled by the Resources Management OMS1on 
Photogn,phs by Richard Fre.ar 

Courtesy of the National Park Service 

Educational Bulletin #91-1 
A publication of the 

Desert Protective Council, Inc. 

TiiE ENVIRONMEITT 

CLIMATE 
Organ Pipe Cactus IS one of the driest of all Nabonal Park SeMce 
areas. The area is charactenzed by relatively little ramfall, high 
summer temperatures, intense solar radiabon, low humidity and 
high evaporabon. The proximity of the Gulf of califomia, the Pacific 
Ocean, and the Gull of Mexico, and the d1Stnbubon of high 
mountain bamers 111 the region, influence the amount, apportion
ment, and seasonality of rainfall. Average rainfall recorded at 
Monument headquarters IS 9 inches a year, but th1S total vanes with 
location. The Aio Mountams, for eKample, m the east, receives up 
to 20 inches a year, and the western portion of the Monument 
receives less than 9 inches. Preap1tabon is d1Stributed biannually, 
with frontal Pacific storms occumng m late wanter and early spnng 
and local and occasionally violent convecbonal storms occurnng 
late summer. The summer monsoon precipitation IS usually very 
intense, localized and of short durabon, resulbng m flash floods 
Precipitabon al the Monument dunng the winter IS not as depend
able. and IS usually typified by gentle wide-spre.ad rains of a much 
longer durabon than m the summer. 
As part of the ongoing research. ramlall 1S recorded monthly at 17 
locabons throughout the Monument. Seven of the locations have 
Forester ram gauges. Data from these ram gauges is sumrnanzed 
annually. At nine sites, automated datapod weather stabons record 
precp1tabon, soil temperature (12" and 48"). relalive hurmd1ty, 
solar radiabon and wind speed and d1recbon. A Ima! rainfall 
recorder consists of a National Atmosphenc Depos1bon Program 
weVdry bucket. This recorder is seMced weekly, with Ph and 

conducbvity measurements performed on samples of sufhaent 
quantity. 

TOPOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGY 

The Monument hes within the Basin and Range Geologic Provmce, 

which extends from northwest Meiuco to southeast Oregon, and 
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from the Colorado Plateau and Sierra Madre on the east to the 
Sierra Nevada on the west. The Basin and Range iS named for the 
numerous elongated mountain ranges alternating with Wide allu
vial valleys. The geology and topography of the monument is 

typical of the Basin and Range. The variability that is seen from 
range to range is attributable to differences in the kinds of rock that 
were uphlted, the extent of uphlt and the amount of erosion that 
has OCQl!Ted. 

FLORA 

Approximately 550 speaes of lnlSallar plants are found Within the 
boundanes of Organ Pipe Cactus NatJonal Monument "This 
number mcludes both perenmal and armual plant speaes. Ap
prOX1rnately 11 % (62 speaes) of tlus flora IS composed of non
nabve plants (Aeger, 1990) Two chslind subdivisions of the Sono
ran desert and their assocated vegetallve communities are repre
sented 
The highly diverse Anzona Upland subd1V1S1on embraces the 
greater porbon of the Monument Flora of this subd1vis1on includes 
the rruxed cactus/palo verde community found on the ba,adas or 
low-lymg gravel slopes. Here cactJ such as the giant saguaro 
(Camegiea giganlea) and organ pipe cadus (Stenocereus thurbe:ri) 
dominate the landscape. The prevalent tree speaes IS the foothill 
palo verde (Cercidium rruaophyllum). In the higher elevatJons of 

Senito Cactus (Lophocereus Schotti1} 

l~l~l- ___________ .·. _,=·. ______ :=. :=. __ :=:=:=:=:=:·· ......•..•• _ .•.• • ·;;ww~ ::::: 
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the Ajo Mountains the jojoba/evergreen saubland commwuty 
oca.u-s. Here, where rainfall is more abundant, plants such as 
jojoba (S1mmondsia ctunens1S), agaves (Agave deserti) and one
seed juniper (Jwupenus monospenna) are found 

The Colorado Lowland subdiV1S1on IS best represented in the 

western porbon of the Monument The aeosote bush/bursage 
community best charactenzes this subdivision. Creosote bush 
(Larrea tndentata), tnangle-leaf bursage (Ambrosia delto,dea), and 
white bursage (Ambrosia dumosa) are well represented m the 
Valley of the Ajo and Growler Valley. M1>ted shn,b communities of 
brittlebush (Encel,a farmosa), tnangle-leaf bursage (A. delto1dea) 
and foothiU palo verde (C. rruaophyllum) are found throughout the 
Bates, Puerto Blanco, Sonoyta and Diablo Mountains, and Opn
ano and Qwtobaqwto HiUs. Along the Monument"s south bound
ary, where the sod IS highly alkaline, saltbush (Atnplex sp.) 
communities thnve. 
A few speaes of plants, representallve of a tlurd subdivision of the 
Sonoran Desert, the Central Gulf Coast, can also be found m 
Organ Pipe Plant speoes exist here that are rarely fowid else
where in the United States. Many of the plant speoes are at the 
northern extreme of their range and are very sensillve lo changes 
m clunate Included are the sernta cactus (1.Dphocereus schottii) 
and (Jatropha onerea) The only known U.S. population of both 
plants OCQlrs here, W1tlun the Monument 

FAUNA 

Like the flora, the faWUI of Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument 
IS highly diverse W1tlun the Monument are found apprOXlmately 
53 species of mammals, four speoes of amphibians, 43 speaes of 
reptiles and one species of fish. In additJon, observations of over 
278 bird speaes have been recorded Of these speoes, 63 are 
known to breed, and an additional five are suspected of breeding. 

WATER RESOURCES 

Sources of surface waler are very hmited, as is lo be expected Ill 

such an and land. No perennial streams or nvers exist within the 
Monument. Ephemeral flow OCQlrs for bnef penods as a result of 
locally heavy summer ramstorTns or rare regional slorTns Runoff 
qwckly mf1ltrates mto the stream beds Ill the baiadas, and thus only 
very rarely do large storTns provid1< suff,oenl runoff for waler to 
flow long distances down washes. 
There are 11 spnngs Wllhm the Monument, three of which are 
perermial. The largest spnng is Qwtobaqu1to, wh,ch discharges 
nearly 30 lo 35 gallons per rrunule It iS the only spnng whose flow 
is suff1oent lo aeate a large body of open water nearby, known as 
Qwtobaquito pond. Other sources of surface waler includes llnajas 

or rock catchments. 
The full extent of the Organ Pipe Cactus groundwater resources is 

not entJrely known, however, on-going research is emphasizing 
defining aquifer bowidanes, capacities, depletJon and recharge 
rates. 

iHREA TS TO RESOURCES 

Like many other National Park areas, the greatest threats to the 
resources of the Organ Pipe Cactus Nallonal Monument are 11 

result of the effects of development on lands adjacent to the 
Monument The pnmary resource management concern iS the 



continued urbaruzabon and agricultural development occumng 
near the southern boundary of the Monument,. in the neighbonng 
state of Sonora, Mexico Of concern to Monument management 
IS the effect on native plants and annnals of herb1cde and pesbcde 
drift. 11was1on of non-nabve flora and fauna, and most s1gmficantly, 
groundwater depletion in the Sonoyta Valley A pnmary concern 
1s that conbnued or .increased pumping in Mexico may I01A1er the 
groimdwater table and also reduce the hydrostabc pressure at 
certain locabons within the Monwnent, such as at Qwtobaqu1to, 
where an endangered species, the Qu1tobaquito desert pupfish 
(Cypnnodon maaJianus), oc01rs. As of 1988. there were approxi
mately 22,455 1mgated acres in producbon in the Sonoyta Valley, 
supported by 165 wells. Annual groundwater pumpage IS approxi
mately 83,160 acre feet, which IS 2.5 bmes the aquifer recharge 
rate. Although there now exasts a moratoriwn on the dnllmg of new 
wells, aJrTenl wells are pumping at 50% belOIAI their potential 
capacity of 191,000 acre feet. 
Over the past three years, the Nabonal Park Service has made 
s1gruficant efforts to research this problem and to work with the 
Mexican resource personnel Efforts have included researching 
past, present and future land usage 111 the Sonoy-.a Valley, 
developing a database of wells ad)llcenl to the Monwnent, gather
mg electncal data for wells, calculabng extracbon by pomt and 
attempbng to define boundanes of the aqwfer. 

RESEARCH AND RESOURCE MANAGEMEl'IT 

Currently there are approximately 31 separate research studies 
bemg conduded at Organ Pipe The ma1onty of these studies are 
natural scence related. One study, hOIAlever, has been a three-year 
mtensive archeological survey of the Monwnent 
A program enbtled the Sensitive Ecosystems Program, an exten
sive inventory and morutonng effort, was mibated Ill 1986. ThlS 
program has become a vital and mtegral part of the overall research 
and resource management operabon at Organ Pipe Research and 
morutonng efforts, although parkwide m many cases, are concen
trated al 16 identified study sites, ranging 111 size 2.1 to 160 
hectares, each reflecbng speafic components of the overall re
source Through the Sensibve Ecosystems Program, long-term 
morutonng protocols have been estabhshed, and basehne mven
tory data has been acqwred on park repbles, amphibians, small 
mammal populabons, aquifauna, terrestnal mvertebllltes, special 
status plants, non-nabve vegetabon, land-use trends on adjacent 
property and vegetation strudure and d,vers1ty in natural commu
nities. 
Other resource management acbVlbes mclude a revegetabon 
program designed to restore disturbed sites to a natural condibon, 
geographic mforrnabon systems, lustonc preservabon. erOS1on 
control. threatened and endangered species management, non
native speces control, backcountry/wildemess management, air 

t_:ij and water quality monitonng, museum and archive management, 
· and coordinatJon of the monwnent's Man and the Biosphere 

Program. 

MAN AND TI-iE BIOSPHERE 

The Sonoran Desert Biogeographic Region, of which Organ Pipe 
Cactus Nabonal Monument is a part. 111 southern Anzona and 
northern Sonora, Mexico, is an area exposed to a mulbtude of 
threats and issues, impacbng both natural and cultural resources 

llil!_,_:_:_:_:.: ... : .. .-... ·.·· .. =.-.•. : .. .-... :: ...... :::::::::::::::::::::::: ·:::::: ·::::::::·: , ..... ':' ,· ·:-:·' w. 
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and the people bV1ng 111 this region. Land 1s managed by an amiy 
of governmental, pnvate and tribal organizabons. Adverse land 
management practices in one area affect other areas as well. While 
preservabon of resources IS a high pnonty in one region, economic 
needs dnve management 111 another. Issues are not only cross
boundary. they are cross-cultural and international in scope as well. 
To deal with these problems, elf ective commun1cabon IS essential 
One identified means of addressing these cross-boundary con· 
cerns IS through the Man and the Biosphere program. On October 
26, 1976. the United Nabons Educabon. Soentihc and Cultural 
Orgaruzat1on (UNESCO) recognized and designated Organ Pipe 
Cactus Nabonal Monument as a Man and the Biosphere Reserve 
The Man and the Biosphere program IS an international program 
of scentihc cooperabon, dealing with human/enV1ronmental m· 
teracbons throughout all geographic and chmabc areas of the 
world As of 1987, there were 269 biosphere reserves m 70 
countnes. 43 of these are m the Uruted States and SIX are m 
Mex.,co The purpose of the Biosphere Reserves 1s to establish a 
network of protected samples of the world·s ma,or ecosystem 
types Each reserve is devoted to the conservation of nature and 
scienbhc research, and proVldes a standard against which human 
IITlpad on the enV1ronment can be measured 
For Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument. the Man and the 
Biosphere philosophy 1s mtegrated 11110 the overall park manage
ment Internal park acliV1bes emphasize the importance of the 
Monwnent's role as a core natural area by servmg as a primary 
resource morutonng Site and as focal pomt for mleracbon with 
people on the role ol the biosphere reserve. Externally. the Man 
and the Biosphere program proV1des a vehicle for developing and 
expanding commumcabon linkages with Monument neighbors. 

Organ Pipe Cac1us (Slenocereus Thurberl) 



which include the Tohono O'odham Indian Reservation, the 
Cabeza Pneta Wildlife Refuge, Bure.au of Ullld Management and 
the Mexiam Government and citizens. 
Cu1Tently being disalssed is II proposal that will fully define the 
geographic area of the Sonoran Desert BiosphereReserw Region. 
This will involve identifying the adjacent lands to the present Organ 
Pipe Cactus biosphere reserw, as well as other places of influence, 
including the Pinllcate Protected Area In Sonora, Mexico. Manage
ment philosophies of involved agencies will be eicamlned and 
recorded and analyzed an regards to !hear Impact on neighbonng 
lands. Elements n!llleWl!ld will include natural resource manage
ment, tradibonal uses and management pnictioes, consumptive 
uses, socioeconomic condibons and trends, existing agreements 
and cooperative relationships. 
Both natural and cultural resource issues of regional concern will 
also be identified. A c:onsultive Man and the B10Sphere fr.smework 
for cooperation among groups and individuals In the region will be 
developed, with the strategy being to develop deeper dialogues 
between groups, and indiViduals playing key roles in the Sonoran 
Desert Biogeographic Region. 

Documents compiled and edited from the following sources: 
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CONCLUSION 

Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument remains one of the most 
pristine samples of Sonoran Desert In the world. With II vast array 
of scenery, flora and fauna, ii ofll!J'S many opporlunibes for 
recre.abon and en~t of natural beauty. Beyond this role, 
however, the Monument remains dedicated to the preserwtion of 
this natural area. A multitude of resource threats and issues will 
ccnlinue to combat Organ Pipe Cactus In the yeaB to come. By 
developing a base of solid research to addre55 specil,c problems. 
and by working with ad)IICent land neighboB to address confhcts. 
the Monument will be well equipped to deal with the challenges of 
the future. 

Brown. Bryan T ., uipe P. Hendrickson, R. Roy Johnson and William Werrell. 1983. An Inventory of Surface Water Resources at Organ Pape 
Cactus Nabonal Monument, Arizona. Techrucal Report No. 10, Cooperabve Nabonal Park Resources Stud,~ Unit. University of 
Anzona. Tucson, Anzona. 97pp. 

Felger, Richard S. 1990. Non-Native Plants of Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument. Arizona. Technical Report No. 31, Cooperabve 
Nabonal Park Resources Studies unit, UmveBily of Anzona, Tucson, Arizona. 93pp. 

Great Western Research, Mesa, Anzona. 1988. Land Use Trends SurTounchng Organ Pape Cactus National Monument. Contract CXB000-
7-0031, Final Report to USDI National Park SeMce, Western Regional Office. San Franasco. 96pp. 

USDi, Nabonal Park SeMce. 1987. Off,cal Map and Guide, Organ Pape Cactus Nabonal Monument. Arizona. Government Pnnbng Ofhce 
2pp. 

USDI. Nabonal Park Service 1991. Proposal· Feasibiliiy Assessment: Resource Issues of Common Concern ma Mulbagency Sonoran Desert 
Biosphere Reserve. Organ Pape Cactus Nabonal Monument. Anzona. 10 pp. 

USDI, Nabonal Park Service. 1987. Statement for Management, Organ Pipe Cactus Nabonal Monument, Anzona. 45pp. 

USDI. Nabonal Park Service. 1991. Water Resources Management Plan· Draft, Organ Pipe Cactus Nabonal Monument, Anzona. 115 pp. 

CARRY PLENTY OF WATER 

tlr,i OUERT PROTECTWE COUNCIL 1114. 
Educational BulleUu 191-2 
(permission is hereby granted 

4 ~~ to reproduce in whole or in part) ....... 

OBSERVE DESERT SURVIVAL POLICIES 

Additional copies may be obtained as follows: 2 free: 
send stamped, seH-addressed #10 envelope. 3-8: 
donation of $1.00 suggested. 10 or more: special 
rates, inquire below. 
Write to: DPC PUBLICATIONS 

3750 El Canto Dr., Spring Valley, CA 920n 
(please include Bulletin number or title) 



::z 

DOCUMENT 0151 

Jl50 El Canto Drive 
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THE MOJAVE AND COLORADO 
DESERT BIOSPHERE RESERVE· 

£d11or'1 Nore Thll II 1/w /1rs1 
In a aenu on the ln&ematk>nal 

B101plwre R-,- In 1/w daeru 
of 1/w Unlled Srara BIii Tn.ade// 
11 1/w Chlf!/ Na1urallll Jor 
Joshua Tree NallOnOI Monumenl 

Death Valley! Joshua Tree! Anza-Bcmego! Santa Rosa Mounlalns 
and Deep Canyon Research Center! 

These are some of the reasons that the Mojave and Colorado 
Deserts Biosphere Reserve was dedic:ated in March of 1975 by the 
Director General of UNF.SCO and the Uruted States· Secretary of 
State. It andudes Death Valley and Joshua Tree National Monu· 
ments, Anza-Bo1Tego Desert State Park, the Santa Rosa Moun· 
tains Wildhfe Management Area and Deep Canyon Research 
Center. It is a unit of the lntemabonal Biosphere Reserve System 
under the Uruted Nations' Program on Man and the Biosphere. 

These terms may be new to you, so we·o define them briefly and 
introduce you to a model Biosphere Reserve. Rnally, we ·n descnbe 
the Mo)ilve and Colorado Desert Biosphere Reserve 

The biosphere is that veneer of the earth's crust, waters and 
atmosphere that supports hie You are m the biosphere now The 
only way you can leave it IS to fly mto space or dnll deep mto the 
earth where no hie exists. 

Each biosphere reserve IS nommated because it conlalns a unique 
porllon of the biosphere represenllng forests, deserts, tundra, 
grasslands, mounlalns or nver/lake systems. Each "is recognized 
as part of the antemabonal network of biosphere reserves This 
network of proteded samples of the world's ma)OI' ecosystem types 
1s devoted to conservabon of nature and scientific research m the 
service of man It provides a standard agaanst which the effect of 
man's impact on his environment can be measured." 

WHY WERE BIOSPHERE RESERVES ESTABLISHED' 

In the late 1960s, senous world-wide environmental problems 
were recognized, such as acid rain, pollubon of the earth's lakes, 
rivers and oce.ans, global warming, deforestations and desertific.a
lion. It became inaeasangly evident that It was necessary to reverse 
these trends, to provide mibgation and rehabilitabon and to 
combine prote.cbon of natural resources with continuing use, 

by Bill Truesdell 
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production and rultural prac:bces. The Biosphere Reserve program 
was conceived by the Uruted Nations Educabonal, Scenbhc and 
Cultural Organizabon (UNESCO) an 1971 to address the probiems 
on an anternational basis. The program is organized m each country 
under the Man and the Biosphere Program (MAB) As of 1987. 
there were over two hundred reserves in 70 countnes mduding 44 
in the United States. Forty other countries involved m the program 
are co11S1denng des1gnabng new reserves. 

A MODa BIOSPHERE RESERVE 

At the center of the reserve is the~ zone establlshed to preserve 
genebc materials and nurumally disturbed areas charactensbc of 
that particular terrestnal or coastal/manne region. It contains 
sufficient habitat for numerous speaes including predators, or 
centers of endemism (Galapagos Islands), or high b1olog1cal diver
sity (Manu National Park in the Peruvian Andes), or wild progeru· 
tors of economic species or areas of interest for observing parlicu· 



lar speaes, features or processes. A core area has serure legal 
protection and permits activities which do not adversely_ effect 
natural processes and wildlife. 

Next is a buff er zone which is managed to protect the core zone and 
may include settlements, experimental research, rehabilitation 
areas and traditional land use are.as. Buffer zones may axncide with 
parks, refuges and multiple use areas. Manipulabve marlilgement 
pracbces may be permitted to enhance production and protection 
while conserving natural processes. 

T ransihon areas typ1cally surround the core and buffer zones and 
are usuaUy dynamic zones of cooperation where, hopefully, con· 
seMi!Jon knowledge and management skills are appbed and where 
uses are in harmony With the purpose of that reserve. Such uses 
indude settlements, o-oplands, forests, recreatJon and economic 
uses charactens!Jc of the region thus prOV1dmg opportuni!Jes for 
interdiscipbnary studies to support regional planrung for conserva
uon and rural development. 

In summary. biosphere reserves are needed to 
conserve b1olog1cal resources. especally genetic materials, 
perpetuate and learn from tradi!Jonal fonns of land use, 
learn how natural systems work, and educate others, 
monitor natural and human-caused changes, 
improve management of natural resources, 
share knowledge, and, 
cooperate m solving natural resource problems. 

TI-iE MOJAVE AND COLORADO DESERTS BIOSPHERE 
RESERVES 

In 1971 when cntena for biosphere reserves had been established, 
UNESCO accepted nominatJons from all over the world. In 
California, the Moiave Desert (lying mamly above 3,000 feet 
elevahonl and the Colorado Desert ( lying mamly below 3,000 feet) 
had rrlilny worthy candidates. Death Valley and Joshua Tree 
Nauonal Monuments, the Eastern Moiave (now a sceruc area), the 
Kelso Dunes, the Granite Mountains, the Desert T ortoJSe Research 
Natural Area, the Western Moiave Research Natural Area, Ana
Borrego Desert State Park, the Santa-Rosa Mountains Wildhfe 
Management Area and Deep Canyon Research Center were 

nominated 

However, only lour core umts were chosen; they had the legal 
protection of Congressional and State leg1slallon: the two monu-

i: ments, the state park and the research center. They had nch 
-===~ :_.~.~-:: representations of both of the two desert ecosyslusterns, enderruand· c 
·: plants and animals, numerous archeological and tone sites 
~/ encompassed topography ran91ng from beJOUJ sea level to 11,000 
l.f.il feet. They offered boundless opportunities for research, educabon, 

interpretation and the protection of species and genetic materials. I ::;:.==~=== 
I ~~E:~:::~~ 
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mitigation programs have been estabhshed to protect Vital areas 
while sustaining the economic benefits of users (Coachella Valley 
Preserve) and where compatible uses are encouraged (Santa Rosa 
Mountains National Sceruc Area.) 

TI-IE CORE AREAS 

DEATH VAUEY NATIONAL MONUMENT was chosen to rep
resent the Mo,ave Desert ecosystem. The Monument, one and a 
half limes the me of Delaware, IS the hottest and dnest place m 

• 
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North Amenca; yet its highest peaks, 
around 11,000 feet, sport snow 
fields, panamint daisy, Jumper, 
pmyon and other pines The lowest 
place in the United States (-282 feet) 
is in the Valley. The steep ~rp
ments reveal ancient rock fomia
bons pushed upward by 1nexorable 
pressures Ill ages past. 

Death Valley is anything but dead! It 

contains a bV1ng treasure house of flora and fauna. Some 970 
speces of plants have been identified within the Monument 
1ndud1ng some 15 speces that are endemic to the Monument and 
another 21 in the Death Valley Region. Five taxa of f1Sh are found 
within the Monument including the endangered Devil's Hole 
pupfish (Cypnnodon D,abolls). Reptiles, insects, birds and mam
mals (predator and prey) occupy distmctJve niches and offer 
research and educational opporturutJes as well as management 
challenges. Milling ac!JV1ties have dee-eased, the 20 Mule T earns 

have given 'way to 11\lcks, but historic mirung sites abound 
Hundreds of people descend annually on the Monument to 
celebrate 49-er days. 

JOSHUA~ NATIONAL MONUMENT was chosen as a core 
area because ~o great desert ecosystems come together m the 
560,000 acre Monument. These two systems, prirflilnly deter

mined by elevation, illustrate the dif
ferences between high deserts and 
low deserts. 

Below 3,000 feet. the Coloradn 
Desert in the eastern half of the 

_ Monument IS dominated by creo
sote bush Ocotillo and Jumping 
cholla cactus are also found more 
abundantly in this lower desert. The 
higher, shghtly cooler Moiave Des

ert., lying generally above 3,000 feet, IS the specal habitat of the 
Joshua Tree. A third ecosystem, the oases, provide dramatic 
contrast to the arid surroundings. Five fan-palm oases dot the 
Monument indicating where water occurs naturally at or near the 
surface. Geological displays indude contorted mountains, granite 
monoliths, arroyos, playas, bajadas, alluvial fans, pediments, des
ert varnish, granites, apbte and gneiss. Early inhabitants, known as 
Pinto Man, lived along the slow-mOW1g river in dry P-into Basin .. 
uiter, Native Americans traveled in tune with the seasons harvest
ing pinyons, mesquite beans, acorns and cactus fruit. They left rock 
paintings, ollas and still-discemable trails. 
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The opportunity for research and education, for aintemplabon, for 
mterprebng the desert systems and interdependency of their 
speaes and the protection of genebc materials IS clearly available. 
The Monwnent proYides Environmental Education programs in 
neighboring communities, programs which teach about our place 
in the natural environment. 

ANZA-BORREGO DESERT STATE PARK is the third core area 
of the Mo,ave and Colorado Desert Biosphere Reserve. It pre
serves the Colorado. or low desert, with its creosote, ocobllo and 

--

various cacb. Over 600 species of 
plants are found within the Park of 
which 40 are considered rare or 
endangered. Birds include 150 
speaes, some of which migrate 
through the Park or come to spend 
a season. Animals include the shy 
bighorn sheep of the Peninsular 
subspecies, found in the Park, south 
into Baia California and northeast 
into the Santa Rosa Mountains. 

Annual sheep counts indicate that the populabon IS dwindling 
rapidly Palm oases dot the Park EV1dence of early human 
occupation 1s Widespread. Fossil records which include large mam
moths, 1nd1cate a lush, tropical habitat and anaent seas in ages 
past. 

Together with the Santa Rosa Wildlife Management Area, Anza
Borrego Desert State Park offers unparalleled opportunities for re
search, protection of genebc resources and education. 

In the Ima! recommendations to the Man and the Biosphere Direc
torate, the SAITTA ROSA MOUNTAINS WllDUFE MANAGE
MENT AREA WilS recommended for inclusion 1n the Moiave and 
Colorado Desert Biosphere Reserve combmed With Anza-Borrego 
Operating Within th,s area IS the Deep Canyon Research Center. 

TiiE DEEP CANYON RESEAROi CENTER of the Uruvers1ty of 
Cahfomia, Riverside, IS a part of the Uruvers1ty·s state-wide system. 
In concert With saentists from Canada, Ohio State and other units 

' ,. ,_ ,, ~ 'J' .·· 
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of the University system, it over-sees 
dozens of short term projects and 
many long-term u,vestigaboos (a ITllJli
mum of mne years, some many 
more.) It provides opportunity for 
saentists to conduct research under 
strictly controlled cond1bons. Re
search at Deep Canyon embraces 
the aincept of biosphere reserves by 
offermg direction and networks for 
rese.arch and monitonng of resources 

within the core areas of the Mo,ave and Colorado Deserts bio-
sphere reserve. 

PRESERVATION OF EXISTING SPECIES 

Of specific concern Is the need to preserve existing species, 
espeaally those which are rare or endangered. The U.S. PJSh and 
Wildlife Service and the California Department of PJSh and Game 

'=~~--
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are mandated to protect these categones state-wide. Within the 
core areas, the task is eaSJer, though legal protection does not 
always assure continuity of species. 

For example, only a few score of the peninsular big-horn sheep 
(Duis canadensls c,:emnobates} are found in the Anza-Borrego 
Park and ad,aceint mountains. The Baia California herd has been 
pretty well isolated from the south end of the Park because 
Interstate Highway 8 bisects the range between Ba,a California and 
the Park thus cbnunishing exchange of genetic i:natenals. Add1t1on
ally, the Anza-Borrego herd IS sub,ect to diseases trans!Tlltted by 
feral cattle which wander mto the Park. 

In Death Valley, live types of pupfish OCOJPY widely separated 
habitats and exhibit different genebc matenals though they are 
descendants of a single Pleistocene ancestor. However, the super
salty, temperature-vmymg ponds in which they bve are 1eopard1zed 
by water mining inside and outside of the Monwnent boundanes 
ThlS draw-down Is especially dangerous for the Devil" s Hole 
endangered pupfJSh. 

Evidence that protection in the core area 1s effective 1s found m 
Joshua Tree where the cactus Coryphantha Aluersonii V1u1par, 

IS thriving, but 11 IS seldom seen outside the Monument. And. m 

Death Valley, the removal of feral burros Is 1mproV1ng the habitat 
of the native b1ghorr,s. 

Unfortunately, the threatened desert tortoJSe occupies large tern· 
tories in the western Mo1ave Desert, outside of the Monuments 
Though tortoise reserve and natural areas have been designated, 
they are located in the trarJSibonal zone, far beyond the legal 
protection of the core and buffer zones, and, therefore are sub1ect 
to direct and mdirect impacts Their nwnbers are decbnmg and 11 
is possible that they may have to be bsted as endangered m the near 
future. 

PRESERVATION OF TiiE NATIVE WAY OF LIFE 

T nidibonal forms of land use and Uving are practiced 1n man~• 
countnes today and are incorporated mto biosphere reserves In 
the United States, however, such uses and OJStorns are mostly 
ceremonial. Only a few Native AmencarJS have retained trad1tionai 
skills and knowledge, fewer still pracbce them. In the Moiave and 
Colorado Deserts Biosphere Reserve, native traditions and wa~'S 
are preserved and studied by archaeolog1Sts. 

RESEAROi PROJECTS 

In DEATii VAUEY, research is being earned out on: 
- Desert Bighorn Sheep, a fl\le-year study 

Fault hnes, tectonics, desert varrush 
Desert pupfJSh 
Reopening of springs and installation of guzzlers 

At JOSHUA TREE. research is centering on: 
Au quality monitonng 
Ozone injury to resources 
Biological monitonng plots 
Desert tortoise 
Early Hwnan oc.cupancy 



At ANZA-BORREGO DESERT STATE PARK. research IS focused on: 
Bighorn sheep 
Palm Oasis revegitation 
Removal of exotic (non-native) plants 
Paleontology and past ecosystems 
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At DEEP CANYON RESEAROi CENJcR, long-term investigatior15 include: 
The soaal behavior and activity palterN of Kangaroo rats 
The behavioral ecology and cornrnunicatiorlS among grasshoppers 

- lnteracbon between palo verde seed pod production and beetle infestation 
- Water use and metabobsm of agave and cactus 

11-IE FlITURE OF 11-IE MOJAVE AND COLORADO DESERTS BIOSPHERE RESERVE 
Death Valley and Joshua Tree National Monuments, Anza-Bon-ego Desert State Park, the Santa Rosa Mountain Wildlife Management Area 
and Deep Canyon Research Center will continue as the core and buffer areas where training, education, monitonng and rehabihtation take 
place. 

Here is where long-term, sustainable conservation of speces and ecosystems has to take place in CX>Operalion with the local 
people and agenaes. Emphasis IS on conservation of genetic material for practical and problem-orientated research, for 

general environmental educabon, for speaalized lnllning and, more generally, for land-use planning and sustainable resource 
development within the region. 

For more inmformat1on on biosphere reserves and 
MAB actIvItes and programs. write: 

U.S. MAB Secretariat 
Department of State (10/UCS) 
Washington, D.C. 20520 

or Phone (202) 632-2786 

CARRY PLENTY OF WATER 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Biosphere is that veneer of the earth's crust, 
waters, and atmosphere that supports life. 

A biosphere reserve is an international designation es
tablished by the United Nations Educational, Scientific. 
and Cultural Organization (UNESCO). The Man and 
the Biosphere (MAB) program was started in 1971 with 
a goal to develop technology and human values to 
support harmonious relationships between people and 
their environments These areas serve as standards 
against which man's impact on his environment can be 
measured. 

Biosphere reserved represent specific biogeographical 
provinces such as Artie tundra, ram forests, streams and 
nvers, grasslands. JSlands and desert ecosystems 

The United States has designated 28 biosphere re
serves, including four desert systems. to be part of the 
international network Big Bend National Park was 
recognizeq in 1976 as a biosphere reserve and the 
center for biological conservation. research and trairung 
on the Chihuahuan Desert ecosystems. 

THE CHIHUAHUAN DESERT 

The Chihuanhuan Desert, Biogeographical province 
Number 1.09.07, occurs in a band across west Texas 
and northern Mexico with four fingers extending into 

3750 El ~nt~ -Drive 
Spring Valley, CA 919n 
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BIG BEND 
BIOSPHERE RESERVE 
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New Mexico. It lies within the area surrounded by the 
Rocky Mountains, the Sierra Madre Onental and Sierra 
Madre Occidental. 

It is an area of high elevations ranging from about 1,000 
feet along the Rio Grande River to some 6,500 feet in 
Mexico. In the United States, elevations range up to 
7,825 feet. In the U.S. portion, night time tempera
tures drop below freezing at least one hundred days per 
year. Summer temperatures are high. 

The Ch1huahuan Desert, like other North American 
deserts, consists of alluvial plains, bajadas, scattered 
mountains, volcaruc materials usually of the Eocene
Miocene period and a high percentage of soils derived 
from calcareous parent materials. 

The Roads to Big Bend 

Thu T allS ""'P slrow, th, m111n 
routes to 81g Btnd NahtmJJ! Part 
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This desert is dominated by the Creosote Bush (Larrea 

tridentata). Tarbush (Flourens1a cernua) is co-domi

nant. and. sometimes dominant. The distribution of 
Tarbush m the United States basically outlines the 
Chihuahuan Desert. 

The Chihuahuan Desert is characterized by high rain
fall. high calcium soils, and cool temperatures dunng 
parts of the year This encourages the growth of 
grasses. yuccas and agaves in contrast to the Sonoran 
and other deserts. 

BIG BEND THE NATIONAL PARK 

On June 12. 1944. Big Bend was established by 
Congress as the nation's 27th National Park and Texas' 
first. It w--.s a gift from Texas to generations to come. 
A national park is not born overnight, and parks like Big 
Bend are not especially common. As early as 1908, 
legislators in Aust.In were lamenting the fact that Texas 
was the largest state in the Union but had no national 
park. Over the next twenty five years, the state created 
Texas Canyons State Park and after the Chisos Moun
tains were added. renamed it Big Bend State Park. Still, 
the National Park SeMce was not interested. 

But who in the 1930's had money to buy the land for 
a national park? The Federal government? The State? 
The children of Texas? 

A MODEL BIOSPHERE RESERVE 

:!\t ... •.·.·.·.·.······················'·'." ... :.: .. :.:.:::::::::::::••: .. -~ ...... -.•,•:• '.❖'.❖'.•'.•'.•>"X >"Uai' 
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Yes! A donation program was initiated and children 
from all over the State contributed pennies, nickels and 
dimes toward the creation of Big Bend National Park. 
The State legislature finally came to the rescue with 
$1.5 million to complete the purchase of the 1,100 
square miles of Big Bend National Park. 

Forty-seven years have passed since Texas received its 
National Park. Who would have believed that pennies, 
nickels and dimes and the dreams of children could 
create such a gift - a gift of hope from the people of 
Texas to the people of this nation and the world? 

THE BIOSPHERE RESERVE 

And, now, as of October 26, 1976, Big Bend is a unit 
of the international network of the MAB program. 

The Reserve itself includes 699,620 acres completely 
protected by the Exclusive Junsd1ction of the National 
Park Service. 

These acres contain the best example of Chihuahuan 
Desert in the United States. Ancient volcanic rocks and 
massive ocean-deposited limestone beds are present. 
Soil textures range from silt deposits along the river 
flood plain, to gravelly desert soils, to gravelly but 
humus-enriched soils in the mountains. 

The Climate 

Winters are mild with occasional cool days (65F or 
18C). 
Summers are hot (110 for 40C). 
Annual precipitation is between 5 and 20 inches. 
Snow is uncommon but does fall in the mountains oc
casionally. 

And, Big Bend does have a secret season! 
Not only does it have winter, spring, summer and fall, 
but Big Bend has a secret season that has no date: the 
Fifth season, in years when the summer monsoons are 
kind to the desert. The Fifth season is heralded by the 
"white bloo.m", beebush, Texas kidneywood, Apache 
plume. rock trumpets, and angel trumpets. 1bis is 
followed by fields of orange-red Mexican poppies, 
ceniza, limonsillo's, yellow carpet, two blue sages, and 
the scarlet red regal sage of the Chisos Mountains, 
trompetilla, Mexican catchfly, penstemons, scarlet gilia 
and other colorful blooms too numerous to list. 
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Biological Diversity 

Biological diversity is a term that describes the tremen
dous variety of species on earth, their genetic resources, 
and the different ecosystems throughout the planet. 

Surprisingly, the flora and fauna of the Ch1huahuan 
Desert are extremely diverse. These include, as of 
1989: 

3000 species of insects, (raised to 3,800 by Van 
Pelt's 1990 study) 
over 1000 species of plants, 
434 species of birds, 
78 species of mammals, 
55 species of reptiles, 
35 species of fish, 
10 species of amphibian. 

Twenty-one of these species are currently hsted as en
dangered or threatened by both federal and state wildlife 
agencies, with twenty others proposed for hsting. 

lncreasmgly, National Park Service managers are real
izing the sad truth that parks alone can not save nature. 
They know that land management policies outside of 
the protected areas will ultimately determme the eco
logical health of both the world at large and the parks. 
Fostering public understanding of the value and means 
of conserving biological diversity may save many spe
cies from exnnction. 

Big Bend IS offering a number of programs to help park 
visitors · some quarter million annually - to appreciate 
even more the nch diversity of Big Bend. 

Zoning and Conservation Management 

Resource management activities in the National Park 
Service center on perpetuating the native wildlife of an 
area because of their essential roles in the park's envi
ronment. At Big Bend such management strives to 
maintain the natural abundance, behavior, diversity, 
and ecological integrity of native animals like the 
mountain hon. By law, the Park service is required to 
protect and preserve its wildlife resources. It must also 
provide for the public opportunity for enjoyment of 
these special resources. 

There are three major management zones in the park: 
natural, historic and recreational. The vast majority of 
the park resources are in the natural zone. The Pine 
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Canyon Research Natural Area is an Environmental 
protection subzone. Most visitor facilities are in the 
recreational zone. The historic zone 1s comprised of 
histonc and cultural sites. 

Scientific Research and Facilities 

Big Bend is a part of a pnme desert ecosystem. the 
Chihuahuan. Short-term research projects on fauna. 
flora and ecology are in progress There 1s a research 
station within the park at the K-Bar ranch Housing for 
researchers is available there, also. 

There are a number of continuing studies. For example. 
Big Bend research includes studies to understand the 
behavior of mountain lion kittens. There are approxi
mately two dozen adult lions in the park. not all of which 
have radio tracking collars. The role of these predators 
(Fe/is concolor) in mainta1mng the balance between 
herbivors (animals that eat plants) and the vegetation in 
the park is under constant investigation. 

During the past fifteen years. the endangered peregnne 
falcons have been the focus of unprecedented research 
There are eight nesting pairs in the park and less than 
250 pairs in the lower 48 states. The greatest threats 
to successful nesting comes from two forms of human 
disturbance: no1Se from motor boats and noise from 
hikers coming too close to sensitive nesting areas 
Closure of some areas, trails and sections along the Rio 
Grande during nesting season is necessary to ensure 
increasing populations. 

Researchers are monitonng the possible come-back of 
black bears. As of July 1990 there were 4-6 animals In 
1901, they had been common in the Chisos Mountains 

As one of its Man and Biosphere projects, Big Bend 
completed the History of Scientific Study, a bibliogra· 
phy of 3,612 citations. The annotated bibliography 
contains citations involving research in the park, in the 
Chihuahuan Desert and reports published in Spamsh. 

Seminars 

As part of its mission to promote education and training 
under the MAB program, the Park and Big Bend 
Natural History Association present annual seminars 
for the general public and teachers who may earn credit 
for advanced academic training. 
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SKADDEN, ARPS, 5LA'T'E, MEAGHER & F'LOM 

!l'OUR !:M8ARCAOERO CtN'T"E:R 

SAN F"RANCISCO, CAU~ORNIA la.4I1I·4I4' 

September 23, 1991 

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS AND ~AX 

Russell L. Kaldenberg 
Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-south Coast R.A. 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Re: Comments of Eagle Mountain Energy Company 
on Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
on Proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill 
Project 

Dear Mr. Kaldenberg: 

Enclosed please find the original and two 
copies of the Comments of the Eagle Mountain Energy Com
pany on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environ
mental Impact Report prepared on the proposed Eagle Moun-
tain Landfill Project. · 

Please file stamp one of 
it to me in the enclosed envelope. 
add my name to the mailing list 10 
notices of all future developments 
fill project. 

Enclosure• 

cc: navid Mares 

the copies and return 
In addition, please 

that I will receive 
relating to the land-
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COMMENTS or !:AGL& MOUNTAIN !HEAGY COMPANY 
ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ 
BNVIRONMENT.U. IMPACT REPORT ON PROPOSEt> 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN LAHDPILL PROJECT 

DOCUMENT 0152 

Eagle Mountain Inergy Company (EMEC) hereby 

submits comments on the Draft Environmental Impact State

ment/Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR) for the 

Eagle Mountain Landfill Project propoaed by Mine Reclama

tion Corporation (MRC). EMEC intends for theae comment• 

to aa■ ist the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the 

Riverside County Planning Department (RCPD) in complyi~g 

with the requirement■ of the National Environmental Poli

cy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA). 

EMEC's comments focu■ of three issue■ : 

• The correct de■cription oft~• statu■ 

of BMBC's development of a pumped-storage hydroelectric 

facility at _the ■ ite of the former !a;le Mountain open 

pit iron ore mine in Riverside County, California. 

• The need to evaluate the cumulative 

environmental impacts of MRC'a landfill project· and 

EMBC'a hydroelectric project. 

• The need to evaluate the alternative of 

utilizing the Eagle Mountain mine site solely for EMEC's 

pumped-atorage hydroelectric project, 
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Bi 

These co1111Denta are organized in the following manners 

l:MIC'a interest in these proceedings, Project D11crip

tion, Project Status, and Recommended Revision• to the 
D&IS/DBill. 

EMEC'S INTEREST IN THESE PROC!Er>INGS 

!MIC is a private company formed to develop a 

pumped-storage hydroelectric facility et the former Eagle 

Mountain open pit iron ore mine. Df1C 1 1 hydroelectric 

facility would utilize portions of the Ea9le Mountain 

mine site. With minor modifications to MRC's landfill 

project, IMEC'a hydroelectric facility and the landfill 

project could readily co-exiat. However, becauae the 

project■ would be operating in such close proximity to 

each other, EMEC haa I strong inure■t in in_surin; that 

the environmental consequences of both projecta are ade

quately considered and diacloaed to the public. 

PROJECT DBSCRIPT?ON 

IMBC intenda to construct a pumped-storav• 

hydroelectric project utilizing existing, abandoned mine 

excavations at the Eagle Mountain mine site, A pumped-

storage project generate• electricity by releasing water 

from an upper reaervoir through a turbine generator to a 
lower reaervoir. The water flawing frcm the upper re■er-

2 
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voir to the lover reservoir turns the turbine generator, 

producing electricity. 

EMEC's project vill consist of five major com

ponents: 1) an upper water reservoir; 2) a lover water 

. reservoir; 3) a powerhouse; 4) a series of power tunnels; 

and 5) a switch yard and transmission line to tie-in the 

facility to the existing electrical grid. The existing 

mine excavation at Jagle Mountain known as the •central 

Pit• will serve as the upper reservoir. The •za1t Pit•, 

which is also an existing mine excavation at the site, 

will be used as the lover reservoir. Th• reservoirs will 

be connected by power tunnels through which water vill 

flow from the upper reservoir to the lover reservoir. A 

poverhouae vill be constructed approximately 1400 feet 

below the surface, midway between the upper and lover 

reservoirs. Th• powerhouse will contain the pump-turbine 

generators, a■aociated transformer■, and tailrace gates 

to control the flow of water from the reservoirs. 

During periods of high electrical demand, water 

will be released from the upper reservoir (the Central 

Pit) to the lover reservoir (the East Pit) through the 

pump-turbine generators, producing electricity. During 

perioda of low demand, the water in the lover reservoir 

will be pumped back to the upper reservoir vhere it will 

3 
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.be availal:lle for re-release to the lower r .. ervoir to 

repeat the energy production cycle. 

The project will proca~d in two phaaea. In 

phase one, 1 ·small dam a.bout 30 feet high and 550 feet 

. long will be constructed at the south end of the Central 

Pit to increaae the capacity of the upper reaervoir from 

6000 acre-feet to approximately 8000 acre-feet. The 

potential energy stored in the_re■ervoir in phase one 

will enable the project to generate approximately 1000 MW 

of electricity for 8-9 hours. In P~••e two, higher dama 

will be constructed at the upper reservoir to further 

increase its water storage capacity. The capacity in

crease during phase two will enable the project to gener

ate an additional 3000 MW of electricity. The electric

ity generated during .both phaae1 of the project will be 

■old to public utilities and other major energy uaer1 in 
the vest. 

PROJECT STATUS 

On January 31, 1991 EMBC .filed a preliminary 

permit application with the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commiaaion (PERC). ~fter • public review period, rue 
issued a Preliminary Permit for the project on Nay 29, 

1991 (FERC Project No. 11080-00 CA). !MIC ia nov in the 

' 
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procesa of performing the actions necessary to obtain a 

final FERC license. 

R!CO,o,(EN])ED REVISIONS TO THI DEIS/DEIR 

Although the DEIS/DEIR for the propo1ed Ml\C 

landfill project acknowledges the existence of EMEC'a 

project, it asserts that the project is •speculative and 

remote and not reasonably foreseeable.• DIIS/DEIR, page 

S86. This statement mischaractarize1 the status of 

EM!C's project. Al can be seen from the discussion 

above, EMEC's project is definite and !MZC is actively 

pursuing a FERC license. Just because PERC has not com

pleted the licensing process is no juatification for 

declaring the project •remote and speculative.• Indeed, 

if completion of all licenaing procedures were a prereq

uisite for consideration in a DEIS/DEIR, then virtually 

every project, including MRC'1 proposed landfill project, 

could be deemed remote and speculative because of tbe 

absence of final pel"llits. Such a constricted view of a 

propoaed project is incon1iatent with the requireme~ts of 

HEPA and CBQA. 

The •••ertion that DlllC'1 project is remote and 

speculative la particularly pusaling, given the length• 

to which the proponents of the landfill project and 

Riverside County have gone to oppo1e IMBC 1 1 hydroelectric 

s 
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project. Pollowing th• filing af EM!C's preliminary 

permit application with the FERC, MRC, Kaiser Steel R•

source• (Kaiser), and Riverside County fil•d a 1110tion on 

April 30, 1991 with the rue to dismiss EMIC'1 prelimi

nary permit application and to intervene in the permit 

proceedings. MIC, Kaiser and Riveraide County urged the 

FERC to reject the application on varioua ground■ includ

ing the FERC'a asserted lack of jurisdiction aver l:MEC'• 

project. MRC, Kaiser and the County also argued that 

INBC's project would interfere with NRC' ■ planned land~ 

fill project. On May 29, 1991, PIRC rejected th••• argu

ment■ and issued a Preliminary Permit to IMBC. Despite 

PDC's action, MRC, Kaiaar and the County have filed an 

administrative appeal, advancing many of the••• argu

ments that the PERC has already rejected. In addition, 

attorntya for MRC and Kaiser have sent letters to EM!C 

threatening legal action if DIEC refu1e1 to withdraw ita 

application for a Preliminary Permit. 

The vehemence of MRC, Kaiser and the County' ■ 

oppoaition to DIBC's application naturally raiaea the 

following question, 

~ speculative aa to not merit aeriaua conaidaration in th• I 2 IIZIS/DIIIA, vhy have IGIC, Koioer and Rivoroldo County gone 

if IMIC'• project 1 ■ 10 rtmate and 

I to ouch graat lengtha to~•• It? If INBC' ■ project Is 

"······.'.·.·.·.·'' , .. ····•····w.Cv,.,__ · 
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sufficiently definite and real to merit the expenditure 

of significant resources to oppose it, then surely it is 

sufficiently_definite and real to merit full consider

ation in the DEIS/DEIR. It is diaingenuoua for the· pro

ponents of MRC's landfill project to dismiss BMBC's pro

ject aa remote and speculative in the environmental docu

mentation for the landfill project, while they are fur

tively launching a major attack on the project before the 
FERC. 

Moreover, Riverside County's active involvement 

in the opposition to IMEC's project raises _Hrioua quea

tions about its objectivity with regard to the MJlC's 

landfill project. The County's staumenu before the 

PERC of unqualified support of the landfill project 

strongly auggeat that the County has already COlllllittad 
✓ • 

itaelf to the landfill project, ra;ardleH of the outcome 

of the environmental and public review of the project. 

The County's conduct in this regard is not consistent 

with ita obligations under CEQA. 

Por the reasons di1cua1ed above, Da:C requests 

that the statement• in the D&IS/DZIR describing ita 

pumped-storage hydroelectric project as remote and specu-
lative be deleted. In addition, the DBIS/DIIR'a diacua-

aion of EMBC'1 project ahould be expanded to describe the 

7 
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project in more detail, explain how it would affect the 

MRC'a proposed landfill.project, and disclose EMEC'a 

intention, as reflected in these comments, to proceed 

7 with the project. The DEIS/DEIR should also disclose 

that Riveraide County and other proponents of the land

fill project oppoae EM!C'a project and have ■ou;ht to 

block the F!RC'a approv3l of the project. railing to 

make these disclo■urea would deprive the DEIS/~IIR of the 

candor vhich ia supposed to be hallmark of environmental 

a documents of this aort. Furthermore, in light of ~iver

side County'• apparent lack of objectivity with regard to 

the landfill project, it should no longer aarve •• the 

lead agency for the project for purpo■e1 of CBQA review. 

Rather, another agency should be designated aa the lead 
agency. 

9 Moreover, DIEC believea that it ia important 

for the DEIS/l)IIR to evaluate the cumulative environmen

tal impact• of ita project and MRC'a landfill project. 

At a minimum, the document should evaluate the air quali

ty, water quality, fiah and wildlife impacta, and visual 

impact• of undertaking both project• at the Eagle Moun

tain mine site. The evaluation of cumulative impact• 

should diacloae that the total economic benefit• to Riv

eraide County, Kaiser, and the Kaiser retiree• will be 

B 
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greater if .both the landfill project and !M!C's hydro

. electric project were undertaken at the Eagle Mountain 
mine site. 

Furthermore, the DEIS/DEIR ahould evaluate in 

its alternatives analysis (Chapter II) the alternative of 

using the Eagle Mountain mine 1ite for EMEC'1 hydroelec

tric project alone without MRC'a landfill project. 

EMEC'a hydroelectric project repreaents a superior u11 of 

the site in that the environmental impacts are far leas 

severe than those described in the DEIS/DZIR for the 

landfill project. !NEC'• project would put an area dev• 

astated by heavy mining activity to a beneficial uae-•the 

production of electrical power. In addition, construc

tion of a pumped-storage hydroelectric project at the 

Zagle Mountain mine 1ite would offer the opportunity to 

reduce emissions from fossil fuel-fired electric generat

ing plants in the South Coast Air Basin, by allowing th~ 

retirement of older, high polluting plants ln the basin 

and replacing the lost capacity with electricity generat

ed from~•• project. ZMIC's project also offers the 

possibility of creating recreational opportunities at the 

former lagle Mountain mine site because the upper and 

lover reservoirs could serve as resting and feeding 

grounds for migratory birds and as habitat for aquatic 

9 
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life. Uae of tbe aite aa a garbage dump offera none of 

theae environmental benefits, and, indeed, could fore

close them for all time. COnaideration of alternative 

uaes of a resource ia precisely the sort of analyaia that 

is required under NEPA and CEQA and, therefore, must be 

considered in the present DBIS/D!IR, 

Finally, because the de1cription of IMEC's 

project in the DIIS/D!IR may have left the public with 

the miaimpre■aion that a pumped-storage hydroelectric 

11 facility is not a viable p011ibility for the lite, the 

document should be reviaed aa described above and recir

culated in draft form so that the public haa a full op

portunity to conaider the environmental impact• of both 

projecta and comment on them as appropriate, 

10 
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City of !Beaumont 
550 East Sixth Street 
P.O. Box 158 )iiA.·.845·1171 

Beaumont, CA 92223·015ii@J!RW (t llir-8483 
SEP 191991 

~r. David ~ares, Planner III 
RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTRENT 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
Riverside, Ca. 92501 

RIVERS,DE. COUNTY 
"lANNl~G Pr:PARTMENT 

Dear ~r. ~ares: 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the Eagle Rountain 
Landfill Project. 

The City of Beaumont has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the Eagle ~ountain Landfill Project. 

The Department is concerned with the impact that this project 
could have on the Southern Paci fie Railroad lines through our 
city. Several concerns would be: 

1 1) The number of total generated trips per day and/or night and 
what affect the noise impact levels will be in this area. 

2 2) Need for time scheduling analysis generated by this project. 

3 3) Risk assessment of potential disasters and/or hazards 
involving trains and utility lines, i.e., gas, petroleum lines 
that are adjacent to the railroad tracks. 

4 4) What safety programs are currently in affect and what changes 

5 5) 

6 6) 

will be incurred if any by Southern Pacific Railroad upon this 
approval of the project? 

Traffic impacts caused by long trains and frequent occurrences 
could impact grade crossings. Can· we expect funds to help 
mitigate traffic impacts, i.e., assistance with 
overcrossings/undercrossings or improved existing railroad 
crossings? 

The potential for spills and/or accidents along I-10 within 
our city boundaries is a great concern especially because of 
the existing and/or planned residential development in these 
areas. Criteria should be developed that will allow the 
maximum safety concerns and protection to the surrounding 
area. 

t,, ... ,~""'"'"'=~""' 
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l'lr. David l'lares 
September 17, 1991 

Page 2 

Also, the discussion of the origins of shipments to the proposed 
Eagle l'lountain Landfill via the truck mode of transport are too 
vague. Truck shipments of 111aste should be further analysed in 
this report; focusing on the road111ays providing access to the site 
especially including Interstate -10 thru the San Gorgonio Pass 
Area. I'll tigation measures should be developed to address safety 
programs and specific truck routes along the proposed 
transportation routes and air guallty emission standards for 
trucks traveling thru the San Gorgonio Pass Area. 

The City has also additional concerns relating 1111th diesel 
locomotive emissions thru the San Gorgonio Pass Area. Diesel 
locomotive emission 111111 vary disportionately 111ith the 111eight of 
the . train being pulled and the vertical incline thru the Pass 
Area. Air emissions from the rail transport and the lack of 
feasible mitigation measures should be considered as major 
reasons that air quality is a major adverse impact for this 
project. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project and look 
for111ard to receiving the Final Draft EIR for a more detailed and 
completed impact analysis. If you require any additional 
information please contact the Planning Department at (714) 845-
1171. 

RJB/ct 

xc: Stephen Koules 

Sincerely, 

~s-&~ 
ROBERT J. BOUNDS 
City l'lanager 

Community Development Director 

Assemblyman Steve Clute 

:::::,,,. :,.·::-: _-::::::,:::,:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;:;:;0'.?i?i:;:::::':@ 
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0ear Kay Ceniceros: 

1 I've read sane of your views about our environment and your consideration· 

far an Fagle Mountain Garbage Dump, for (16,000,000) people, these sponsors 

do not live here or drink our water, yet. It seems to me, our uncontrolled 

growth and too many people, are the principal agitating denaninators. It 

does not help us if you, on one hand, infer it's saneone's problem, but g 
it will pay for welfare exc.c!SSes, it's just fine with your contradiction. ---
California is no longer ranked in the top SO for anything but people and 

problems, that just don't go away. 

It's time to straighten out this mess, stop this cancer growth that's killing 

our legend, by prarcting AIDS to praroting illiteracy. We are paying the 

fiddler, why isn't he playing our song? 

It's about time to bring down the hanmer, and scream for all the world to 

hear, "We've had enough"! ! And send our problems back to where they came fran. 

Seth Anthony Foster 

11 CccanD St. 

Palm Springs, 92264 619-320-8189 

:l!lt:,:;:;:::;::::=::::;:;:;:;:;:;:::::,:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:::::;:;:::,:;:,:;:;:;:;:;:,:,:,:;:;:;:,:;:~,=~::::::::1-



-Official takes cautiou$ 
stance on landfill plan 
By JEFF DILLON 
The Desert Sun 

OF.SERT HOT SPRINGS - Riv
erside County Supel'VlSOr Kay Ceni
ceros said Monday that she is keep
ing an open nund but bas "major 
reservations" about a plan to haul 
garbage from Los Angeles County 
to Eagle Mountain. 

Riverside County oflici.als will 
have to weigh the waste-by-rail 
plan's environmental problems 
against the financial benefits, she 
told about SO people who attended a -
Mayor's Breakfast at the Royal 
Fox Inn. 

"U that project pays for. ."im~ 
proved · pre-_aatal •~re ·!tor ~,',thou~ 

UDds .-of .JDOthers who. otherw~ 
<wouldn't fyceive ll, 1t may bala~ 
out:- Ceniceros said. 

Pomona-based Mine Reclama
tion Corp wants the county's ap
proval to haul waste from the Los 
Angeles area through the Coachella 
Valley to the site or the former 
Eagle Mountam iron ore mine, 60 
nules east or Indio. 

The county would make money 
by charging S3 for every ton · of 
garbage slupped, but Ceruceros said 
she doubted estimates that the fig
ure would reach S30 million a year. 

"But even baU that would help," 
she said. "Our county health budget 
is USO million. It's not a _huge 
amount, ·but it could be a meaning-
1ul amount of .funds." 
' .. Several Desert Hot Springs resi
dents told Cemceros they opposed 
·bnngmg urban garbage to the de
sert, let alone the air and water 
pollution accompanymg it. 

Ceruceros, who represents Desert 
Hot Spnngs, North Palm Springs, 

KAY CENICEROS 
Benefits could balance drawbacks 

Painted Hills and other areas to the 
west, told them the supervisors 
want more public comments about 
the plan, especially on how unport
ing trash will affect the valley's 
resort image. 

"For cities like Desert Hot 
Spnngs which are trying to get over 
the hump in being identified as a 
tourism-anent~ area ... anything 
that can affect that image is a con
cern," Ceruceros said. 

Will those comments, or any oth
ers, affect the board's decision? 
· "I don't thlDk it's a done deal," 

Ceniceros said. · 
She urged both supporters and 

critics of the proJect to mail their 
comments to the" Board of Supervi,. 
sors at 4~10 Lemoe It ,'iliv'?nidP. 
92S01. · 

DOCUMENT 0155 



t 
I 
·:::: 
m :~ 
.,,: 

DOCUMENT 0156 

CITY OF~ CITY HALL • noo M"• ,,.., . ~••-""•°'"'"""mu . ,,.,,., .,.., 

September 20, 1991 

Office of tht Cit~ M■n■t•• 

1 

2 

3 

Mr. Joe Richards 
Riverside County PlanninJ Director 
4080 Lemon Street , 9th Floor . 
Riverside, CA 92501 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) - EAGLE MOUNTAIN 
LANDFILL PROJECT - COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 

On September 10, 1991, the River&ide City Council, by a unanimous vote, took 
the followini actions on the above-noted DEIR: 

1. 

2. 

Recommended that the County of Riverside provide to the City a 
detailed map indicating the location of all transfer station& and rail 
lines prior to the commencement of operation of this facility in the 
event it is approved. ln the event that any alternative rail lines 
are proposed that traverse the Clty of Riverside, a i;upplemental 
EIR abould be prepared, and the City be given the opportunity to 
review and comment on such a document; and 

Went on record in stronJ opposition to this project on the basis that 
Riverside County should not become a repository for waste 
generated by urban development in other counties. 

The City Council also referred the matter to the Council'~ Land Use Committee 
for further discussion. Any additional recommendation& that are made by that 
Committee will be forwarded .to you at a later date. 

A copy of a Planning Department &taff report on the matter is enclosed for your 
information. . 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. 

I .. , ::: :=:i;;.:~~'.l',!!°.:i': 
I ,, 
?: ....... · .. ,.:···························· .... ········---- .... : •.............. •: : •..• 7«w...-., ~ 
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CITY C>F R..IVER.S.IDE 

INTEROFF.ICE MEMC> 

TO: 

FROM: 

EPC 

Merle G . Gardner 
Plann1n; Director 

DATE: August 28, 1991 

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT (DEIR/DEIS) - EAGLE 
MOUNTAIN LANDFILL-COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 

The County of Riverside has requested the City of Riverside to review and 
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (DEIR/DEIS) for 
the above-noted project, invoJvinc the proposed establishment of a regional 
Class III solid waste disposal site (sanitary landfill) and related uses. The 
11ite involves approximately 4700 acres located approximately 10 miles 
northwest of the community of Desert Center and Interstate 10, approximately 
8000 feet southerly of .Joshua Tree National Monument (see Exhibit 1). The 
now vacant project site was previously utilized by the Kaiser Corporation as 
an iron ore open pit mine. 

Operation of the facility will involve utilizing the existing open pit mine for the 
disposal of Class III nonhazardous solid waste. A more detailed description 
of the site's operation is attached as Exhibit 2. Full operation of the facll1ty 
would involve the disposal of up to 20,000 tons of refuse per day. It ls 
anticipated that most of the waste to be disposed of at the site will be 
generated in Orance and Los Anceles Counties. Up to 16,000 tons per day will 
be shipped to the site via Southern Pacific rail lines, while the remainder 
would be trucked to the site, primarily along Interstate 10. The project ls 
anticipated to have a life span of 115 years. 

A number of trans! er stations for waste collection will be constructed in 
conjunction with the project, and the precise rail routes are dependent on the 
location of the these facilities. While a number of possible transfer station 
sites are identified in the DEIR (see Exhibit 3), the DEIR does not forinally 
address the establishment of any such facilities, which would be subject to 
separate environmental review. As a matter of information, none of the 
identified possible transfer station sites lie within Riverside County. The 
nearest such facility is identified near the Colton train yard, located just 
aoutherly of Interatate 10, westerly of Interstate 215. 

When the Notice of Preparation for this project was reviewed by the City in 
1989, the major concern raised related to potential rail routes and their 
possible impact on the City of Riverside. In reviewing the DEIR,-it appears 
that none of the planned rail lines will travel through the City of Riverside, 
and therefore no adverse impacts related to additional ran traffic would 
result. The DEIR further indicates that all potential adverse environmental 
impacts can be mitigated to a level of insicnificance, with the exception of 
significant adverse air quality impacts, which are unavoidable. In regard to 
Air Quality, the DEIR further notes that the no project alternative, which 
assumes refuse disposal at existing landfills in the proposed service area, 
would also result in adverse unavoidable air quality impacts. The summary 

:t,,,. =: .· .. :=,=============,=,=,=,-,=,=,=,=,=,=,=,=,=,=,=,=======================================m,=,=====~==r-~,,..,,,,:,1?"~,,,.~ 
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of environmental impacts. from the DEIR is attached as Exhibit 4. 

Based on the 1nf ormation provided in the DEIR, the project does not appear 
to result in direct adverse environmental impacts to the City of Riverside. 
Sta!f 1a still concerned about the rail lines that will ulti111&tely be •elected to 
aerve this facility, as well u any future transfer stations constructed in 
Colton or within Riverside County. Sta!f's other observation relates to the 
broader policy issue that the project raise■ of whether or not it ts appropriate 
for Riverside County to accept refuse from other jurisdictions outside the 
County for disposal. This is a policy question that the Board of Supervis.ors 
will ultimately decide upon through their action on this project. · 

Recommendation 

1. That the EPC recommend that the County of Riverside provide to the 
City a detailed map indicating the location of all transfer stations and 
rail lines prior to the commencement of operation of this facility in the 
event it is approved. In the event that any alternative rafl lines are 
proposed that traverse the City of Riverside, a 1upplemental EIR 
should be prepared, and the Clty be given the opportunity to review 
and comment on such a document. 

2. That the City Council go on Ncord in strong opposition to this project 
on the basis that Riverside County should not become a repository for 
waste generated by urban development in other counties; 

3. That this recommendation be forwarded to the City Council and in turn 
to the County of Riverside for its consideration. 
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September 19, 1991 

Attn: Marianne Wetzel 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast Resource Area 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
P.O. Box 2000 
North Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

Dear Ms. Wetzel: 

DOCUMENT 0157 

COMMENTS ON THE ADEQUACY OF THE EIS/EIR FOR EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL 

BACKGROUND 

When the l990's have been touted as "the decade of the environment", 
isn't it ironic that here we are, now pondering a proposal that 
will impact.the environment into the 22nd century?!! How many other 
projects have you read of or heard of that impact the 22nd Century!!! 
THE 22nd CENTURY ..••.•.••• 

Last week EPA Administrator William K. Reilly was widely quoted 
in the media stating, "landfills willcontinue to be the only means 
of disposal for many communities for years to come, despite recent 
advances in recycling and incineration." 

- Realistically for Southern California, when SCAQMD is banning 
backyard charcoal grills, a chain of trash incinerators 
is not going to happen. 

- Environmental groups now rank .. recycling last behind Source 
Reduction and Reusability as the effective methods for 
consumers to reduce the amount of trash they generate. 

Riverside County faces the policy question of accepting waste 
from outside the county. The EIR covers a 1988 SCAG Alternative 
Site Analysis listing four sites in San Bernardino County, three 
in Riverside County and one each in Kern and Imperial· Counties 
with nothing in LA County (Mayor Isaacs of Desert Hot Springs 
has a short, but impassioned speech on that void!) Isn't it 
interesting that LA is ready to start "sending out" their trash? 

For the residents of the Coachella Valley, none of the permits 
involved protect. our valley. We are in the position of relying 
totally on Riverside County to guard us from the risks and impacts 
inherrent in this project. While the BLM is trading acres and 
other agencies are issuing permits, the Coachella Valley is under 
the County's protective wing as our only defender in this decision
making process. -

Since the EIR states that "the landfill will be designed and 
operated in accordance with all applicable permit requirements", 
I trust the final permits and contract will be all-inclusive, 
lengthy documents!! 
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••• If you were to do an environmental ~valuation of a product, 
you could evaluate using a life-cycle analysis taking the 
item through the entire process from raw materials to disposal. 

•To me, you have to look at this project the same way and 
treat it as a SYSTEM: from the MRF in LA to the transporation 
function to the landfill. · 

•But this EIR doesn't discuss MRF's in any detail! MRF'S are 
the crucial beginning steps of the waste-handling system and 
obviously affect what comes through our valley and what goes 
into the pit in the next valley!! 

• Also the transportation corridor is not discussed in detail. 
It is the crucial connector between the MRF'S and the project 
site AND OBVIOUSLY has great impact on this valley! For all 
the debate we have on aerosols and paper versus plastics, 
experts say that far greater damage is done to the environment 
by the so-called bigger problems lie ••• wasteful transporation 
systems). As covered in the EIR, this is a wasteful system 
of diesel trucks, trains and equipment. 

6 •••Are MRF'S controlled and operated by MRC? Who has responsibility? 

7 •••Several communities supposedly in line to be potential sites 
have balked at serving as hosts?? Where will they be and when 
will they go into operation? 

8 • • • Riverside County does not have a program for disposal of 
homeowners' hazardous materials or a MRF, so they will continue 
to go into the trash and into the landfill? 

9 •••Handling of Green Waste needs to be addressed, including a 

10 

11 

12 

system of "mandatory" composting in LA. 

•••The subjec~ of screening really vexes me. The EIR describes 
it as a hand-sorting, visual inspection done by workers 
spreading out the trash on a tipping floor. MRC shows slides 
of a conveyor belt "picking line". 

• The analogy that keeps coming back to me is this: 
Lots (EIR nees to enumerate how many will be needed to handle 
20,000 TPD through the 6 MRF's!) of minimum-wage employees 
doing this sorting line compared to an automobile assembly 
line with highly-paid UAW workers, close inspections, auto
mation and technology up the gazoo; but still cars get into 
customer~ hands without vital parts!! It only stands to reason 
that there will be hazardous wastes shipped through our valley 
and put into the pit, when the system says it's~ supposed 
to happen. 

• The EIR needs to provide further da~a on the hazardous waste 
content of trash, beyond the one figure quoted of 2/l0's of 
a percent by weight! But even using that lone figure for 
perspective: 20,000 TPD x .002= 40 TPD (80,000#/day) x "365" 
days x "115" years= "approximately" 3.4 billion pounds of 
hazardous waste to deal with at the MRF's. Working at a MRF 
certainly promises to be great duty. 
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EARTHQUAKES 

13 • • • Far be it from me to denigrate the folks at·. RECON since I can't 
begin to fathom the ·man hours involved in producing the 1000+ 
pages of this document. BUT, if you're going to build the 
world's largest landfill AND you~re: going to transport trash 
alongside the world's most well-known earthquake fault, then 
common sense says you have to talk about it in the EIR!!I 

14 • Through the all-knowing, all-seeing wisdom of CEQA, the EIR 
has to examine whether the project may have a significant effect 
on archaeological or paleontological resources; and that's 
great. But doesn't common sense tell us that there's going 
to be MORE impact on MORE people from an incident of seismicity 
than from an incident of archaeology??! 

15 •Seismicity (p.251) is discussed at the pit only! What about 
during sorting and what about during transport??!! Through 
this valley the San Andreas Fault parallels the railroad until 
they intersect farther downvalley. The fault needs to be 
addressed, instead of just shown in a diagram in Figure 64. 

• When comparing Amboy to Eagle Mountain, the EIR states "There 
are no known significant geologic hazards associated with the 

16 Eagle Mountain project •••• " When you take the big-picture view 
of the SYSTEM (MRF's to trains to landfill), I submit to you 
that this viewpoint must be expanded to cover the faults along 
the transporation corridor and back at the MRF's. 

17 •••How does the project match up to the 9-11-91 EPA rules on 
building away from faults? 

18 

19 

20 

21 

•••Chapter 15 ( p. 483) requirements state that Class III landfills 
must be designed to withstand the maximum probable earthquake 
without damage to foundation or to structures which control 
leachate surface drainage. 

• When THE BIG ONE comes on the southern San Andreas (as it is 
expected to during the dump's lifespan), what's it going to 
do to the pit? 

• How will leakage into the groundwater be prevented? 

••• Just over a week ago (9-11-91) we had a countywide earthquake 
drill. I'm curious as to.what comments you might get from 
Tom Freeman and Howard Townsend concerning the EIR's total 
lack of mention of earthquake preparedness!! 

AIR QUALITY 
:?:; I 22 ••• Quoting the EIR" The project would contribute particulates 

and vehicle emissions to the Southeast Desert and South Coast 
air basins, A CUMULATIVE IMPACT WHICH CANNOT BE MITIGATED." 
I disagree. And, if I've heard of Emissions' Offset, I can 
only surmise that RECON should have heard of it too. Using 
the Coachella Valley's PM-10 program and whatever else SCAQMD 
requires, the EIR needs to discuss how the project will mitigate 
this "unmitigatable" impact. 

:··.:.: .... _:,:.: ... :-:-.. : ... :.:::::::::::::::::;:;:;:.-":::::::::::-:•:•:•:•:•:•:-:-... :-:-:-:-:,:-::❖U:;.:-..·. 
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• Hopefully, this additional study will show that we needn't 
be th~ "receptor" in this Source-Receptor relationship. 

• The EIR needs to study the benefits of electrification _of 
Eagle Mountain Railway and the main lines versus the 
significant impact of diesel emissions on our air quality. 

• The EIR needs to study the elimination of PM-10 at the project 
site (which combined with Santa Ana winds would bring additional 
PM-10 to the Coachella Valley). 

WATER QUALITY 

26 ••• Let's set the tone on water with a quote from p.599, "The 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

project design has many features and conditions to avoid ground
water contamination, but if it were to pollute the groundwater 
in the Chuckwalla basin, the impact would be one of very long 
term significance. • •• the contamination would affect such 
a large volume of groundwater that remediation of the problem 
would be extremely difficult." 

• The EIR maintains that the risk to groundwater is insignificant: 
• Please reconsider the recurrent theme of "arid climate" 

to include our summer thunderstorms where we can get 
an inch of rain in an hour. Lots of water will 
obviously fall into the pit itself. Flash-flood run-off 
is supposed to be diverted from the pit? 

• The heavy use of water trucks for dust control is talked 
about several times without any indication of how this 
will impact water getting into the pit. 

• And lastly, the question of Green Waste enters this topic 
as well. Experience in my yard tells me that clippings 
generate condensation. If green waste goes into the pit, 
water will be going in too!! 

• The EIR talks of water being pumped out of the pit in 1990, 
followed by the water level recovering rapidly=fractures in 
bedrock forming the sides and bottom of the pit. If water 
can come in, doesn't it mean that water (leachate) can also 
escape? 

, on the subject of leachate collection, the EIR says "the 
system will be designed based on minimum engineering requirements." 

Let's discuss overkill, upgrades and retrofits instead 
of least possible. 

• Let's have the EIR reflect Best Available Technology, 
instead of the minimum MRC can build for the project. 

• How is the liner of gravel, clay and plastic installed 
on uneven pit walls?? 

• Re 9-11-91 EPA regulations, how does Eagle Mountain meet the 
required cleanup of any groundwater contamination? 

• Re 9-11-91 EPA regulations, does Eagle Mountain meet the 
provisions on leak detection? 

• •• MWD's Colorado River Aqueduct is adjacent to the eastern 
boundary of the project-DOWNWIND. Also the rail line and 
Eagle Mountain Rd. cross the aqueduct. Furthermore, the 
Eagle Mountain Pumping Station is adjacent to the proposed 
Eagle Mountain Rd. Extension. 
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• In the Appendix is a letter from MWD concerning water quality 
in the Aqueduct. 

• This question of effect was also asked in 1989 at a Scoping 
Meeting in Desert Center. 

• Yet this was not addressed or discussed in the EIR: please 
do so! --

• The EIR discusses bridge repairs (primarily north of the 10)
what about the aqueduct crossings specifically?? 

• My backyard experiences a phenomena whereby the pool seems 
to have a magnetic field attracting wind-blown debris. Does 
the aqueduct have a similar magnetism for debris? 

RAILROAD ITEMS 

••• Train/Truck Accident Rates are shown in a table of 1982-1986 
data. This information is obviously out of date versus current 
PUC data showing a trend of increasing rail problems (83% increase 
in accidents from 1987 to 1989). 

• Then you factor in SPRR's "wonderful" record this summer. 
• Two horrendous derailments (Sacramento River and Ventura 

County). 
• A rail carrier that's into junk bonds and Federal safety 

inspections cancelled due to carrier complaints about 
previous inspections hurting it financially. 

• A rail carrier sending a Letter to the Editor ( LA Times) 
trumpeting, "The public can rely on us!" Really??! 

• Yet, in a discussion on response teams (p.352) the EIR 
thinks there is adequate mitigation for the potential 
increase in accidents. Considering the old data ( '82-'86) 
versus the recent trend ('87-'89) versus this summer's 
SPRR performance, I wonder if RECON is considering a re
write of this opinion?!! 

• Any empirical evidence on the impact of a "normal" train 
accident versus an accident on "a project the people didn't 
want in the first place"? 

• The PUC would like tougher regulations than the federal 
standards for rail shipments. If that could not be applied 
to the main lines, what about just applying to the Eagle 
Mountain Railway? 

••• The "typic~l" stack train is given an approximate net weight 
of 3500T. What about gross? 

••• The EIR gives a median average of 35 trains/day for the 
Coachella Valley. What's the impact of a 17% increase 1n volume 
represented by the 6 additional trains? 

•••Please have EIR reflect that it just took five years for SPRR 
to issue permits to CVWD covering a $1.S million project 
covering the concrete lining of our storm channel where Indio 
Blvd. and the SPRR tracks cross the channel. 

• , • over the last 20 years Japan's bullet trains have been protected 
by an automatic early warning system for earthquakes (with 
an average of less than one false alarm per year). Please 
investigate and include in the EIR! 

I ___ ,----- __ . _____________ .. .,,_., __ _._.,._. .. ::,""""" 



48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

DOCUMENT 0157 

LANDFILL ITEMS 

••• WHAT'S IN THE PIT NOW, SPECIFICALLY!!!!?? 
••• In the Appendix there's a letter from the California Waste 

Management Board saying that AB3180 requires the lead agency 
to adopt a monitoring program for each mitigation measure 
required in the certified environmental document. Compliance 
with this should be addressed in the EIR. But there is no 
mention of any of this in your draft EIR; what happened??! 
Also, any discussion of the 8-1/2 page EIR checklist of items 
that are supposed to be included? 

••• The EIR vacillates with its screening stories: random 
·containers at the site versus all arriving containers. Obviously 
the projected 150 site workers aren't capable of sorting 
40,000,000 pounds per day. When hazardous waste is found, 
where will it go and what are the procedures?? 

•••What will be done with waste if there is a temporary shutdown 
of the rail line? (Indio Scoping Session 1989) 

••• How will we know the site isn't taking in more than it's 
permitted to? (Riverside City 1989) 

••• What would be the impact if MRC started operations without 
having all trash handled in the available MRF's? 

• • • What commentary can the EIR provide on the adequacy of 
the $.05/ton Closure Fund monies??! What track record is there 
in the industry regarding these funds? 

• • • What impacts have different jurisdictions. suffered when they 
were caught up in the whirlwind of liability insurance ~ 
polluting companies'/insurers' squabbles ~ Insurance 
Environmental Litigation Assocation's legal appeals~ 
Superfund bankruptcies?????? 

ITEMS OF CONVENIENCE 

••• One of the lessons I learned from Palm Desert's own controversy 
of Altamira versus Bighorn Institute is that CEQA makes it 
the applicant's responsiblity to mitigate existing residents 
and land uses. Please apply that to the following items: 

••• The EIR needs to discuss the totally unnecessary (to Eastern 
Riverside County) impacts of two items: 

•• Recyclable Storage-the first area of the project you would 
see coming up Eagle Mountain Road is 322 acres planned for 
use as a recyclable storage area, namely stuff for which 
there is no immediate market. 

• We know there aren't too many potential buyers/users for 
these materials in Desert Center or Eagle Mountain. 

• We also know the old saying "Out of Sight- Out of Mind". 
Once LA gets rid of this stuff, no creative thinkers 
will be piqued by the sight of these containers sitting 
day after day. And therefore no brilliant ideas will be 
forthcoming on how to utilize this junk. 

• Store these containers back in LA and save us the impacts 
of the trips back and forth!!!!! 
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• • Green Waste- the EIR contains a brief treatment of composting 
(p.108) but doesn't even ask (let alone answer) the question 
"What about Green Waste?"! 

• Obviously we would suffer the same unncessary impacts 
from the unnecessary transporting of green waste as from 
the above mentioned recyclables. 

• In addition, simple observation gives us condensation from 
clippings= water in the pit= leachate= groundwater 
pollution·= the quote from EIR p. 599 referred to under 
WATER QUALITY(" •••• but if it were to pollute the 
groundwater ••••• ") 

• Furthermore, economics and AB939 should tell us not to 
·waste approximately a third of the ~andfill's capacity 
on Green Waste. 

• Maintaining my consistency, the EIR should establish that 
composting on the project site is equally as unpalatable 
as recyclable storage on site!! Do it at the source, 
back in LA!!!!! 

MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 

••• Apparently MRC has chosen to greatly reduce the use of trucks 
in the project; but, since this item appears in the·EIR, let 
me respond to the published conclusion that the impact of a 

61 rail strike would not be significant even though an additional 
650 trucks per day would be needed. I've got a little 
"scientific" test for the RECON person who wrote that opinion: 

• Let him tell me where he lives. 
• I'll lease 650 tractor trailers. 
• And we'll spend a couple of days going up and down the main 

drag of his town. 
• When his neighbors find out why this is happening, they'll 

lynch him in the town square. 
• Then hopefully, his replacement at RECON will write a more 

realistic assessment of the impact involved in 1300 trips 
per day through this valley. 

62 •••The EIR needs to discuss the fact that tourism is this valley's 
number one industry; what impacts will there be to the valley's 
resort image from importing trash? 

63 • • • Please include copies of the MOU agreement and the most recent 
draft of the development agreement in the EIR!!! 

64 ••• 

65 ••• 

Just over a week ago (9-11-91), the EPA issued new regulations 
for landfills. Complete coverage on how Eagle Mountain measures 
up to these rules needs to be included in the EIR!!! 

Would you please extend your comments deadline of 9-24-91-only 
in relation to these new EPA rules? When the document becomes 
available to the public from EPA and GPO, I would like to be 
able to send in any appropriate additional comments on the 
project. 
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In closing, I trust that the folks at BLM, Riverside County, 
RECON and MRC will take these comments constructively, as they 
are intended to promote an improved EIR initially and, ultimately, 
an improved project. 

Sincerely, 

Erik Joki 

Erik Joki 
72-687 Sun Valley Lane 
Palm Desert, CA 92260-6513 

619-340-4270 

~~:\:.:•:::• . :,.,.::_:: ··:.:.:.:.:.:.:.::.: •. _._ ·• ••••• -.-::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: •:.·;:::--❖-:u::~z .. 
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County of Riverside 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

TO: David Mares, 
Senior Planner·, Planning Department 

DATE: September 11, 1991 

. 't~' FROM: Steven L. Samaniego, LEA Supervisor ~'th 

RE: Eagle MoUhtain Landfill Specific Plan and EIS/EIR 

1 

2 

3 

4 

The following are from the various programs within the 
Environmental Health Division regarding the subject project. 

I Local Solid Waste Management Enforcement Agency for the 
County of Riverside. 

A. What is the longest period of time that waste will 
be expected to be stored in rail containers from the point 
of loading at a MRF to unloading at the landfill? 

What could ba the worst case scenario condition of waste 
having time to further decompose and generate odors, liquid, 
vectors, etc. Due to an extended storage time and travel 
and optimWII temperatures? 

B. Mining activities in conjunction with landfill 
operations should be required to go through the California 
Environmental Quality Act prior to operation. 

c. What is the resolution of the stress placed on the 
liner with the elaborate weight of the waste being applied 
at significant force to extreme depths of till? 

Please exi,lain how the force applied· to the liner will be 
mitigated. 

II Water/Engineering 1 ,J 
~ 
,;:: A. Several sections of these documents allude to tha 
i 5 use of hauled domestic water to meet the requirements for a 
I potable supply. It is also stated that Kaiser is looking 
f into treating the well water so that it will meet the 
}\ chemical standards. The Health Department anticipates i !;!~~i!:f ~g th'!"!t::.::--::•;h:",,".°.,';, ~':,"J.~~~d to this facility 

t .. ,,,,_--~------_-_, ______ _. ___ ::;:-,::;::-.,,-..,__..,_,, 
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SEP 12, 1991 8:57AM 

B. It appears that the water for this project 1s going 
to come only from the heavily over drafted Chuckawalla 
Hydrologic Basin. Even though the Chuckawalla Basin 
theoretically has several hundred years of storage 
available, the Heal th Department has seen signs of 
degradation of the chemical quality in some existing wells 
as the water table drops. This trend may require extensive 
treatment of the water in the near future. It is our 
understanding that Kaiser still owns wells in the Pinto 
Hydrologic Basin which is located several miles to the 
north. Even though this is a much smaller basin, it 
presently has few or no extractions and our records indicate 
that the chemical quality is superior (especially the 
fluoride level) to that of the Chuckawalla wells. It would 
seam that the Pinto Basin walls should be used at least for 
the domestic supply. 

c. Page 292 of the EIR/EIS implies that Kaiser was not 
required to deal with the high n·uoride content of the 
drinking water served at Eagle Mountain prior the early 
eighties. Actually they were required by this Department as 
early as 1963 to notify their employees of the problem and 
to make bottled water available. 

D. Apparently radon still has not been tested for in 
the pita or other vulnerable locations at the site. This 
1 tem would most likely be placed in the Public & Worker 
Safety portion of the Public Health & Safety section of the 
report. 

III Hazardous Materials 

A. Conceptually the dratt/EIR appears to address the 
Fundamental aspects of the management/exclusion of hazardous 
materials and waste at the landfill. 

B. Based on the information contained in the EIR, 
atudiea have been done at other landfills indicating the 
possibility of 0.21 hazardous waste by weight in the solid 
waste stream destined for Eagle Mountain. At 20,000 
tons/day this represents a 40 ton/day potential of hazardous 
waste ■ntaring the landfill. 

c. The hazardous waste exclusion program at Eagle 
Mountain ia dependant on the implementation of a regional 
waste "screening" transfer station program. In reading the 
EIR it appears that the development of this screening 
program will be left up to the various regions. Therefore 
this most· important area of concern as it pertains to 
hazardous waste has not been fully addressed. 
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10 D. What will Riverside County's roll be in the waste 
screening process both at the landfill and elsewhere. will 
we address the hazardous waste issue in a manner similar to 
the current landfill load check program (spot checks) or 
will something more intensive be needed? 

11 E. Who will do on-site segregation 
hazardous/radioactive wastes? 

of 

cc: Gary Root, Manager, Waste Regulation Branch 
Don Park, Water Engineering 
Jim Ray, Hazardous Materials 
Laurie Holk, LEA 
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F=RC~:MINE RECLAMATION TO: 
SE? 12, 1991 8:57AM P,04 

Sti,ve Samaniego 
Ausust 30, l 991 
Page 2 

F. Will local waste loads be inspected in a similar 
non-local loade and how many tons day of local 
anticipated? 

manner as 
wasto is 

G. How will incoming solid wastG be inspected for hazardous 
waste at Phase I container handling/waste receiving station? 

rl. Will any tipping fee, etc. be allocated to expand community
wide household hazardous waste collection programs? 

I. The use of landfill leachate or other chemical agent for 
roadway dust control is not acceptable prior to the demonstration 
of the leachate or chemical agents as non-hazardous. 

3. Will the container handling yard be concrete paved to prevent 
soil contamination from grease and oil gGnerated there. 

K. If the primary purpose of the gravity fed oil/graase 
interceptor/sump in container yard ia to accept large quantities 
of hazardous waste (petroleum products, etc.) a containment 
vessel meeting the requirements of Title 23 may be advisablo. 

L. Use of existing above-ground fuel and maintenance facilities 
may be acceptable provided the facilities are not in a 
deteriorated condition and are operated in such a manner so as to 
minimize the possibility of a release. County Fire approval of 
facilities may be required. 

19 M. Employees should be trained to the appropriato level of 
handlin9 of hazardous materials/waste. 

20 

21 

N, Complete chemical inventory disclosure and emer9ency 
contingency plan should be in place and operational at 
commenc~ment of landfill operations. 

o. Hazardous waste and other relevant operating permits should 
be acquired prior to commencement of operations. 

Please let me know if any additional information is needed or if 
you have any questions . 

.James A. Ray 
Hazardous Materials Specialist 

JAR:slv 

~~=~~--.·.······························,.....,·:·.•'•'•'•'•'·: :: :: :::: : :: .. '" '00/~" • :❖:-z:,❖f/✓t.-"///H/~ 
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State of C.lifoZ'Jlia Buvironaent&l Protection Agency 

Memorandum Septeml>er 2,, 1111 

To 

From 

Russ Colliau 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dovid M.irc:. 
Riverside County Planning Department 
4080 Lemon Street, Ninth Floor 
Riverside, C.ilifornia 92501 

Marianne Wetzel 
Bureau of l..ind M~n~9cmcnt 
Palm Springs-South Coast R.A. 
63-500 Garnet Avenue · 
P.O. Do>: 2000 
N. Palm Springs, 92258-2000 

GJ!!'c g Lars 
/4nti o.no.ger 

Waste Management Specialist 

Waste Generation Analysis and Environmental 
Branch 
Planning and Assistance Division 
CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE KJUlAGEXENT BOARD 

Assessment 

Subject: SCII 41 890Bl4lJ: Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report {DEIS/EIR) for 
the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project, including the 
Federal Land Exchange and Right-of-Way Approval, the 
Riverside county General Plan Amendment, and Specific 
Plan No., Riverside County. 

California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) staff have 
reviewed the documents and offer the following co:mments: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

'I'he On.lL.ed Sl.al.e:. oe..,artmeml. ur t.he Interior, Bureau or Lana 
Management (BLM) and the Riverside County Planning Department, 
jointly acting as Lead Agency, in association with, Mine 
Reelamotion Corporation and Drowning-Ferris %ndustriea, are 
proposing to establish a Class III nonhazardous solid waste 
landfill in an unused open pit mine located at Eagle Mountain in 
northeastern niverside County, California. Eagle Mountain is 
located in the California Desert Conservation Area. Kaiser Steel 
Corporation operated the mine from 1948 to 1983. 
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As a result of the mining operations, three open pit areas were 
created, known as the East Pit, Central Pit and the Black Eagle 
Pit. The project would be located in the East Pit area, covering 
approximately 4,695 acres, portions which are under public 
ownership. The public lands, as well as some adjacent lands, 
will be transferred out of federal OWJ')ership by the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) to Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc., in 
exchange for lands owned by Kaiser. 

From the 4,695 site acreage, approximately 2,272 acres would 
comprise the landfill footprint for disposal of 20,000 tons per 
day (TPD) cf nonhazardous waste in the East Pit area. The 
sources of waste would originate from the Counties of Los 
Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, and Riverside to allow an 
average of 16,000 TPD to be transferred from various Material 
Recovery Facilities to specially.designed rail-haul containers. 
The course for waste transport would utilize approximately 165 
miles of the Southern Pacific mainline and a private 52-mile 
Kaiser rail line to the site. A new Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act (FLPMA) right-of-way would be issued over the 
entire length of the existing, legislatively authorized Eagle 
Mountain rail line, the existing Eagle Mountain Road and the 
Eagle Mountain Road Extension. The remaining 4,000 TPD would be 
transported to the site by truck. Total capacity of the site is 
stated at 1.3 billion tons with an expected lifespan of 115 
years. 

Additionally, the Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan 1252 
would amend the Riverside County General Plan and the Zoning 
Ordinance and Map to facilitate initiation of a landfill 
operation at the Eagle Mountain mine site. The Specific Plan 
zone is being created to support the addition of landfill and 
associated land uses on the project site. The design of the 
landfill includes the use of a liner on the bottom and side 
slopes of the pit, a Leachate Collection Recovery and Treatment 
system, and a landfill gas collection system. 

IHTROI)UCTION 

The Introduction provides an overview of the existing solid waste 
management system, which involves public and private refuse 
collection, public and private operation of solid waste 
facilities, multi-agency regulation and regional versus local 
considerations. Page 4 of the DEIR indicated that San Bernardino 
County generates 1.2 million tons per year (3,900 TPD tons per 
day, based on a 6 day work week) and assumed that if per capita 
waste generation increases at the same rate as elsewhere in 
southern California, existing capacity for San Bernardino county 
may be exhausted in 6 years. 
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Page 5 or tne DEIR 1na1cated the .Riverside county solid waste 
Management Plan (CoSWMP) estimates total solid waste generation 
in t.h.e .c:olmty in l.9.9D .at 1 • .S.6 aillion tons per year (5,000 TPD 
tons per day, based on a 6 day work week} ana estimates that 
waste generation will almost double between 1987 and 2005. Page 
5 indicated that Orange county has a current waste disposal rates 
ranging rrom 4,0 to 5,0 million tons per year (12,900 TPD to. 
16,100, TPO based on a 6 day work week) and the existing 
landfills combined capacity will be 11 years. Page 4 of the DEIR 
indicated waste projections for .L,Os Angeles county approximate 14 
million tons per year (45,000 tons per day, based on a 6 day work 
week), Page 4 further stated that Los Angeles County is 
currently experiencing a 5,ooo TPD snontall which is expected to 
increase to 20,000 TPO by 1997. 

The DEIR indicated Los Angeles County_has attempted to implement 
residential source separation as a waste diversion program and 

1 has diverted approximately 900 TPD through this program. An 
assumption is made that tne existing level of diversion ranges 
from 12 to 15 percent of the total waste generated in Los Angeles 
County. No verification of this diversion level is offered in 
this document. Please sUbstant1ate these assumptions in the 
FEIR. Actual waste generation studies which have been conducted 
throughout the four counties would supply quantitative 
intornation necessary tor a determination of wastes generated, 

2 diverted and disposed. Staff request that descriptions and 

3 

4 

5 

results of studies performed be included in the FEIR. 

The proposed landfill design parameters shall be done in 
compliance with federal and state minimUlll standards. The FEIR 
should include a description of the proposed site's design 
standards in accordance with recently adopted 40 CFR Part 257 
criteria. In addition, the DEIR stated proposed site capacity at 
l.3 billion tons. If one calculates 20,000 TPD at 365 days per 
year for 115 years, the total capacity is 839.S million and not 
the 1.3 billion tons as indicated. staff request the FEIR to 
include a calculated maximum tonnage and a correction of this 
discrepancy. 

GENERAL COKXBN'l'S - waste 'l'ypes to be Received 

Page 48 of the DEIR indicated the proposed waste types to consist 
of garbage, ·trash, refuse, paper, rubbish, industrial waste, 
ashes, appliances, food waste, and other materials provided that 
such wastes do not contain wastes which must be managed as 
hazardous waste or wastes with soluble pollutants in 
concentrations that exceed water quality objectives. No 
hazardous wastes or materials which contain materials which must 
be managed as nazardous ~astes, or wastes which contain solUble 
constituents which could degrade water quality would be accepted. 
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Please include an estimate of the quantity of each waste type in 
the response to comments. Additional information regarding the 
origins of ashes and industrial wastes is requested, to verify 
the non-ha~ardous nature of these wastes. Jlitigation measures 
which address the adverse environmental impacts associated with 
those wast•s should bA inc:luded as a part of the .MMIS and 
included w±th the FEIR. 

'l'he n:IR should include a campl~te.d analysis with referenc:es and 
assoc:iated hydrologic data to indicate the potential fer 
significant impacts associated with ash and industrial waste
related leachate effects upon watP.r quality. rn addition, the 
DEIR should contain a c:ompleted drainage plan which describes the 
potential for water quality impacts at the site. 

Mitigation Measures 

staff request the FEIR include- qe.ologi c and hydro] ogi.c 
information specific to the potential impacts associated with 
recently investigated site conditions upon: 

1) 

2) 

J) 

Leachate migration downward or laterally due to the site's 
natural tendency for surface water to recharge groundwater 
in a dendritic manner throu!Jh the fractttr'!!d bP.droclc 
characteristic throughout the proposed site requires that an 
adequate groundwater monitoring system is established to 
prevent groundwater cont'aminat:ion from le.,.chi1t<P. n1igration. 

Ability of on-s'ite geologic faults to act as a possible 
conduit for leachate mi!Jration into sub~urfi1cA groundwater 
storage basins and potentially degrade groundwater. Provide 
mitigation measures to ensure liner performance standards to 
match expected subcidance over the proposed 115 year 
lifespan; desiccation of the proposed material during normal 
operating conditions, and, the post-closure maintenance 
period eonditionc; 

The impact of alterations of proposed surface drainage 
in the event of a flood or 100 year storm which could 
intersect the mill tailing areas, and thus affect the 
ability to obtain the proposed cover material (mill 
t.iiling)1 

plans 

j 16 4) Groundwater, based on assessment studies to describe 
potential degradation of aurface and groundwater with 
appropriate mitigation measures to protect the Chuckwalla 
Basin; 

j\j:: .... : .... ·.·.".·.·.·.•·············w·'." •••• :::::::::::·:::::::Y:?::~.:>•:•"m/,: 
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SPECIFIC PLA5 110. 252, the DEIS/Bll, and UPBlll>ICBS I uG n: 

DTER QUALITY --'-•qes St-73. 111-141 1 317-330 - Lher 1>eai921 

The DEIR and Appendix c included a brief description of a 
proposed composite liner system, consisting of a "clay-like" 
material and a high density polyethylene (HOPE) flexi.ble membrane 
over certain portions of the landfill, The "clay-like" material 
is the fine tailing from mining operations which has a similar 
sieve size to clay yet does not have the chemical composition ot 
clay. 

Page 59 included permeability data which indicated the clay-like 
material displays laboratory permeabilities frcm 1.0 x 10-8 
cm/sec to 8.8 x 10-6 cm/Sec. To enhance perfo?'1Dance, the 
proposed liner may be made of a mix of bentonite and the on-site 
material. Pages 59 and 321 indicated the area which would 
req,1 ire the composite liner would be the lowest elevations of the 
landfill and all other areas underlying refuse (floor and side 
slopes) would be lined with a glay liner. Page 119 verified that 
the lowest elevation on site is the East Pit, which often 
experiences ponding with a measured recharge rate of up to 40 
gallons per minute. Recent on-site geologic investigations 
should be included in the FEIR and indicate that a probable 
source of water for the East Pit ponding was due to a leaK rrom 
the Eagle Mountain Water Tank. Although a potential water source 
may have been isolated, the drainage conditions and impacts 
associated with the East Pit remain unmitigated. 

The DEIR has indicated that the majority of the landfill would be 
lined with the "clay-like" material and not a clay liner. Though 
laboratory testing reflects a reasonable performance estimate for 
the material, static models are not always representative of the 
actual site conditions which are unique to the climactic 
conditions relative to Eagle Mountain. Appendix C included 
permeability data for the East Pit which stated: 

The intargranular permaaJ:,ility of the ~e4rock underlyug the 
East Pit is very lov, on the order of 1 z 10-9 to 1 z 10-11 
cm/sac ~ased on lithology. Extensive fracturing of this 
material, however, mar increase the net parmeaJ:>ility to the 
ruqa of 1 x 10-3 to 1 z 10-6 cm/sec. Alluvial parmea))ility 
in the neighborhood of 1 z 10-2 cm/sec cu l>e estimated from 
pump teet data at Kaiaar•a Chucnalla wells and p\ll>lished 
data. 

Bac!rock permeability has ~een estuated at close to 1 z 10-3 
ca/sec at the Eagle Xountain school well ••• Any leaJtage of 
leachate from the ludfill would tend to aove towards the 
central part of the pit, to the area of the East Pit pond ••• 
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Aa indiaatad in tbe section deacriltinq the Ocourrenca and 
Kovaent of GroUDd water, flow rates of 3DD feet par year 
oou14 ~ccur altbougb th• aovamant of a contwnant plae · 
would be aomewbat slower due to the adaorption of 
contaminuts on the surface of aedilllent grains. 

18 staff request additional data to further indicate that this . 
material could meet the minimum standards as required by Title 
23, Chapter 15. The FEIR shall provide information which assures 
that this alternative liner material could successfully be 
implemented into daily operations and achieve long-term minimum 
Gtandard performance requirements. 

Based on the permeability of the Eagle Mountain School Site, the 
entire site might require a compo~ite liner to adequately protect 
groundwater from leachate contamination. The description and 
technical data provided do not sufficiently support the 
aacumption that the engineerin9 criteria and mitiqation measures 
described in the document could adequately protect groundwater 
quality at the sites. 

surface Drainage Control 

Fogem 65-70 an 321 of the DEIR discussed thP. surface drainage 
plan for the site. Page 69 stated: 

The drainage will be routed around the active area ud in 
1ome cases flow into the east end of the East Pit. vhare it 
will be allowed to ev&orate. Tamporazy drainage will be 
-n•aye4 ~o ~h• za•t Pit in order 1:o intercept runoff from 
final drainage atructures wbich haa not already been 
intercepted, u4 keep it from entering fill areaa ••• If 
runoff aoaea in contaot vith thia refuse, it will be 
considered leacbata and pumped froa th• pit to the 
wastewater pretreatment facility on th• site where it vill 
J>e tr••~••• 

Although the East Pit will net receive waste for approximately 85 
years, staff are concerned with future utilization of this area. 
The docWDent did not indicate when the proposed composite liner 
would be installed in the East Pit. The doCUlllent asserts that 
any unforseen leachate formed from surface drainage which enters 
this area will require remediation, yet could utilize an unlined, 
undefined and possibly unmitigatable section of the site for 
"temporary drainage" as a possible mitigation measur~. 
Additional mitigation·measures include the installation of 
monitoring wells and the use of bentonite to enhance the 
perform~noc of ~e propoced liner. If 'thia area i~ ~ proposed 
drainage sump to contain leachate in an unlined storage basin for 
leachate prior to treatlnent, groundwater could be contaminated 
and quite diffioult to mitigate. 
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It would appear that any placement of refuse in the East Pit 
would be in direct violation of Title 23, Chapter 15 standards as 
woll as th• m;nimum standards of Title 14, California Code of 
Regulations (CCR), Article 7.6, Disposal Site Controls, which 
requires that the owner or operator of a landfill shall 
demonstratA to the satisfaction of the local enforcement agency 
and the Board that the activities and operation of a landfill 
will follow recognized methods and operate in a manner consistent 
with reducing environmental impacts with the potential to 
threaten public health and safety and the environment. 

20 Thia aoction is lackinq in site specific information. It would 
be helpful if a description of how, specifically these measures 
would be designed to protect the environment for the landfill 
sito and included in final the document. 

Laacbata collection Kacovery System (LCRS) 

In accordance with Title 14, California Code of Regulations 
(CCR), Article 7.6, Disposal Site controls, requires that the 
owner or op•rator of a landfill shall demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the local enforcement agency and the Board that 
the activities and operation of a landfill will follow recognized 
methods and operate in a manner consistent with reducing 
environmental impacts with the potential to threaten public 
health and safety and the environment. 

Please include a discussion of the potential for additional 
impacts from leachate production in the FEIR. Although the 
landfill m~y have a site life of 115 years, the waste disposed at 
the site would have a potential to pose significant impacts well 

21 beyond the site's closure period. staff request that the FEIR 
asaosa potential grDundwater impacts associated with a failure of 
the LCRS in the event of a soo or 1000 year storm and identify 
the mitigation measures required to reduce these impacts. This 
analysis should include adequate mitigation measures describing 
proper grading and drainage standards prior to project approval. 
Mitigation measures associated with the LCRS should be included 
a~ a part of the MMIS. 

AIR QOALI'l'J, Jaqes 110-111,- 318-431, 592 

The DEIR indicated that impacts to air quality would not be 
mitigated to a level of insignificance. Mitigation measures for 
air quality impacts, cpecifir. to potential hazardous air 
pollutants which result from daily operations at the landfill 
should be included as a part of the MMIS. 'l'he potential for air 
quality degradation fnm waste and the associated odors and dust 
may increase throughout the lifetime of the project. 
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04or u4 Du■t 

Stoff request the following ba addr~s~ed in the tEIR and IOllS: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

Waste management and dust control measares during hot or 
windy conditionc: 

Mitig~tion measures which address the potential for 
winclborne partic:ulatac during summer ~easonal conditions for 
the affected project area; 

Specific cheJDical and phycical suppreasant~ for odor 
control; 

The aver~gc and maximum length of tim~ that solid waste will 
be stored uncovered prior to covering~ 

Emergency mitigation measures for odor and dust control 
during any potential catastrophic event. 

The DEIR indicated the potential for landfill gas generation 
would exist and a control ~ystam would be installed. Please 
provide a more detailed description of this control system in the 
response to comments. If this system is to be subsequently 
implell\ented for future operationc, an appropriate environmental 
document will be require to address the implementation 
requirements associated with this subsequent landfill gas 
control system project. A Landfill Gas Control ~ystem (LGCS) 
shall be designed in accordance with Title 14, California Code of 
Regulations (CCR), Section 17783.15, which demonstrates: 

1) Prevention of methane accull!Ulation in on-site 
structures. 

2) Reduction of methane concentrations at monitored 
property boundaries to below compliance levels. 

3) Reduction of trace gas concentrations. 

@ 4) Provisions for ~e collection and treatment and/or 
i?.i disposal of landfill gas condensate produced at the @ surface. Condensate generated from gas control systems @ shall not be recirculated into 1:he landfill unlac~ 
j analysis of·the condensate de~onstrates to the Board, 
\.ll:\.l: that it is acceptable to allow recirculation into 
. landfills which have a liner and operating leac:hat~ 

collection systems. 

,, 
=\::;::::::::::::::::::.:. :-:-:.::::::::;:;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::=:::~::::::~·~_,..._,,;.,.• ~· ..• 
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Mitigation measures associated with landfill gas control should 
be included as a part ·of the MMIS. 

VECTORS. Paga 145 

P~ga 146 indicated that vectors often associated with refuse 
disposal activities in the area include ravens and other birds, 

28 rodents, flies, and mosquitoes. Mitigation measures pertinent to 
this could include the use of fishing line on posts to control 
birds, frequent vector monitoring to include fly grills, 
inspection of tires for mosquito breeding, and any traps 
necessary to monitor rodents. Also, the FEIR should indicate 
that mitigation measures for controlling on-site vectors be 
applied to commercial rail cars and transport trucks, These 
transport vehicles should be operated in accordance with the 
terms and conditions of Title 14, Chapter J, Sections 17312, 
17331, 17341 and 17533. Mitigation measures associated with 
vActors should be included as a part of the MKIS. 

QZAJlI)OUB XA'1'ERtALS NIP BUBBTANC!;S, Pages 142•143, 331-334 

29 It would be helpful if the DEIR indicated the disposal facility 
or facilities to be utilized by the landfill operator for 
hazardous materials. Disposal of hazardbus materials in a Class 
III landfill poses potentially adverse enviroMental, health and 
safety impacts. 

30 The FEIR should include a discussion of potential impacts 
associated with hazardous waste identification, isolation, 
temporary storage, transport and final disposal as a portion of 
Human Health and Safety. Please include an estilUate of 
quantities of household hazardous wastes present in the 
w~~tP.~tream and verification of quantities being diverted in the 
final environmental doCWDent. Although there may be several 
jurisdictions which could utilize the landfill, this information 
is nAcessary since each jurisdictions waste is disposed at the 
Eagle Mountain Site. 

31 PlPas~ riAGcribe the types of programs currently implemented to 
collect, store and properly dispose of household hazardous wastes 
be included in the final environmental document prepared for 
fulfilling the requirements of AB 939. Any future programs 
planned should be identified, and a schedule for actual 
implementation should be included in future site specific 
environmAnta1 docwnents. Mitigation measures associated with 
pesticide wastes should be included as a part of the MMIS. 
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G!QLO@Y, Paqea 244-zsz - Broaion 

32 Previouc envirnnmental documents associated with-proposed 
Riverside County landfill sites have indicated that native soils 
have a moderate to high degree for erosion. Staff request the 
potent:i11l impacts associated with cover :material erosion and 
native aoil erosion be described in the FE:IR. Mitigation 
measures associated with erosion should be included as a part· of 
t:hP. MMIS. 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 
·3e 

39 

Geology aD4 Boil■ 

The document states that a drainage plan, including design 
details, would be completed prior to site development. Such a 
plan wnnld identify precise locations of drainage structures. 
A site-specific drainage plan shall be included in the FEIR for 
staff review. If site specific studies have not been completed 
to d•t•rmJnA the locations of structures. it appears it would be 
necessary to conduct further environmental review of the site. 
The document did not indicate whether site specific slope 
£tabilit:y ~tudies have been conducted. 

Staff request information regarding potential impacts and 
mit:;gations which are associated with soil stability, slumping, 
and general slope failure caused by natural waste settlement and 
rainfall. Specific slope stabilization techniques during and 
aft:P.r gradinq should be included in the suJ:,sequent environmental 
document. It would be helpful if an slope stability evaluation 
were included in the document as an Appendix for staff review. 

NOISE. Pages 295-303. 539 

The FEIR and MMI~ ~hould include a description of additional 
noise·mitigation measures for the project, such as minimum 
distances for location of structures and a list of worker health 
and safety ~CJUlpmant to be used by staff for noise mitigation. 
The findings associated with noise studies are discussed in the 
DEIR, however, the studies are not included for staff review. 
Operation of ftny of the proposed landfills is required to be 
within the local noise ordinance requiremen~s and should be 
discussed in the FEIR, 

TRAHSPQRTA'l'IQJf - Pag111so-151, 35§•3f1« 591•592« Appendiz P 

'l'he FEIR £hould indicate th~ pntential for rail-haul and truck 
traffic accidents during waste transport. Staff request that a 
clean-up procedure is included as a on-site proposed mitigation 
measur~. Tt would ha helpful if additional information on the 
relative safety record of the proposed truck transport and 
railroad contractors were included in the final document. 

.:-;•:·:·······•,•··· ...... •·, .. •:-:-:-:-:-·-········=·=·=·=·=·=·=·=···············•·••·•·•·•·•·•··•·•---¾:$=-;-b.=w.-;"'. ... .., 
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40 If available, this infoniation may further describe the regional 
traffic demands and provide a description of mitigation measures 
for truck and rail transport. Mitigation measures associated 
with transportation should be included as a part of the MMIS. 

41 Please include a detailed description of the proposed rail-haul 
tranaport cars in tha FEIR. It would be helpful if the FEIR 
addressed the transport cars' design, maintenance schedule, and 
cleaning procedures. 

42 In addition, please provide information on the impacts associated 
with the delay of waste disposal for a "loaded" car upon 
transport from ~a~h facility and the amount of time a car would 

43 sit idle at the site. Impacts unique to each car design could 
involve vector, odor, litter, and leachate control. Mitigation 
meaauros associated with rai1 car operations should be included 
as a part of the MMIS. 

staff ask that-the following be addressed in the FEIR: 

44 The proposed daily water requirements for the project: 

45 The pot~ntial increase in the proposed amounts of water for 
the project over the lifespan of the landfill in relation to 
anticipated water availability: 

46 Staff encourage the use of water recycling techniques whenever 
possible to lessen the impact qn regional water supplies. Please 
include a description nf water conservation measures for the 
project in the FEIR and MMIS. 

47 

DPTR DXVll:RSION PJOOUMR, Pages 1Q5-1QI 

The Project Description provided an overview of the Integrated 
Waste Management system for ~hose jurisdictions affected by the 
project. -The docW11ent did not mention jurisdictional activities 
related to recycling, reduction or reuse of solid waste rather 
than landfilling. It would appear that the DEIS/DEn places the 
responsibility of diversion and recycling requirements on each 
jurisdiction rather than addressing the actual waste management 
pr&cticc~ of these jurisdictions. The Project ~~cription does 
not present any information regarding actual implementation of 
any of these progrilllls. This description should have included a 
liot of conceptual activities to assess the waste divP-rsion goals 
for affected jurisdictions in accordance with the Integrated 

=::":: Waste Management Act. 

:::::········································ ........................ .!t!H($~?~~;-.: 
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48 It would be helpful if a general discussion of the :basin's 
recycling programs for glass, alWDinum, paper and other 
recyclable materials and their effects upon proposed recycling 
activities at the Eagle Mountain Site were included in the 
response to comments. 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

PTERl'.AL UCQYIBY PACXLXTIEB, Pages 1s1-1sa, 3f7, 373, 441 

The Materials ~ecovery and Processing Facilities discussed in the 
introduction and various sections throughout the DEIR identified 
five solid waste facilities for possible use as materials 
reccve~y and processinq facilities (MRPs). 

These facilities are located in San Bernardino and Orange 
counties and the cities of Industry, La Verne, Irwindale. 
However, the introduction indicated six sites for solid waste 
activities. Please provide staff with the nallle and location of 
the sixth site and the following: 

Rail traffic and the effects of subsequent expansion 
projects for the ~reposed rail-haul transportation network; 

A two year history of the three most common•violations from 
monthly inspection reports respective to each site in 
accordance with Title 14, Title 22, and Title 23. 

Subsequent environmental dOCUJDentation for each affected solid 
transfer station should include the operating procedures and 
safeguards to be implemented for maximum recovery of the waste 
materials at the transfer station. 

The final docUll\ent should include an assessment of potential 
impacts associated with each transfer station, its role as a 
intermediate storage facility and this project. The scope and 
magnitude of each subsequent solid waste project along the rail
haul route shall require site specific mitigation measures 
specific for facility operations, such as leachate and odor 
control. 

General Requirpents, Impacts yd Kitiqations 

raeility operation, Paraittinq Requirements ud R&intenuae 

Each subsequent environmental document for the proposed facility 
nho11ld fully de.scribe specific operational standards for 
~aintaining California State Minimum Standards. This includes 
but is not limited to such measures as dust control, vector 
control, employee health and safety, wasteload checking, odor 
control, aesthetics, site security, emergency response plans, and 
equipment maintenance. 

:'.:'.~ .. •.".:.: .. ::.:: .... :_-:::: ... :.:.:.:.:. • • ••••••=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: • •:::::::: • •:; • • • • • ::'~:(:'?« _,m• 
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c1osure/Poat-c1o■ure xaint1nuc• Plq 

During a £ite's post-active period there are impacts associated 
with waste decomposition and degradation. Closure of a landfill 
without controlled operational and maintenance procedures has the 
potential to create or ~x~cerbate an environmental impact. 
Appropriate mitigation measures should be assessed in the ini~ial 
stages of designing a site to prevent the site's potential to 
create adverse significant impacts after closure, All Closure 
plans are required to meet Title 14 and Title 23 standards for 

55 approval by the Board. The DEIR did not indicate whether a Eagle 
Mountain Closure plan ha~ been considered or assessed. 

56 Staff request a general discussion of the site's Closure plan in 
the FEIR. Since an environmental document will be required for 
the Closure plan, staff requests that the lead agency address 
this issue. Please include a general discussion of closure and 
post-closure maintPnRnee procedures in the response to comments. 

MITIGATION KOHITORIRG lUID lXPLEXEJl'l'ATIOR BCJIBDUl.B 

57 Preparation of a Mitigation Monitoring and Implementation 
Schedule (MMIS) is required by Public Resources Code Section 
21081.6 and at the t.iJfte of local adoption of an EIR for 
compliance with CEQA, Please provide staff with a copy of the 
final MMIS with the FEIR. The final MMIS should include all 
revisions from the current MMT~ which were indicated in Specific 
Plan No, 252 for the project. 

58 

59 

coarc:r.u■:z:011 

Staff have noted various potential impacts associated with the 
propoeed project. These impact.~ have the potential to affect 
Riverside County, the greater southeastern desert portion of 
California, and future inhabitants of the region with 
unforccceable consequences. Specific areas of concern are: 

• WATER QUALITY: The FEIR should include a complete 
discu33ion of all geologic, hydrologic and Additional 
technical data requested by Board staff which has indicated 
that the content of the information provided in the DEIR is 
inadequate or incomplete. Mitigation measure.~ ~RROCiated 
with water quality should be included as a part of the JIIDUS. 

• 8B0VBJ:TY1 The FEIR 11:hould diccucs ••eurity measures to 
assure the site will not be used for illegal dumping. This 
section shall address, at a minimum, fencing or use of 
extraordinary natural b~rriera, security c;uard patrol, Where 
signs will be posted to inform the pUl:)lic and all other 
transport vehicles of the site's operating hours and types 
of waste roceived •. 
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Page fourteen 
Mr. Mares and Ms. Wetzel 

• 

* 

* 

* 
• 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CLOIO'U PL&R: The FEIR should include a discussion of the 
closure and post-closure land use issues of the site. This 
information i~ necessary for the Board to concur in the 
issuance of a Solid Waste Facilities Permit (SWPP) for the 
project. 

Substantiation of assumptions regarding waste diversion for 
those cities and counties which will utilize the site; 

Calculated maximum tonnage over the landfill lifespan to 
address the discrepancy in DEIR; 

Estimation of quantity of each waste type for the site; 

Verification that the origins of ashes and industrial wastes 
tor disposal are non-hazardous in nature and that leachate 
generated would from these wastes would not be hazardous; 

A completed surface drainage plan which fully describes the 
potential for water quality impacts; 

Establishment of a groundwater monitoring system to detect 
leachate migration and contamination into groundwater; 

Adequate surface drainage plans in the event of a flood or 
100 year storm which could intersect the mill tailing areas;_ 

Prevention of ponding in the East Pit which has a measured 
recharge rate of up to 40 gallons per minute; 

Technical data which indicates that the on-site "clay-like" 
mill tailing material would meet Title 23, Chapter 15 
minimwn standard~: 

Site specific infomation which allows the East Pit to act 
a& a drainage swnp in accordance with Title 23, Chapter 15 
standards and Title 14, California Code of Regulations 
(CCR), Article 7.6; 

operation of transport vehicles in accordance with the.terms 
and conditions of Title 14, Chapter 3, Sections 17312, 
17331 1 17341 and 17533: 

Specific slope stabilization information during and after 
grading, 

Findings associated with noise studies not included in the 
DEIR fer staff review: 

Potential for rail-haul and truck traffic accidents during 
wac:te transport: 
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Page fifteen 
Mr. Mares and Ms. Wetzel 

* 

* 

* 

• 

* 

* 

Relative safety record of the proposed truck transport and 
railroad contractors; 

A detailed technical description of the proposed rail-haul 
transport cars and the maximwn amount of time for a "loaded" 
car to remain idle at a site. 

Transport car design with respect to vector, odor, litter, 
and leachato control; 

Daily water requirements for the project with respect to the 
landfill's lifesp~n and anticipated water availability: 

List of planned programs and activities to assess the waste 
diversion goal~ for jurisdictions which will une the site: 

Jurisdictional recycling programs for glass, aluminum, paper 
and other recyclable materials and their eff~cts upon 
proposed recycling activities at the site; 

XXTZGATIOB KBIJVRBS 

* A copy of the final MMIS with the FEIR~ 

* Ashes and industrial wastes whieh are hazardous in nature; 

* Ae~urance of liner performance standards to match .. Ypected 
subsidence ever the proposed 115 year lifespan; desiccation 
cf the proposed material during normal operating conditions, 
and, the post-cloGurc maintenance period condition~: 

* 

* 

* 

Protection of surface and 9roundwater with appropriate 
mitigation measures to protect the Chuckwalla Basin: 

Discussion of a composite liner fer the entire site to 
ddequately protect groundwater from leachate contamination; 

Estimated installation date for the East Pit composite 
llner; 

86 87 * Installation of monitoring wells and the use of bentonite to 
enh~n~e the performance of the proposed liner; 

88 * 

89 • 

Assurance that the site's LCRS could continue to operate 
a£ter the site is closed in 115 yoarc and i~ the event cf a 
flood: 

Monitoring and oontrol of hazardouG air pollutant~ which 
result from daily cpera~icns at the landfill: 

ii[!;::: : .. :::::::::::::.=:::::::;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;:;:::::::=:=t=-~x 
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Page sixteen 
Mr. Mares and Ma. Wetzel 

• 

• 

* 

• 

LCRS management practices to meet the requirements of Title 
14, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 17783.15; 

Landfill practices to monitor and control birds, flies, 
mosquitoes and rodents through site inspections and 
pl•c-ent of wir~s: 

on and off-site clean-up procedures in the event of a 
transport or traffic accident: 

Operating maintenance schedule and cleaning procedures for 
the rail cars: 

94 The scope and magnitude of the project require the proponent to 
provide requested information in the FEIR. The information 
included in the DEIS/EIR is helpful but lacks technical data to 
support any claim that there would be no further CEQA compliance 
necessary. 

As a responsible agency, CIWMB staff recognize the complexities 
of the proposed proj•ct. Section 15042 of the CEOA Guidelines 
authorizes responsible public agencies to disapprove any project 
in order to avoid direct or indirect environmental effects of 
that part of the project which the Responsible Agency would be 
called on to carry out or approve as proposed concerning the DEIR 
must be addressed for the proposed project to proceed in an 
efficacious manner. A~ it stands, the DEIR appears to be 

95 incomplete. Staff ask that all the information requested be 
included in the FEIR, and ask that adequate time for subsequent 
raviaw and possibl• additional comment on the FEIR is provided, 
so project review can proceed to the next phase in a smooth 
manner. 

96 Thank you for the opportunity to review the documents. staff 
anticipate receipt of a copy of an updated mas for review in 
addition to a copy oft.he FEIR which addra~RAs staff's comments. 
If you have any questions regarding these comments, please 
contact Vincent Paul of the Board's PlaMing and Assistance 
Divicion, Wasta C..neration Analy$iS ~nd Environmental Assessment 
Branch at (916) 327-0445. 

cc: Richard Hanson, Director 
Los Angeles County Solid 
2615 South Grand Avenue, 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

waste Management Program 
Room 450 

Bob Merryman, Director 
orange County Environmental 
2009 Bast Edinger Avenue 
P.O. Box 355 
Santa Ana, CA 92702 

Health Department • 



Page seventeen 
Mr. Mares and JIB. Wetzel 

John Fanning, Directer 
'Riverside County Environmental Health Department 
3636 University Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Pam Bennett, Director 
San Bernardino County Environmental Health services 
385 North Arrowhead 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 

Rebert Nelson, Director 
Riverside County Waste Management Department 
11728 Magnolia Avenue, suite A 
Riverside, CA 92503 

Gil Torres, Senior Engineering Geologist 
State Water Resources Control Board 
Division of Clean Water Programs 
2014 T Street, Suite 130 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2120 

Charlene Herbst, Chief, Land Disposal Section 
State Water Resources Control Board 
2014 T Street, Suite 130 
Sacramento~ CA 94244-2120 

Robert P. Ghirelli, Executive Director 

DOCUMENT 0159 

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region 
101 Centre Plaza Drive 
Monterey Park, CA 91754-2156 

Dixie Lass, Senior Engineering Geologist 
Regional Water Quality control Board, Santa Ana Region 
6809 Indiana Avenue, Suite 200 
Riverside, CA 92506 

Robert Perdue, Senior Engineering Geologist 
Regional Water Quality control Board, Colorado River Region 
73-271 Hiohway 111, Suite 21 
Palm Desert, CA 92260 

Robert Pease, Director 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 
9150 Flair Drive 
El Monte, CA 91731 . 

Environmental Protection Agency 
Office of Federal Activities 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
Attn: Laura Fujii, Mail Stop E-3 
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Gary L. Koontz 
CM Engineering Associates, Inc. . 
4159] WinchA.:ter ROo!ld, Suitl' 210 
Temecula, CA 92390 

Joan Cory 
1407 Cabrillo Avenue 
Venice, CA 90291 
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78-105 CALLE ESTADO - LA QUINTA. CALIFORNIA 92253 - 16191 564-2246 

FAX (619) 564-5617 

September 13, 1991 

Russell L. Kaldenberg, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs - South Coast R.A. 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
PO Box 2000 
Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 

SUBJECT: EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT EIS/EIR 

Dear Mr. Kaldenberg: 

The City Council of the City of La Quinta opposes the Eagle 
Mountain Landfill Project. If the project does receive 
approvals, the City supports the suggestion to designate a 
portion (one dollar per ton has been proposed) of Eagle 
Mountain landfill tipping fees be given to the Coachella Valley 
Mountain Conservancy, and reserves the right to use the Eagle 
Mountain facility when local landfills are full or become 
non-operable. 

In addition the City recommends: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

All waste going to Eagle Mountain be processed through a 
Material Recovery Facility (MR.Fl to eliminate untreated 
and contaminated waste entering the landfill. 

No green waste be allowed to enter the landfill, 
green waste be removed at the MRFS for c~mposting. 

all 

Waste transported by truck through the Coachella Valley 
via Interstate 10 and Highway 111 be prohibited. 

The project be in compliance with all rules and 
regulations of the Coachella Valley PM-10 Air Quality 
Program. 

All AB 939 credit due the City be given and accounted for 
at MRFS. 

County must set up a separate account for tipping fees 
received from this project, and the City or its regional 
representative (CVAG) be included as an advisor regarding 
any expenditure of these funds. 

MAILING ADDRESS · P.O. BOX 1504 - LA QUINTA, CALIFORNIA 92253 
LTRFB.020/CS -1-
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DOCUMENT 0160 

"State of the Art" technology must be utilized to protect 
groundwater from contamination by this project. 
Monitoring and reporting of ground water quality by the 
California Water Quality Board be on a regular basis and 
reported to the City and CVAG. 

That the project sponsors be liable and have in place 
liability insurance for any spills or accidents that 
might affect the City. 

The EIR must provide more detail and explanation of air 
quality mitigation measures provided by alternate forms 
of transportation. 

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned. 

Very truly yours, 

JERRY HERMAN 
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 

3µ.IL 9,.,L 
Fred Baker, AICP 
Principal Planner 

FB:ccs 

cc: County of Riverside Planning Department 

-2-
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73-510 FRED WARING DRIVE, PALM DESERT, CALIFORNIA 92260;; HNG ni:PAR:TMENT 

TELEPHONE (619) 346-0611 

September 23, 1991 

Mr. David Mares 
County of Riverside 
Planning Department 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
Riverside, California 92507 

Dear Mr. Mares: 

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the ~reposed Eagle Mountain Landfill Project. 

In late August, l!i91, the City of Palm Desert Environmental 
Conservation Manag£r made several comments on the Draft EIR/EIS 
and the proposed p~oject conditions of approval. These comments 
were forwarded to yo·1r office. 

After further revi,w and lengthy discussions, the City of Palm 
Desert City Counc~l and City staff recognize that the Draft 
EIR/EIS does not adequately address and asess all environmental 
impacts caused by the proposed project. Therefore, the City 
Council of the City of Palm Desert believes the DEIR/DEIS is 
insufficient and must be determined inadequate. We believe the 
entire document mu~t be redrafted. Certain sections, i.e., air 
quality and water quality, fail to address and assess all 
environmental impacts. 

In addition, we believe these comments are substantial enough to 
i necessitate the reclrculation and reevaluation of the revised 

Draft EIR/EIS as mandated by the CEQA process. 

l!ll\ 

·:::'.,.,.: -:.,.:.,.,.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:'K':·.·:·"{{-0 
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Please find attached our additional comments to the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report and our previous correspondence and 
comments. 

Sincerely, 

WHS:JW:lm 

Enclosures (as noted) 

cc: Marianne Wetzel, BLM 

CITY OF PALM DESERT 

:::~:.:.:.:.:.:.:.::.:.:.:::··.:·•:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::··················7. ~. 
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CITY OF PALM DESERT 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL EIR 

An appropriate and substantial amount of each tipping fee 
dollar be allocated to a trust fund to cover the cost of 
unforseen environmental hazards. This trust fund should live 
at least twenty-five years beyond the life of the landfill, 
and this percentage should increas yearly by the L.A. Area 
Consumer Price Index. The percentage of the tipping fee for 
an environmental hazard trust fund must be in addition to the 
State mandated landfill closure trust fund. 

The proposal should contain provisions for funding to be set 
set aside for PM 10 mitigation measures. 

The alternative fuels section of the EIR/EIS should be 
rewritten and returned for evaluation before adoption. 
Otherwise, as a condition of approval, the fifty-two mile 
private rail line should be electrified before the landfill 
is operational. A financial arrangement should be made with 
Southern Pacific to electrify the remaining rail line over 
a twenty year period. The proposal should contain a time 
table outlining the electrification plan. 

Alternative programs should be explored to offset pollution 
in the Coachella Valley. 

Material Recovery Facilities are an integral part of the plan 
yet they are not assured by this proposal. The EIR should 
assure this commitment in the document. 

The number of trains entering the site in a twenty-four hour 
period should be clearly outlined. The rail traffic should 
not be increased along the tracks near residential areas. 

A mechanism should be established to ensure that the site 
does not take in more than 20,000 TPD. 

The proposal should outline the impact of the site not 
accepting liquid wastes, as they do play a key role in the 
decomposition process. 

The proposal should identify the storage and disposal methods 
for methane gas. 

10 10. The project should not be permitted to lower the air quality 
in the Coachella Valley. 

\\\:\ ... ·.··············. ······· ..... ; ......... r: ·:.·:. · :.·~· ... ··:· :;v-~::--;.:>· 
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11. A provisional plan should be made for the moving of residents 
when gas leaks occur. 

12. The plan is designed to accomodate a 100 year storm. It 
should be modified to accomodate a 200 or 300 year storm. 

13. The six inch daily cover and four feet final cover are 
inadequate and should be increased. 

14. Provisions should be made for independent on-site and off
site inspections paid for by MRC to assure proper separation 
of waste material. 

15. The proposal should address the risk of contamination to the 
underground water table. 

16. The growth inducing impacts should be examined. The growth 
enhancement in other counties as a result of this project 
ahould be examined and included in the DEIR/DEIS. 

17. In general, the proposal is inconsistent with the policy and 
directives of the Riverside County General Plan. 
Specifically, the-proposal is inconsistent with the 
Environmental Quality, Growth, Transportation, and Open 
Space portions of the Riverside County General Plan. The EIR 
should address ~he mitigation measures to bring the project 
into compliance with the Riverside County General Plan. 

18. The biological section of the DEIR is grossly inadequate with 
only ten pages of text. The DEIR does not address the impact 
the project will have on the Nelson bighorn, with only a 
scant three paragraphs of the document devoted to this 
protected animal. However, page 235 of the DEIR states, 
"Nelson's bighorn sheep is a State of California fully 
protected species and a BLM sensitive species." 

19. The trash will bring more coyotes in the area and effect the 
ecological balance, threatening the bighorn herd. The EIR 
must acknowledge and address this biological impact. 

20. The DEIR does not provide enough information to properly 
evaluate the project's impact on the bighorn. The project 
will cause the "loss of four water sources and loss of 
habitat and stress from noise, and other human activity" 
(page 247, DEIR). The area involved is 994 acres. The 
mitigation measure calls for enhancing water sources offsite 
and onsite habitat preservation of 644 acres; however, the 
project does not preserve habitat, it eliminates habitat. 



DOCUMENT O 16 lA 

21 21. The mitigation measures outlined in the DEIR do not mitigate 
the project's environmental impacts, they merely monitor 
depletion.· The EIR should address "what if" occurences for 
the biological impacts, and all other environmental impacts. 

22 22. The mitigation statement of page 449 of the DEIR states, 
"Impacts from displacement and habitat loss along 
the truck route will be reduced to below a level 
of significance by a combination of permanent 
preservation of high quality habitat within the 
area, and other measures in this section." 

The DEIR does not provide adequate information to make 
an intelligent decision, let alone make a statement that 
the impact will be reduced to below a level of significance. 

23 23. The DEIR does not adequately address the impact on the deser~ 
tortoises. Information regarding the trial and success rate 
of the culvert system in avoiding train kills of desert 
tortoises should be presented. In addition, it is 
questionable whether we can quantify an acceptable level 
of tortoise train kills. 
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73-510 FRED WARING DRIVE, PALM DESERT, CALIFORNIA 92260 

TELEPHONE (619) 346-0611 

August 27, 1991 

Mr. · David Mares 
County of Riverside 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
Riverside, California 92501 

Dear Mr. Mares: 

Please find enclosed a copy of the City Council of the City of 
Palm Desert comments on the Draft Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 
EIS/EIR. We would like these comments included as public record 
and considered in preparation of the Final EIS/EIR. 

If you have any questions, contact me at extension 316. 

Sincerely, 

Environmental Conservation Manager 

JW:lm 

Enclosure 
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COMMENTS ON EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL EIR 

AS APPROVED BY 11IE PALM DESERT c;in' COUNCil. 

AT ITS MEETING OP AUGUST 22, 1991 

DOCUMENT 0161B 

The project be conditioned to have all waste handled through an MRF prior to being 
hauled by rail to Eagle Mountain. _ 

The State, County, and local permit process for an MRF is a lengthy process. This 
impact is not discussed in the project report. Currently only a small percentage of 
waste is handled through MRF's in the Southern California area. 

The project description should contain provisions regarding green waste and 
composting. The project description should establish whether green waste will be 
removed at the MRF for composting or if Eagle Mountain will incorporate a 
composting facility on site. 

The proposal identifies the need for trucking to economically serve Riverside County. 
The proposal should prohibit truck transport from other counties and from the area 
west of the White Water Pass in Riverside County. The proposal should allow 
Coachella Valley to rail or truck waste from future MRF's. 

The proposal should contain mitigation measures regarding the PM 10 impact at the 
landfill site. Certain weather conditions may cause an increase in PM 10 in the 
Coachella Valley. 

Riverside County and the affected cities should lobby for AB 939 credits. 

The County of. Riverside should identify where revenues from the tipping fee 
agreement are to be spent. A percentage of the tipping fees must be set aside for 
mitigation measures caused by the project's impact on Eastern Riverside County. 

The project should be conditioned to accept all mitigation measures set for by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District including railway electrification. 

The County of Riverside should condition the project to insure that one-half of the 
net tipping fees stay in Eastern Riverside County to pay for appropriate projects. 
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Southern California Edison Company 
1180 DURFEE AVENUE, SUITE 250 

SO1./TH EL MONTE. CALIFORNIA 111733 

October 8. 1991 

RECEIVED 
OCT f 6 ll9r 
REcoN 

NOATHEAN Fll!QION 

LAND SERVICES DIVISION 

Re.AL PROPERTIES AND 

ADMINISTRATIVE Bl!AVICES 

TELEPHONE 

,e,e, :102-oae, 

Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast RA 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs. CA 92258-2000 
Attn: Marianne Wetzel 

Dear Ms. Wetzel: 

Subject: Landfill Project at Eagle Mountain. California 

1 We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report and it 
appears that the landfill project at Eagle Mountain will not adversely affect 
our Transmission/Substation facilities within the area. However. we would 
appreciate being informed on any further developments. 

Please submit further developments on this project to me at the address 
listed above. 

ak. 

Sincerely. 

-~l~,,/.-:
H-/£-ifP/ 

/ ./ 
Ann Kuli.koff 
Real Properties Agent 

',. 

::::::.:.:.:.:.:.··:·: ... : .. ·. ·:.: ..... :.:.:.:.:,:::::::::::::::,:.:.:.:.:.:::::::::.:,:.:::.:::::::.::::::::;::::: .. 
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CI'T'Y a C> F"' .. ~ C>N"~A.R..IC> 
•30•3-EAST--.. •e••••STR-•EET __________ ON_T•A•R-10 -~ CALIFORNIA 91764-4196 1714) 9B6-1151 

-
September 23, 1991 

Bureau of Land ~anagement 
Pal~ Springs-South Coast Resource Area 
63-500 Garnet Avenue 
P.O. Box 2000 
North Pal~ Springs, California 92258-2000 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report iEIS/EIR) 
for Eagle Mountain Landfill ProJect, Specific Plan 11252, State 
Clearinghouse No. 8908413. 

Dear Marianne Wetzel: 

I am writing to thank you for submitting the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report (EIS/EIR) to the City of Ontario for our review and colllJ:lent. The 
proposed sanitary landfill i~ to be established in an unused iron.ore open pit 
mine at Eagle Mountain in northeastern Riverside County. The daily operation of 
the proposed Eagle ~ountain landfill will involve disposal of up to 20,000 tons 
of refuse per day with up to 16,000 tons per day shipped to the site via a 
network of rail lines and the remainder trucked to the site via Interstate IO 
(the San-Bernardino Freeway). 

The proposed Eagle Mountain landfill project is of special interest because it 
will affect Ontario in several important ways. The Southern Pacific rail lines 
will be used to haul refuse and trucks will be traveling through Ontario via 
Interstate IO enroute to Eagle Mountain. Additionally, a ~atenals recovery 
facility will be located in the area. 

1 An initial concern of ours is that the Draft EIS/EIR should be revised to provide 
information on the frequency and scheduling of the trains. This should be 
disclosed to the public, and mitigation measures should be made conditions of any 

2 and all project approvals. In addition, the Draft EIS/EIR should quantify the 
maximum number of trucks that are expected to go through Ontario via Interstate 
IO. An evaluation of the resultant level of service due to this additional truck 
traffic should be identified, and mitigation measures should be proposed for this 
heavily congested freeway, 

3 

The Draft EIS/EIR indicates that several off-site solid waste processing and 
transfer stations (materials recovery facilities, or MRF's) will be necessary to 
serve the proposed Eagle Mountain landfill. However, they are not part of the 
proposed project being evaluated in the E.IS/EIR and, as such, additional 
environmental studies would be prepared for each MRF. We would like to be kept 
informed about any plans for an MRF facility in the region. 
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Again, I would like to thank you for your assistance. We appreciate beins given 
the opportunity to comment on the proposed Eagle Mountain landfill. 
Sincerely, 

JIB:mg 
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BOX 4294 • PALM SPRINGS • CALIFORNIA 92263 

DESERT PROTECTIVE COUNCIL 
ADVISORY PANEL - 9/19 

DATE: 

SYLVIA BROADBENT 
Prot1t110, ol An:heeotOQY 

DOROTHY COWPER 
A,cnaeo1og11s1 

PETE 0ANGERMOND 
P■n, Conaultanl 

MARY DEDECKER 

BETTY FORGEY 
Oesen Tono•N Ac11vra1 

MICHAEL FROME 
Autnor 

AUGUST FRUGE 
Cor-ser~a11on1st 

WILBUR MAYHEW 
Pr01euo, 01 Zoology 

ART MONTANA 

September 22, 1991 

Russell L. Kaldenberg, Area Mngr. 
BLM, Palm Springs-South Coast Resource 
63-500 Garnet Ave. 
PCB 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258 

REPLY TO: 

Area 

r-..;, 
Re: Draft EIR/Eis• 

= ... ..: 
. ' ,-, ~-~ _, 

·. r:; 
:n 
. :-., 

-- -- -._ 
=-= .-., 

::, 

Proiessor 01 E.anr, Science, 
Eagle·Mtn. Landfill -

KAREN SAUSMAN 

GENNY SMITH 
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Dear Mr. Kaldenberg: 

On behalf of the Desert Protective Council, I would like 
to submit the following comments on the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR/ EIS for the proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill 
Project. 

AIR QUALITY 

The DEIR calls out the air emissions for the proposed 
project as a significant unavoidable adverse impact. 
That may be the case. But the DEIR fails to fully 
address all feasible tecnologies for mitigating these 
impacts, particularly as regards alternative fuel for 
rail transport and alternatives to flaring of landfill 
gas. Even if air emissions cannot be reduced to a level 
of insignificance, a good faith attempt should be made to 
reduce them as much as is reasonably possible. 

·.· .... _..-_._-_.··.·.·.·-·-·.·-··································::: .. ::::::::::::::·:·····•••x 



., 
j 
::::: 

I 

DOCUMENT 0164 

Rail Transport 

1. The DEIR identifies the transport of solid waste as the major 
contributor to total air emissions, DEIR, figures 79 through 83. 
Clearly, all feasible mitigations must be fully explored and 
considered in an attempt to reduce this significant adverse 
impact on the South Coast Air Basin, the SE Desert Air Basin and 

2 Joshua Tree National Monument. This the Draft EIR has failed to 
do. 

2. Not only does the DEIR's analysis of feasible mitigations for 
rail transport fail to fulfill the requirement to provide the 
decision-making body with the fullest information available, but 
also it is internally inconsistent with the discussion in 
Appendix E. The following items need to be addressed. 

3 a. Air emission data was computed using the Kaiser locomotives 
as models; however, the proponent does not plan to use these 
engines which are inoperable (CVAG workshop 8/20/91). 

b. The Eagle Mountain railway portion of the proposed route is 
approximately 52 miles long, has "steep grades" and would tend to 
produce proportionately more emissions than would the other 

4 lines. It appears that approvals for this project can require 
mitigations for this railway, as opposed to the Southern Pacific 
lines proposed to be used. Is this the case? 

5 c. The proponent has declared to be in serious discussions with 
locomotive engine manufacturers regarding the purchase and use of 
alternative-fuel-burning engines (CVAG workshop 8/20/91). Yet 
the use of such engines was discarded out of hand in the DEIR as 
infeasible, seep. 385. This position contradicts the Appendix 
E. discussion of alternative fuels, p. 115-116. 

6 d. Moreover, the discussion and the conclusion on this matter in 
Appendix E. are internally inconsistent, see pp. 115-116. The 
discussion outlines several available techologies for 
alternative fuel use on the Eagle Mountain RR, such as a 
spark-ignition system enabling the locomotive to burn natural 
gas. Yet the discussion concludes with the non sequitur that the 
"use of an alternative fuel .•. would have to be evaluated further 
before it could be considered feasible for the Eagle Mountain 
project." 

f::; 
W, 7 This superficial approach to railway mitigations is contrary to 
~ the intent of the EIR. The discussion in Appendix E. already J established the feasibility of alter·native fuel use. It is I ~~~~:;::1~;;;~!:; !:it::~;~1~;~:~1;!1~?, i;:!f~=;;1~:;~ 1i~~. 
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mitigations with the proposed mitigations in reducing the railway 
air emissions. 

0 3. The data given for fuel consumption for rail haul in the 
tables in Section IV. O. appears to be inconsistent with that 
given in Table 21, Appendix E, p. 76. Is this inconsistency real 
or apparent? 

9 4. The present format makes it very difficult to compare truck 
haul versus rail haul air emissions on a ton-per-mile basis •. 
Assuming the Final EIR addresses the feasible tecnology of 
alternative fuels for the Eagle Mountain railway, the comparison 
will be even more complicated. 

Some more understandable format for a comparison of air emissions 
on a ton-per-mile basis must be employed if the Final EIR is to 
fulfill the purpose of providing consistent, understandable 
information on the impacts of alternative forms of 
transportation. 

Landfill Plares 

1. The analysis of Air Quality, IV D., indicates that the 
flaring of landfill gas CLFGJ is a major contributor to total 
project emissions, see especially table 26 and figures 79 through 

10 83. The particulate emissions CPMlOl are a major concern because 
of the proximity of the site to Joshua Tree National Monument, 
and the probability of significant deterioration of the air 
quality of this Class I area. 

11 

12 

13 

The discussion of flares in the DEIR appears to be inconsistent 
on this item. Appendix E., table on p.94, attributes 0% 
contribution to fine particulates by LFG flares. But the bar 
graph p. 201 shows LFG flares contributing a third of all 
particulates generated by the project. Please clarify. 

2. The DEIR indicates, Appendix E, p. 136, "that all of the air 
quality standards and Class I increments would be achieved if the 
flares could be replaced with an alternative mithod of disposal" 
except PMlO. Yet no mitigations other than those required by 
AQMD (flaring, catalysts, "Best Available Control Tecnology", 
etc.>, are proposed to deal with landfill gas. 

Moreover, there is no real commitment to energy recovery, as only 
a study of the "economic feasibility" of energy recovery is 
required at some future time. The EIR should address other 
mitigations, including, but not limited to:· 

al Mandatory energy from LFG when techologically, not just 
economically, feasible. This could be for electrical energy 
production, pipeline quality gas or powering onsite equipment or 
transportation. 

-3-
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14 bl Mandatory composting of biodegradable waste at source or 
MRFs, with an comparison of the air quality impacts. 

3. The DEIR analyzes the health risk for cancer from toxic gases 
emitted by the proposed LFG flares in the area nearby the 
landfill. The efficiencies of flares in destroying these 
toxins was quoted ranging from 701 to 991 with the "majority" 

15 being 991. "Majority• can mean anything from 511 up: the DEIR 
should define this term. 

4. The DEIR then gives a •worst case• analysis for this health 
risk and uses the highest efficiency, 991, in its computations. 
Why was the highest destruction efficiency for toxic gases, 991, 
chosen in projecting the "worst case analysis" for cancer risk in 
the area of the landfill? This does not appear to meet the 

16 criteria of worst case. The EIR needs to be specific on these 
important health matters, and fully define terms and assumptions. 

Transport of Recyclables 

1. Use of the proposed •Recyclable storage area" DEIR II Sa.and 
17 SP IV 4., is inadequately addressed. Why are recyclables 

proposed to be transported and stored this great distance from 
their source and market? Recyclables would be permitted to 
cover a third of this 322 acre area to a depth of 16'. This 
would amount to over 70 million cubic feet of materials. Is this 
correct? 

18 If so, and, for instance, this material is newsprint or glass~ at 
10 or more pounds per cubic foot, this amounts to 700 million 
pounds of materials to be transported, or roughly 101 of the 

19 total yearly project tonnage. Yet there is no mention of air 
emission impacts of transporting this mass of materials to the 
landfill area and back again to recycling facilities.· 

20 

21 

2. Is this mass of recyclables part of the projected volume to 
be carried on the unit trains? What would be the air emission 
benefits of holding the recyclables at the MRFs, as opposed to 
transporting them? Will the county receive a royalty or 
mitigation fee for·this potentially massive amount of material? 
More questions are raised on this matter than are answered in the 
DEIR. 

3. The DEIR clearly shows that air emissions are largely 
generated by transportation. Since these emissions are 
proportionate to the volume/weight transported, every effort 
should be made to reduce unnecessary tonnage and require that 
recyclables be stored at the wasteshed or market, not at a 
landfill more than a hundred miles away. 

-4-
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Ho Project Emissions 

l. The assertion that the •no project• air emissions are 
comparable to project air emissions may be based partially on the 
premise that landfill gas generation would be greater in the wet 
climates where most existing landfills are located than it would 

22 be at Eagle Mountain. If this is so, the EIR should articulate 
and substantiate this premise. But by the same token, these 
landfills will continue to generate substantial quantities of LFG 
for some time into the future. 

23 2. Clarification is needed. Does the •no project" LGF 
projection represent only the additional LFG generation expected 
if the Eagle Mountain project does not open, or or does this 
projection also include the LFG that can be expected for a number 
of years at existing landfills in any event? If the latter is 
true, then the •no project" LFG flare emissions are misleading, 
in that they include emissions that will occur even with the 
project. --

Modeling 

l. The DEIR uses rail transport from the Los Angeles area as a 
model, with truck traffic from no farther than 75 miles away. 

24 Are the counties enumerated in the DEIR (Los Angeles, Orange, San 
Bernardino and Riverside) the only locales to be served by the 
project? Or will the proposal accept waste from other counties, 
Northern California, other States? 

25 

26 

It is incumbent upon the preparers of the EIR to enumerate and 
evaluate all proposed sources of waste other than the Los Angeles 
basin. The distances, ·transportation corridors and methods of 
transport must be specified and analyzed as to all impacts, 
particularly air emissions. 

2. The discussion of interbasin transfer of air pollutants is 
too general to be meaningful. Interbasin transfers are alluded 
to, but not adequately quantified. Clearly, regional modeling is 
needed to enable the decision-making bodies to assess the 
relative merits of proposed mitigations (and other feasible 
mitigations> on the various affected airbasins. 

3. There are certain inconsistencies in the figures given for 
fuel consumption, Section IV o. Tables giving 80 trucks driving 
300 miles/day (could be translated to 160 driving 150 miles> 
don't appear to jibe with other data given specifying 200 trucks 
carrying 20 tons each, travelling a 150 mile round trip. 

-5-
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Groundwater 

1. One of the proposed mitigations to protect groundwater from 
leachate contamination is to line of the bottom of the landfill 
with a composite (clay and plastic) liner. This is commendable. 
Yet the proposal calls for only a portion of the bottom to be so 
protected. If, as the EIR describes, the underlying bedrock is 
fissured and capable of transporting leachate into the 
groundwater basin, why is only a portion of the bottom proposed 
to receive the protection of a plastic liner? A cross-section 
of the landfill showing exact locations of composite liner, 
versus simply clay liner, is needed. 

2. Liability for groundwater contamination is an issue of 
importance, and could be a major economic impact. The public 
must be assured that there is a long term performance bond, or 
other mechanism, adequate to protect the county or other public 
entity, as well as the general public, from long-term costs of 
containment and/or contamination. Post-closure containment may 
be costly, requiring containment measures and control of surface 
water drainage for a very long period of time. The DEIR fails to 
adequately address this matter. 

3. Erosion of the final landfill cover and consequent 
percolation of surface water through the refuse could lead to 
greatly increased leachate production and possibly groundwater 
contamination. Appendix·e, p.33, describes the composition of 
the 4' thick proposed cover. 

The erosive force of desert storms is well documented. Yet 
a 4' layer is expected to protect a mountainside of waste from 
extremely erosive surface flows. The DEIR must be explicit on 
how this cover will function and for how long. 

30 5. Is there to be a backup system of pipes to collect leachate 
under the clay/composite liner as well as the leachate collector 
pipes above the liner? Would this be in addition to the proposed 
monitoring wells at the margin of the landfill? 

31 

In view of the uncertainties of hydrology and seismic events, it 
would seem judicious to have a such backup leachate collection 
system in place under the landfill liner and its overlying 
leachate pipes. This system was outlined by the proponent (CVAG 
workshop 8/20/91) but has not been addressed in the DEIR. 

6. Apparently the untreated groundwater from the northwestern 
Chuckwalla Valley is generally not potable at the present time. 
The DEIR fails to provide clear information on the potential for 
groundwater to migrate from the Chuckwalla Basin to surrounding 

-6-
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groundwater basins. 

7. It would be helpful if the discussion under "Occurrence and 
Movement of Groundwater" DEIR IIIA.j., would use layman's terms 
to relay information on permeability and porosity of the 

32 underlying bedrock. For instance, instead of centimeters per 
second to powers of ten, the DEIR could give meaningful 
information, such as inches per year. It would also be 
instructive to give these rates for both fractured and 
unfractured bedrock, with a map clearly showing locations and, if 
available, direction of flows/fractures. 

Biology 

33 1. The Desert Protective Council understands that the US Fish & 
Wildlife Service will perform a Section 7 consultation for 
impacts to the federally threatened desert tortoise and desert 
pupfish. As part of the process, the Service will require 
adequate mitigations as a condition to the issuance of the 
Section 7 permit, and these mitigations would take precedence 
over those proposed in the DEIR: furthermore, that the project 
may not proceed if it involves a "taking" of this species or its 
critical habitat that would jeopardize its recovery. 

34 2. In addition there are other sensitive, candidate, or 
endangered species, such as the California leaf-nosed bat, that 
inhabit areas of the project area. It is not clear what measure 
of federal or state review, if any, these species will recieve 
prior to implementation of the project. Please clarify. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Very truly yours, 

DESERT PR\~CTIVE COUNCIL 

0Jftll ~/JfiE 
by ,pal Maletta, President 
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Re: Comments on Environmental Impact Statement/
Environmental Impact Report, Proposed Landfill 
Project, Eagle Mountain, California 

Dear Ms. Wetzel: 

Enclosed are comments submitted on behalf of the 
City of Santa Clarita on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report, Proposed Landfill 
Project, Eagle Mountain, California. Also enclosed are 
documents which are incorporated by reference in our 
comments. 

The City of Santa Clarita is most concerned with 
solid waste issues. It supports the goals of reducing the 
solid waste stream. It stands behind the objectives of 
reusing and recycling as alternatives to outdated policies 
of thoughtless landfilling. For the waste stream which 
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remains, the City of Santa Clarita urges careful consider
ation of the preservation of environmental values, including 
groundwater protection and habitat preservation, in the 
selection of sites for land disposal. 

It would also appear that sensible, foresighted 
land use planning would dictate the preservation of 
dwindling open space in areas near population centers. For 
these reasons, the City of Santa Clari ta urges careful 
analysis of the proposed Eagle Mountain proposal. If the 
environmental and public safety questions can be properly 
answered, it may be a most attractive regional solution to 
the solid waste disposal needs which will remain following 
implementation of AB 939. 

Please add my name to the mailing list of persons 
to be notified regarding the EIS/EIR for this project. 

Ve?J,_truly yours, 

i_:J-87~ ~· 
RUFUS C. YOUNG, JR. 
Of BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN 

cc: Honorable Mayor and 
Members of the City Council 

rcy/LTR109233 
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Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement 

for the Proposed 

Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 

Submitted by the City of Santa Clarita 

September 23, 1991 

Section I. Introduction 

Page 1 

Page 4 

WPX/RCT/STll972395 

The description of the proposed action 

should more clearly describe the exchange 

of lands that is to occur and state any 

existing conditions (eg., endangered 

species habitat) which might affect, the 

exchange. The total acreage of lands to 

be transferred to the federal government 

by the applicant should be stated. 

The description of the purp·ose and need 

for the project appears to rely on data 

published by the City and County of Los 

Angeles in 1988. The Los Angeles County 

Sanitation Districts ("LACSD") has pub-

-1-
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lished a report with more recent data, 

their 1990 Draft Program Environmental 

Impact Report for the Integrated Solid 

Waste Management System. Although that 

report is not without its shortcomings, 

it does present more current data. More 

recently, the LACSD has produced a "Waste 

By Rail Report" (dated August 1991). That 

report indicates that the amount of solid 

waste that will need to be disposed of in 

Los Angeles County will grow to 54,600 

tons per day, and that a disposal capa

city short fall of 22,300 tons per day 

will exist in 1995. In addition, the 

City of Santa Clarita has published a 

report on hauling solid waste by rail. 

It contains information on the economics 

of "waste by rail." Copies of the LACSD 

and the Santa Clarita "waste by rail" 

reports are attached. 

Alternatives Including the Proposed Action. 

The total acreage offered by the appli

cant should be stated. Any special or 

-2-
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5 Page 48 
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unique characteristics of the offered 

lands should be noted. 

The total amount of acreage to be trans

ferred from private to public control to 

establish the nature preserve at Salt 

Creek should be stated. 

The Draft EIR/EIS states that size, loca

tion and operation of processing and 

transfer stations would be determined by 

the communities in which they are to be 

located. The final EIR/EIS should 

provide some background discussion of 

these facilities, i.e. transfer stations 

and MRFs. A discussion of AB 939, and 

its diversion goals, and how they are 

likely to encourage local governments to 

approve siting proposals for MRFs, and 

the economies which might result from 

collocating them with transfer faci

lities, might strengthen the Final 

EIR/EIS. 

There should be greater discussion in the 

-3-
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No Action Alternative as to the likeli

hood that the City of Los Angeles and the 

County of Los Angeles will be unable to 

provide for other waste disposal solu

tions. In this regard, LACSD is evaluat

ing potential new landfill sites in a 

DPEIR, despite the fact that the siting 

component of the County Integrated Waste 

Management Plan, required by AB 939, has 

not yet been prepared. The Final EIR/EIS 

should discuss the "gap" between LACSD's 

current landfill siting DPEIR (which has 

be~n harshly criticized by both the 

Attorney General of California and the 

staff of the California Integrated Waste 

Management Board) and the requirements of 

AB 939. (Copies of correspondence from 

the Attorney General and the CIWMB, 

critical of the LACSD DPEIR, are 

attached.) 

-4-
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section III, Affected Environmental and section IV. Environmental 

consequences 

A. Water Quality and Use 

General 

Page 115 

Page 126 

Page 133 

Page 139 

It is most important to fully evaluate 

the possibility of groundwater 

contamination which might result from 

this project. 

The FEIR/EIS should state whether the 

Chuckwalla Valley groundwater basin is 

closed both hydrologically and 

geohydrologically. 

Figure 45 should depict the site boun

dary. 

Figure 47 should show the site boundary 

and existing extraction/monitoring wells 

A list and map of all water wells and 

springs within a ten mile radius should 

be provided. This information should 

include annual amount of groundwater 

i _,_ -s-
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withdrawn over the last 10 years. 

B. Public Health and Safety 

Page 142 

Page 143 

11'1/RCT /S1'11972395 

The EIR/EIS should reference and provide 

a short discussion of the effects that 

the requirements of AB 939, for all 

cities and counties to prepare and im

plement Household Hazardous Waste 

Elements, ("HWWE's") and the growing 

awareness of potential municipal 

liability for the hazardous constituents 

of municipal solid waste will have on the 

anticipated waste stream. 

The public health and safety section 

should address the possible health ef

fects of landfill gas. A variety of 

adverse human health effects are asso

ciated with municipal solid waste 

landfill emissions. over 100 chemical 

constituents have been detected in MSW 

landfill emissions; exposure to several 

of the constituents has been associated 

with cancer and noncancer health 

-6-
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effects. The potential health effects of 

air emissions from landfills, and the 

desirability of locating landfills in 

remote areas, far from the urban inter

face, should be discussed. In addition, 

the Final EIR/EIS should report on 

whether the proposed landfill would pose 

any danger to elementary school students, 

and whether any schools should be moved 

farther from the landfill. 

Surface and subsurface landfill fires 

also may result from biological decompo

sition or chemical oxidation, and the 

improper operation of landfill gas 

recovery systems. The ignition and pro

pagation of such fires are a function of 

several factors including waste composi

tion, moisture content, available oxygen, 

insulating properties and ambient pres

sure in the area of combustion. These 

factors, and how they influence siting 

decisions, should be discussed. 

Table 10 needs to show California data, 

-7-



DOCUMENT 0165 

specifically information for the proposed 

rail lines. 

c. Traffic and Transportation 

17 Page 154 

18 Page 155 

D. Air Quality 

Page 169 

19 

11'11/ICT /STN972395 

if 

.r~.-.-.-.. .-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.···············~··--·· ... 61:;;?❖%",::,, 

The relative safety of rail transport

ation vis a vis truck transportation 

should be discussed. 

The truck route discussion should include 

a discussion of highway safety of all 

designated routes. 

Substantial information exists from a 

variety of sources regarding air emis

sions from existing landfill operations 

throughout Southern California. The 

Final EIR/EIS should discuss these air 

emissions as a function of distance from 

population centers (including schools, 

and jail facilities, among others) as a 

· factor in siting landfills. 

-s-



Page 169 

20 

21 

G. Biology 

22 Page 195 

23 Page 197 

Page 215 
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The EPA's draft regulations for New 

. Source Pollutant Standards (NSPS) for 

landfill air emissions were recently 

published in the Federal Register. These 

new proposed regulations warrant 

discussion in the Final EIR/EIS. Addi

tionally, background information for the 

proposed standards and guidelines was re

leased by the U.S. EPA in March of this 

year. The Final EIR/EIS should reflect 

the current status of the items. 

The Final EIR/EIS should state clearly 

the distance from rail lines and roads 

that vegetation was mapped. 

Exhibit 57a should have a legend. 

The EIR/EIS indicates that "species 

diversity observed did not differ signi

ficantly" between,-the proposed Eagle 

Mountain Road extension and flatter per-

-9-
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tions of the proposed landfill site. In 

this case, species diversity should be 

defined (number of species, densities, or 

a combination). If the Final EIR/EIS has 

a discussion of significance in a statis

tical sense, the analytical methods 

should be discussed and should indicate 

what data were used. 

It appears that the term "Species of 

Special Concern" has been used in the 

Draft EIR/EIS to describe any sensitive 

species, including threatened and 

endangered species. However, the term 

"Species of Special Concern" is used by 

the California Department of Fish & Game 

(CDFG) to describe those species which 

are declining in population or have 

limited populations, but which do ngt 

meet the criteria for listing, similar to 

"candidate species" under the federal 

Endangered Species Act. The use of 

"Species of Special Concern" in the 

EIR/EIS is confusing as it implies that 

-10-
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the discussion is limited to only those 

species so recognized by the CDFG, but 

not to threatened or endangered species. 

Table 3, Appendix F. The yellow warbler 

is indicated as having been observed, but 

is not given a status code. It should be 

designated "S" indicating that the bird 

is a California Species of Special 

Concern. 

A major concern is determining whether 

any areas properly qualify as wetlands 

under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, 

and the Federal Wetlands Manual. The 

status of suspected wetlands should be 

clarified in the Final EIR/EIS. 

The impacts discussions are very thorough 

and the mitigation measures proposed 

appear to avoid, minimize, and/or compen

sate for impacts to the resources, but 

there are no provisions for mitigation 

monitoring, a requirement under the 

California Environmental Quality Act. 

-11-
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H. Growth Inducement and Socioeconomics 

29 Page 476 
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Tipping fees in Los Angeles County 

currently average over $23 per ton. For 

north Los Angeles county, where all the 

new landfills are proposed, the average 

is nearly $28 per ton. The City of Santa 

Clarita has completed detailed studies on 

the cost history and future projections 

of landfill and for rail haul options. 

Tipping fees have escalated at alarming 

rates over the last decade as a result of 

both iricr~asing regulations and the 

increasing scarcity of disposal sites. 

If fees continue to increase at 

comparable rates, the cost of tipping in 

Los Angeles County will increase to over 

$65 per ton in five years while rail haul 

options may be provided for substantially 

less ($55 per ton). Rail haul options 

will provide a financial cap to local 

increases by providing another source to 

what is today a captive market. The 

studies by the City of Santa Clarita are 

-12-
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enclosed for reference and inclusion in 

the EIR/EIS. 

I. Geology and Mineral Resources 

J. 

K. 

L. 

M. 

Page 251 A table should be provided listing the 

distance the site is from active and 

potentially active .faults. Information 

should also be provided on the Maximum 

Probable Earthquake (MPE) and Maximum 

Credible Earthquake (MCE). 

Visual, Recreation, and Wilderness Resources 

No comments. 

Utilities and service 

No comments. 

Noise 

No comments. 

cultural Resources 

-13-
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34 No comments. 

N. Paleontology 

35 
No comments. 

o. Energy Consumption/Generation 

36 No comments. 

Section IV. Cumulative Impacts 

I 
I 
-!❖ 

37 Page 595 

38 

I ~,-
m~[·'·'·'·····'·''·'·'·'·'·'······--================·=:=:=.--•·•·•===·=•·=· ..... ··==.w:::-;: ... ~77.'m~ 

The cumulative growth inducement section 

should provide some discussion on the 

economic growth that can be facilitated 

by the implementation of rail haul propo

sals such as Eagle Mountain. 

The EIR/EIS notes several times that 

transfer stations are not a part of the 

project. However, transfer stations are 

inevitable if the project is to operate 

and transportation fees are to be kept 

competitive. 

-14-
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section Y, The Relationship Between Local short-term Uses of Man's 

Environment and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term 

Productivity 

Page 599 

Section VI, 

The EIR/EIS should address the advantages 

that policy decisions to implement propo

sals such as Eagle Mountain will have on 

the urban community. Regional decisions 

for solid waste management are vital to 

the proper management of the environment 

and the social well-being of the general 

public. Implications of locating a major 

new solid waste landfill for the use of a 

in remote areas, and away from the urban 

interface is a policy decision that 

allows for preservation of unique re

sources nearer, and in many cases within 

the urban setting. This point needs to 

be made in the Final EIR/EIS. 

Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes 

No comments. 

i ... ,...,..,.,,,,, -15-
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Sim of Cllllfomio -JOB.Y L 'YAN DE KAMP 
ADffll1Gaual 

vwv"2wi. @ 
DEPARTMENT OF Jl/S'TICE 

December 3, 1990 

Donalds. Neller 
Solid Waste Management Department 
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 
P.O. Box 4998 
Whittier, California 90607 

Dear Mr. Neller: 

lSIII WILSIIIR.E BOULEVAlU>, lt00M 100 
LOS ANGELES 90010 

(213) 736·2304 

(213) 736-2341 

Re: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for Loa .Angeles 
County Integrated Waste Management Syatam 

John x. Van de Kamp, Attorney General of the State of C&lifornia, 
submits these coJ1D11ents on the Draft Program Environmental Impact 
Report prepared by your office in conjunction with the Los 
Angeles County Department of Public Works for the proposed Los 
Angeles County Integrated Solid Waste Managaent Systa (the 
•OPEIR•). The Attorney General provides these comments pursuant 
to his powers under the California Constitution and the 
California Government Code to protect the environment of 
California. These comments are not offered on behalf of any 
other State agency or official. 

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) 
requires all local agencies, including the County, to reduce the 
amount of solid waste sent to landfills and transformation 
facilities by SO percent by the year 2000. The County can use a 
range of waste diversion programs in order to meet this goal. As 
will be discussed in more detail below, the DPEIR does not 
adequately address this issue. In contrast, and 1n spite of AB 
939's directive that landfill disposal be viewed as a last 
resort, the OPEIR looks to the expansion of existing landfills 
and the siting of several new landfills as the main focus of the 
County's waste management system. The OPEIR therefore is 
fundamentally flawed. 

Although entitled a •program• draft environmental illlpact report, 
evidently the DPEIR is intended to be used as both a program DEIR 
for the County's long-range integrated solid waste management 
plans as well as the site-specific project DEIR for three 
potential new landfill sites. In :both cases, however, the DPEIR 
does not adequately comply with the California Environmental 

t»S-.·.-·•"'"''"""'- I 
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Quality Act c•cEOA•) (Public Resources Code section 21000 .!!S 
seq.) and the CEOA Guidelines ("Guidelines•) (14 Cal. Code Regs. 
section 15000 ~ seq.). Given the magnitude of environmental 
impacts that would accompany the significant expansion of 
existing landfills and the creation of new sites, it is critical 
that the DPEIR fully comply with the requirements of CEOA and the 
Guidelines, particularly as it purports to be the project EIR fer 
three new landfills. Among other concerns, the DPEIR does not 
sufficiently discuss the project's impacts, mitigation measures 
for those impacts, or alternatives. These issues are addressed 
in more detail below. 

In view of the significant deficiencies in the DPEIR, we strongly 
recommend that the DPEIR be revised and recirculated for public 
review. 

The Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) 

The DPEIR envisions the development of an integrated regional 
system that will provide the County with the means of managing 
the solid wastes generated in the region over the next several 
decades. The stated purpose of this system is to minimize land 
disposal of solid waste through aggressive waste diversion 
measures, and to ensure that disposal of the remaining waste can 
be accomplished in a safe, environmentally sound manner. In 
addition, as the DPEIR acknowledges, the County must comply with 
AB 939, which requires the development and implementation of such 
measures. These diversion programs will doubtless become 
increasingly important in the future as urban areas in California 
continue to expand and as landfill sites are filled. Therefore, 
the primary emphasis of the DPEIR should be on waste diversion 
and on achieving the objectives of AB 939. 

l. Determination of future Waste Disposal Capacity Needs 

The DPEIR alleges that the County will soon encounter a waste 
disposal capacity.crisis, and predicts an imminent shortfall of 
landfill space. The DPEIR concludes that waste diversion will 
not be enough to prevent this shortfall, and that the County 
should proceed apace to develop new landfills. The DPEIR's 
calculation of the need for new landfill space is flawed, 
however. If the shortfall is properly measured, and if the 
County acts at once to develop aggressive and effective waste 
diversion programs, as envisioned by AB 939, the alleged 
shortfall may well be substantially delayed and/or diminished. 

Moreover, the DPEI~ admits that it will take at least five to 
seven years for new landfills to come on line. Thus, the County 
cannot justify the creation of new landfills to meet the County's 
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alleged immediate need without first making every effort to 
divert wastes from landfill disposal, as mandated by AB 939. 

The DPEIR justifies its contention that the County is running out 
of landfill space by presenting calculations and charts to depict 
various "time-to-crisis" analyses. According to these 
calculations, the time in which the DPEIR predicts that the 
shortfall will occur ranges from 1991 to after the year 2000, 
depending on whether AB 939 goals are met and existing landfills 
expanded. 

The DPEIR does not present the data to back up these claims, 
however, and its calculation of the shortfall does not properly 
take into account the effects of AB 939-mandated waste diversion 
practices. If these errors are corrected, the calculated 
shortfall may well dwindle and the need for new or expanded 
landfill sites become less pressing. 

The DPEIR makes three projections of the time in which the 
alleged shortfall will occur. The first is demonstrated by Fig. 
2-4 at page 2-10. That figure shows that the shortfall will 
begin as early as 1991 if there is no increase in existing 
recycling levels, no expansion of existing sites, and no new 
landfills developed. The figure also assumes that the amount of 
waste generated will increase at a rate of 11 per year due to 
population growth and at an additional rate of 1.51 due to per 
capita increases. Under this scenario, at current recycling 
levels, the DPEIR predicts that the County will be generating 
approximately 60,000 tons per day of solid waste for land 
disposal by the year 2000 which will continue to increase 
thereafter. 

The second projection is found at Figure 3-2 at page 3-16. This 
figure again finds that the shortfall will manifest itself after 
1991, but the AB 939 goals are taken into account so that the 
amount of waste going to landfills drops to less than 40,000 tons 
per day by the year 2000. This figure also asaaumes that the 
waste generation rate will increase at a rate of 11 per year due 
to population growth and at an additional rate of 1.51 due to per 
capita increases to the year 2000, but then assumes that there 
will be no further per capita increases. 

The third forecast is contained in Figure 3-10, at page 3-30. In 
this scenario, the shortfall is postponed until after the year 
2000, and stays relatively small until about 2005. As with 
figure 3-2, the County's daily tonnage of waste going into 
landfills at the year 2000 is leas than 40,000. This figure 
assumes maximwn compliance with AB 939 and full expansion of all 
existing landfill sites, as proposed in the DPEIR. This figure 
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again assumes 11 increase in waste generation due to population 
growth and l.51 per capita increases. 

As mentioned above, the DPEIR does not provide the background 
infol:m&tion necessary to justify these figures. Thus, it appears 
that there are serious inconsistencies and flaws in these 
projections, which could dramatically alter the predicted 
shortfall. For example, with respect to the assumption of 1.51 
per capita increases, the DPEIR does not explain why each member 
of the County's population should increase, rather than decrease. 
the amount of waste he or she generates. If AB 939 objectives 
are implemented.quickly and forcefully, per capita waste 
generation should decrease. ThiR is not factored into the 
DPEIR's calculations. 

In addition, although the daily waste disposal need drops to 
under 40,000 tons per day in Figs. 3-2 and 3-10 when SO percent 
waste diversion is present (as mandated by AB 939), the daily 
disposal capacity does not increase concurrently as it should. 
If less waste is deposited in landfills, not only will disposal 
needs drop, but capacity will increase because le•• space is 
being used. If capacity increases as wall, then the shortfall 
will be delayed in time and will decrease in amount. 

These facets of the calculation of the future shortfall in 
disposal capacity are important because they could alter the need 
for new landfills or for the extension of ensting landfills. If 
per capita waste generation is decreased, and capacity is 
increased by the amount of waste diverted, the projected 
shortfall might be eliminated altogether, or the need for 
landfill expansion reduced. The DPBIR should provide the 
background for its calculations and should revise them to reflect 
these changes so that a true projection of new landfill apace can 
be dete:r::mined more accurately. 

2. Coordination with AB 939 Plan 
To comply with AB 939, by January 1991, each county in the state 
is required to prepare and adopt for its unincorporated areas a 
source reduction and recyling·element that will emphasize waste 
diversion programs and identify the amount of landfill and 
transfol:m&tion (waste-to-energy) capacity needed for solid waste 
that cannot be reduced at the·source, recycled or composted. 
S41300, 41302. Cities are required to prepare, adopt, and submit 
similar elements to the county in which they are ·located by July 
1991. S41000. These source reduction and recycling elements 
must show 25 percent waste diversion by January 1995 and must be 
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updated within five years to show 50 percent diversion by January 
2000. 541780. 

In addition, counties are required to prepare a countywide siting 
element that provides a description of areas to be used for 
transformation facilities and new or expanded landfills. 541700. 
These siting elements must be submitted to the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board, along with city and county 
source reduction and siting elements, as part of a countywide 
integrated waste management plan. 541750. If Los Angeles County 
really will run out of landfill space within one to two years, 
its AB 939 plan must go to the Board by January 1992. 541791. 

Nevertheless, although it is entitled the •Integrated Solid Waste 
Management System for Los Angeles County,• the DPEIR is not the 
County's AB 939 plan. Even though the County has prepared this 
DPEIR, it still must prepare its source reduction, recyling and 
siting elements and its AB 939 plan. In our opinion, it would be 
a better use of County resources to coordinate the DPEIR with the 
AB 939 requirements. 1 

By its own admission, and quite possibly the reason for the 
deficiencies in the waste diversion analysis discussed below, the 
County has not yet completed its source reduction, recycling and 
siting elements under AB 939, nor has it received the elements to 
be prepared l::>y the City of Los Angeles. The preparation of these 
elements, and the studies necessary for their preparation; are 
currently underway. The DPEIR st.ates that the County Sanitation 
Districts have recently met with city staffs and elected 
officials concerning AB 939, and are proposing six regional 
groupings of cities and unincorporated county areas to prepare 
coordinated elements. The Sanitation Districts also are 
committing funds to support these planning efforts. (Page 3-5.) 
The DPEIR admits that it will have better planning infomation on 
recycling and the composition of waste generated in the County 
after the AB 939 elements are completed. (Pages 2-12, 3-14.) 

.Given the apparent need for more data on waste diversion and the 
fact that studies are already underway-for purposes of the AB 939 

1Also as required by AB 939, the Integrated Waste Management 
Board has promulgated emergency regulations for compliance with 
the statute, and is about to adopt permanent regulations, which 
provide detailed guidance for the types of waste diversion 
programs to be emphasized and have as their stated purpose that 
local jurisdictions know and analyze their solid waste management 
systems before committing resources to changing those systems. 
See 14 CCR Sec. 18720 et seq. 
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elements and plans, the preparation of the integrated solid waste 
management system for the County should be coordinated with the 
county's AB 939 efforts. Although the preparation of a long
range planning document for managing solid waste in L.A. County 
may be a good idea, it is counterproductive and inefficient to 
prepare such a document -- for which this DPEIR is the first 
draft -- other than in conjunction with the AB 939 integrated 
waste management plans. 

If the County is unable to provide a more comprehensive analysis 
at this juncture because the AB 939 studies and elements are not 
yet in, then this is all the more reason why the DPEIR should be 
revised and recirculated in conjunction with the County's AB 939 
plan, particularly since the elements of that plan must be 
prepared within the next seven months. If this is not done, the 
county also runs the risk that its final EIR for the integrated 
solid waste management system will conflict with AB 939 elements 
and plans approved by the Integrated Waste Management Board, 
certainly something to be avoided. The County's long-range solid 
waste planning efforts should not be done piecemeal, but as part 
of a comprehensive and effective package in conjunction with AB 
939 compliance. 

3. Description of AB 939 Programs 

Pursuant to AB 939, the County is required to implement an array 
of waste diversion programs, including the reduction of waste 
generated at the source, recycling, reuse, and composting. AB 
939 explicitly directs that landfills should be the last resort 
for waste planners. Pub. Res. Code Sec. 40052. To guarantee 
that all means of waste reduction are used before new landfills 
are sited, AB 939 requires that, until the Countywide integrated 
waste management plan required by AB 939 has been approved by the 
Integrated Waste Management Board, no new landfills can be 
established unless the Board first finds that the protection of 
public health, or public need and necessity, require the 
immediate implementation of the sites. Pub. Res. Code. Sec 
50000. 

Although the DPEIR is not intended to be the County's AB 939 
plan, the DPEIR nevertheless admits that, in order to achieve AB 
939's objectives, it will be pecessary for the County •to develop 
a number of new and innovative programs that will reduce or 

~-':·_:_,_·.. divert' material presently going to the landfills.• Page· 3-6 •
1 ::::: Yet the DPEIR fails to take this very step. Rather, it brief y 

l describes a •menu· of broad, general possibilities that •could• 
~=== be implemented in order to achieve the requisite waste di version. I There is no analysis of what Wi,11 be done to maximize waste 

I- , ~- .,,,.,, __ .. ,_ 
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diversion in the County. This is a major deficiency in the 
DPEIR. 

The discussion found at pages 3-7 to 3-14 is no more than an 
outline of various possible general programs, such as consumer 
education programs, buy-back and drop-off centers, curbside 
collection, and materials recovery facilities. The report makes 
no effort to create a long-range plan for how the County intends 
to establish these programs, nor to analyze whether such measures 
will have the desired impact upon waste diversion. The DPEIR 
also devotes almost no attention to any possible •new and 
innovative programs• that it admits will be necessary to comply 
with AB 939. 

In addition, the DPEIR notes that businesses, industries and 
manufacturers must focus their attention on designing products 
that can be recycled and have a minimum amount of packaging 
material, states that legislation can play an important role in 
encouraging source reduction and recycling, and hopes that 
consumers will use their purchasing power to encourage waste 
diversion as well. (Page 3-ll) Virtually no concrete plans are 
given as to how the County intends to realize this wishlist, nor 
does the report do more with such potential programs as 
composting or materials recovery facilities than merely to 
describe them. (Pages 3-10 and 3-13) There is little 
description of proposed legislation or incentive measures that 
the County plans to implement. The DPEIR also states that 
markets for some diverted waste products can be difficult to find 
(page l-58), and describes the present state of markets for 
recyclables (Appendix C), but does not suggest ways to create or 
improve such markets. 

These descriptions, while useful for broad informational 
purposes, do not go far enough toward establishing an integrated 
waste management policy for the County in upcoming decades. It 
is the responsibility of the County to develop and implement 
major waste diversion programs, not just to acknowledge that 
possibilities exist. In particular, this is true both because AB 
939 mandates implementation of its policies JlS!!! (Pub. Res. Code 
Sec. 41792), and because the County is in sore need of effective 
waste diversion programs if there is indeed an impending disposal 
capacity shortfall. The fact that the DPEIR is in part a program 
DEIR does not relieve the County of its obligation to present a 
viable, specific program for meeting its waste diversion goals. 
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requirements of CEQA in several critical ways. The report is not 
adequate either as a program or project DEIR, despite the 
County's intention that it be both. It does not conduct a 
sufficient analysis of alternatives to the program as a whole or 
to the specific new landfills it envisions. In addition, its 
analysis of impacts, including cumulative impacts, and mitigation 
measures is deficient. Since the DPEIR concedes that the 
proposed integrated waste management system will have significant 
impacts on the environment -- particularly through the 
development of new landfills it is imperative that there be 
compliance with CEQA. 

l. Inadequacy of the DPEIR as a Program EIR 
The DPEIR's stated approach is to provide a comprehensive, 
countywide solid waste management plan that will lay the 
groundwork for handling the solid waste generated in L.A. County 
over the next SO years. In this respect, it is intended to be 
used as a program EIR for its three components -- waste 
diversion, expansion of existing landfills and siting of new 
landfills. 

The DPEIR does not satisfy its own objectives, however. The 
advantages of using a program EIR are that it provides an 
opportunity for a more exhaustive consideration of impacts and 
alternatives than would be practical in an individual project 
EIR, it ensures consideration of cumulative impacts, and it 
allows a lead agency to consider broad policy alternatives and 
program-wide mitigation measures at an early time when the agency 
has greater flexibility to deal with such issues. Guidelines, 
Sec. 15168(b). The County therefore should first finalize the 
elements of its program DEIR to make sure it has properly 
assessed the County's actual solid waste needs and the most 
desireable means of satisfying those needs before it pursues 
specific new landfill projects. !ince AB 939 emphasizes that 
landfills be considered only as a last resort, it is doubly 
important that a programmatic.EIR adequately develop alternative 
programs, including waste diversion. 

A. Insufficient Analysis of Alternatives. 

In order to ensure that proje~ts proceeding with government 
approval result in a minimum of harm to the environment, a 
reviewing agency must fully consider less environment.ally
damaging alternatives prior to approving the proposed project. 
An EIR must describe a •range of reasonable alternatives to the 
project, or to the location of the project, which could feasibly 
attain the basic objectives of the project, and evaluate the 
comparative merits of the alternatives.• Guidelines Sec. 
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15126(d). The discussion must focus on alternatives capable of 
eliminating any significant adverse environmental effects or 
reducing them to a level of insignificance, "even if these 
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the 
project objectives, or would be more costly." Guidelines Sec. 
15126(d)(3). 

The DPEIR's analysis of alternatives is clearly deficient. The 
only alternatives considered in the DPEIR are the no program 
alternative, other canyon sites (which, with the exception of 
Elsmere, were rejected as possible sites before preparation of 
the DPEIR due to s.eismic, geological, or other concerns) , and 
three alternative waste management technologies: mixed solid 
waste composting, transformation, and rail transport of wastes 
for disposal out of the county, none of which the DPEIR admits 
could alone meet the County's solid waste disposal needs. 

The analysis should go much further. For example, the document 
should consider smaller or modified operations at the proposed 
landfill sites, as well as different coml:>inations of programs. 
Again, compliance with AB 939 could significantly influence the 
range of alternatives to landfills. Since the DPEIR repeatedly 
states that waste diversion programs will not significantly 
impact the environment, it should focus on waste diversion 
programs, alone and in combination with other proposals such as 
rail haul or limited landfill expansion, as possible 
alternatives. The DPEIR should also consider alternatives which 
assume greater than SO percent waste diversion. 

In summary, the DPEIR should give much more attention to possible 
alternative means of addressing the county's long-term solid 
waste dilemma, particularly since the report does not provide 
enough info%11Ultion for the public to do a meaningful comparison 
on its own of the interrelational impacts of the proposed 
programs. 

B. Inadequacy of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

CEQA requires that all significant effects of a project on the 
environment be discussed along with mitigation measures that 
could minimize significant adverse impacts. Pub. Res. Code Sec. 
21100(a); Guidelines Sec. 15126(c). 

~}. 
ij Even from the standpoint of a program EIR, the DPEIR is deficient 
::::: in its analysis of the proposed system's environmental impacts. 
l_==.'.:·:!=.\:,_1,,. First, the report utterly fails to analyze either the local or 
. the cumulative impacts of expanding existing sites. Despite the 

fact that the DPEIR states that expansions will be the only way 
to offset the waste disposal crisis in the interim (five to 

\\\\\,.,,,,:•:•.···············•·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·.::.:::.:::::::::::::·:·::::::::::.::::::::•:❖:•:::::::::-;',:'..-,;❖ 
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seven-year) time period it will take to bring new landfills on 
line, the DPEIR contains nothing more than a description of each 
site, its operational and permit status, and its remaining 
disposal capacity. The DPEIR addresses cumulative impacts only 
by saying that none exist. It caMot be assumed that no 
significant impacts will flow from the expansion of existing 
sites simply because they are already operating as landfills. 

Furthermore, Section 15130(b)(3) of the Guidelines provides that 
an EIR must include a reasonable discussion of the a project's 
cumulative impacts, and must examine reasonable options for 
mitigating or avoiding any significant cumulative impacts. The 
DPEIR, however, contains 112 analysis of the cumulative impacts of 
the entire proposed integrated waste management system or of any 
combination of its constituent parts. This is a major omission. 
Many direct impacts are predictable, including impacts on air 
quality, traffic, growth and open space, yet no effort is made to 
analyze the overall effects on the region from implementation of 
the proposed system. 

There are also many permutations of the various programs that 
could have cumulative impacts and which should be analyzed. For 
example, if all four proposed new landfill sites should be 
developed, what might the cumulative impacts be upon parkland and 
recreation in the region? What would be the cumulative impacts 
upon the important wildlife corridor from the Santa Susana to the 
Santa Monica Mountains should Blind AnSl, Towsley Canyons be 
converted to landfills? Towsley, Elsmere and Sunshine canyons 
are all located in close geographic proximity to one another~ 
what would be the cumulative impacts if all three should be 
developed simultaneously? What might be the cumulative impacts 
on water quality in the Santa Monica Bay if Mission and Rustic
Sullivan canyons are developed, since both drain into the Santa 
Monica Channel, according to the DPEIR? There is also no 
discussion of the cumulative impacts on traffic and air quality 
from implementation of the proposed waste diversion programs. 
These and other similar considerations belong in the DPEIR, 

The DPEIR justifies this glaring omission on the grounds that 
such issues are outside the scope of the DPEIR as a program EIR. 
(Page 1-10) This rationale flies in the face of CEQA's stated 
purpose for program EIRs, which is to provide a mga exhaustive 
examination of impacts, especially cumulative impacts, than can 
be accomplished in a single project EIR. In order to comply with 
CEQA, the DPEIR must discuss the many impacts that will be caused 
by implementation of the proposed integrated solid waste 
mAnagement system, along with whatever measures might be taken to 
reduce those impacts. 
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In addition to a program EIR, the DPEIR is also evidently 
intended to be the project DEIR for each of three proposed new 
landfill sites. As with its analyses at the program level, the 
DPEIR fails to comply with CEQA in several respects on a project 
level· as well. 2 

First, as with the analysis of alternatives provided for the 
program aspect of the DPEIR, the report does not sufficiently 
consider alternatives to the specific new landfill projects 
proposed. As discussed above, central to such an analysis would 
be the effect of waste diversion programs as alternatives to 
landfills. In addition, the DPEIR should look at the 
ramifications of reducing the operating capacity of all or some 
of the landfills, as well as the effect of combining other 
activities as a substitute for landfills, including waste 
diversion programs and the new technologies proposed in 
Chapter 5. 

Second, the DPEIR fails to propose a specific mitigation 
monitoring program for those efforts that will be implemented to 
mitigate the effects of the three proposed new landfills. CEQA 
requires agencies which identify significant impacts in an EIR to 
adopt such a program for- specified mitigation measures in order 
to ensure compliance with those mitigation measures during 
project implementation. i Pub. Res. Code Sec. 21081.6. 

. I 
The DPEIR acknowledges that such programs are required under CEQA 
(Page 4.3-14), and it states periodically throughout its analysis 
of impacts and mitigation measures for each of the three new 
landfills that mitigation measures will be monitored to make sure 
they are working. Nevertheless, the report gives absolutely no 
specifics about the design or management of such programs. The 
public therefore has no assurance that the programs will be 
feasible, and the County deprives itself of the benefits of 
public input and participation in the monitoring programs. 

2Furthei:more, the way the DPEIR combines program and project 
DEIRs has made the DPEIR yery difficult to read and understand. 
This contravenes the intent and requirements of CEQA, which 
requires EIRs to be writt~n in plain language and in a manner 
that can be understood by'the general public. Guidelines Secs. 
1512l(a) and 15140. 
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One example which highlights why we are con~erned about the lack 
of such a program is the DPEIR's proposal to revegetate closed 
landfill areas. (Page 4.3-13.) No details are given about the 
design of this proposal, nor whether studies have been or will be 
done to maximize the effectiveness of revegetation programs. 
Revegetation of natural habitats is still an experimental 
process, however, due in part to the long time periods required 
for maturation of plant species. Thus, for revegetation to be an 
acceptable mitigation measure, the monitoring program should be 
designed in advance and tested if possible. Input from public 
and private organizations with expertise in this area could be a 
key factor in the success of a revegetation program. The DPEIR 
simply does not provide sufficient infoniation on this point to 
comply with CEQA. This is true for each of the measures designed 
to mitigate the many significant impacts identified in the DPEIR. 

Finally, in addressing the significant environmental impacts that 
the new landfills will create, the DPEIR frequently relies on 
mitigation measures to be determined after completion of the CEQA 
review process. This violates CEQA's requirement that 
identification of specific mitigation measures not be left to 
future agency discretion, but discussed and scrutinized during 
the review process. (Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 
Cal.App.3d 296.) This requirement guarantees that projects do 
not go forward as proposed if there are feasible mitigation 
measures or alternatives available to reduce the project's 
environmental harm. If feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives are left to be considered after the DPEIR is 
certified and the project approved, this goal is frustrated. 

As the Court stated in Sundstrom: 

"A study conducted after approval of a project will 
inevitably have a diminished influence on decision making. 
Even if the study is subject to administrative approval, it 
is analogous to the sort of post hoc rationalization of 
agency actions that has been repeatedly condemned in 
decisions construing CEQA." 

(~ at 358.) 

The DPEIR's reliance on future mitigation measures occurs 
throughout Chapter 4. These measures should be designed and 
described before the DPEIR is certified and approved for the 
proposed new landfills. 
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The California Legislature enacted AB 939 so that local 
governments would find ways to reduce the amount of solid waste 
sent to landfills throughout the state, and it enacted CEQA in 
response to •a growing awareness and acceptance of the natural 
environment in the lives of [California) citizens, and the vital 
necessity of its protection and preservation.• Citizens for 
Quality Growth v. City of Mount Shasta (1988) 198 Cal.App.3d 433, 
437. As evidenced by the examples set out above, the DPEIR 
inadequately addresses a number of significant issues. We 
believe the DPEIR should be revised or supplemented to address 
the issues raised by the Attorney General and other concerned 
parties, and recirculated for public comment. Absent full 
compliance with AB 939 and CEQA, the public cannot be assured 
that the County has fully and accurately considered the proposed 
integrated waste management system's potential impacts on the 
environment in Los Angeles County, as well as less 
environmentally-damaging alternatives. 

Very truly yours, 

JOHN IC. VAN DE KAMP 
Attorney General 

~~~ 
MARIA DANTE BROWN 
Deputy Attorney General 
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Sta~• of California Enviromaental Affair• Agency 

M1morandum 

To . I 

l'rona a 

Terry t.ovelady 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 10th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Janet Coke 
Sanitation District No. 
1955 Worklllan Kill Road 
Whittier, CA 90601 

.-0.. "·"' 0 9-.. . ti\ 
P\)hn D. Smith, Manager 
'l:Qcal Planning Division 

2 of Los Angeles co. 

CU.1'.J'OmrtA IJl'l'EGRA'l'ED ftH'I JDDCDXZJIT BOAJU> . 
subjects SCJII H01041t - Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 

(DPEIR) for the Integrated Solid wa■ta Managemen~ System 
tor Los Angeles county, Lea Angelu County· 

California Integrated· Waste Manaquent 1 Board (Board) at4ff have 
reviewed the DPEIR for the above proje~. A program EIR has been 
prepared by the lead agency which attellpta to address an impending 
disposal capacity shortfall through a waste management system. 
Th 1 s system is comprised of three component•: waste di version 
(source reduction, recycling and reuse) programs, and 1andfill 
expansions and aiting of new landfills. · 

The Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, as codified 1p Public 
Resource■ Code (PRC) section 40051 (a) mandates that local ~gencies 
shall promote source reduction, recycling and composting, and 
environmentally sate transformation and land disposalL at the 
discretion of the local agency. PRC section 40051 (b) require• 
local agencies •~ximize all feasible ■ource reduction, recycling, 
and composting options. Each component ot the DPEIR provides a 
discussion of actions and programs· which may be undertaken by a 
local agency in order to avert a ahorttall of landfill disposal 
capacity, and to meet the requirement■ of the Inta9rated Wast• 
Management Act. · 

Staff offer the following c0J11J11ents: 

Page 1-, of the summary ot the DPEIR includes a description 

I __ *_, ___ . 
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of waste types which may be diverted rrom landtill•~ "May• 
does not ensure that a proposed action will ba implemented. 
What is currently being done vi th each of the waste types 
described in the DPEIR? What specitic programs are planned 
for implementation in the near future? 

Residential Wastes - The document states on page 1-7 of 
the Summary that 33 out or 88 cities have curbside 
programs, which·comprises less th•~ 40 percent. What 
other cities have begun implementing curbside programs? 
How are materials collected aubstantiated? 

Yard, or •green wastes" • Th• DEIR states that green 
wastes can be diverted through separate collection and 
can be shredded and used to replace soil in meeting a 
portion ot the daily cover requirements at landfills. 
Prior to use of green wastes a• alternative daily cover 
_material, CIWHB requires that a pilot study be completed 
which determines the feasibility or use or such material. 
Studies must have a spacifie~ timeframe in which to 
determine the feasibility of a material for use as an 
alternative cover. If th• product is deemed appropriate, 
subsequent compliance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) i• required to allow the use of green 
waste in lieu ot soil. state regulations do not specify 
that cover material must be soil, only that the material 
to be used must function as a barrier to 1) emergence or 
attraction ot vectors, 2) pr09res• of fires within the 
landfill, l) escape of odor,· and excess infiltration. 
Attached tor your intonation i• a copy of the Board's 
•Procedural Guidance tor the Evaluation ot Alternative 
Cover Materials". Use ot qreen waste as alternative 
cover is aite specific, hence separate pilot studies and 
separate approval• must be obtained tor each landfill. 

Commercial wastes • Specifically, how are cominercial 
wastes currently being diverted? What specific actions 

· have manufacturers undertaken in order to reduce 
packaging wastes? How are quantities of diverted wastes 
substantiated? It would be helpful if the document 
specitled what 1a currently being done aa well as what 
£All be done to divert wastes. 

Constryctton(pemolition wastes - Page 1-a indicates that 
source reduction 1• also needed tor these waste types, 
and indicates that some material• are easily separated 
from wastes at landfill■• Estimates of quantities of 
materials being divert~d do not appear to be included in 
the document. . 

I In addition, the DPEIR states on Page 1-8, "For the purpose I :!b!!~.~rrt~.:v1::..::~~:d th:!c!!.~!· q~~~{d
0 m•\:c1:t 

\\\\:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: .........••. :;:-:•)>:::-"• ·)-:::-~·❖>:,✓.,;~~ 
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substantiation of this claia. Verification of types and 
quantities of wastes diverted, recycled, and composted is 
requested. 

The DPEIR presents a general Source Reduction program. There 
is, however, no schedule for actual implementation of programs 
which would result in waste diversion. There appear& to be 
a lack of specific infoniation regarding programs which are 
currently being implemented, or planned, neither is there 
identification of any local agencies responsible for assuring 
actual program implementation. 

While the possible estab~ishment of buy-back and drop-off centers 
are considered in thi■ DPEIR, it appears that no additional 
facilities are currently being planned in the county, unless 
undertaken by a charitable organization or a collector. It would 
be helpful if current or proposed materials recovery programs at 
transfer stations were included in the subsequent environmental 
document. 

Household Hasardous Waste 

Staff request that an estimate of quantities of household hazardous 
wastes present in the wastestream and verification of quantities 
being diverted be included in the subsequent environmental 
document. Even small quantities that do reach the landfills are 
not likely to be effectively contained within surrounding wastes. 
Disposal ,,of hazardous material• in a _C:laaa III landfill poses 
potentially adverse environJDental, health and ••fety impacts. 
Starr/request that a description of the type■ of program■ currently 
implemented to collect, atore and properly diapoae or household 
haurdous vastas be included in the aubsequent environmental 
docEent prepared tor fulfilling the requirements of AB 939, and 
in ,ny environmental docwaant prepared which is associated with 
est Ushment or expansion of a solid va■te facility. 'l'h• document 
identities the proposed Household Hazardous Waste Days for 1990. 
Any tuture programs planned should be identified, and an schedule 
!or actual implementation included in the document. 

The OPEIR indicates that expanaion of existing landfills is 
absolutely necessary in order to avert a shortfall in disposal 
capacity. Landfill■ being considered for expansion in this DPEIR 
include Azusa Western, Bradley West, Chiquita Canyon, Lopez Canyon, 
Puente Hills, Scholl Canyon, and sunshine canyon. Boards staff 
request that appropriate environmental document• be prepared for 
each landfill expansion, and compliance vith the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is fulfilled. All document■ are 
to be circulated through the state Clearinghouse for agency review 
and comment. 



~-
i 
i 
::$ 
~:$ 
:::-

1 
t: 

DOCUMENT 0165 

Est~blishment of Ney tano,111, 
Blind Canyon, Mission-Rustic-Sullivan Canyons, and Towsley Canyons 
are the three preferred sites indicated in the DEIR. A rail haul 
project to an out of county site (Eagle Mountain) i• discussed in 
the Alternatives section of the DPEIR. 

' I 

Maximum Daily Toua9ea 

The docuJDent indicates that the uxiaUJI daily tonnage for 
Blind and Towsley Canyons would be 16,500 · tons per day. 
Mission Canyon would receive 6,000 tona_per day and Rustic
Sullivan canyons would receive 16 500 tons per day. Ara the 
tonnage figures for each site conaldedng quantities ot wastes 
requiring disposal and wastes to be diverted? 

h Vast• Types to b• R•ceiv•4 

8 Waste types which vould be accepted as indicated on page 1-
17 of the DEIR include putrescible and non-putreacible solida, 
semisolid wastes, vet garbage, trash, reruae, paper, rubbish, 
inert ashes, dewatered savage aludqa, induatrial wastes, 
construction and demolition wastes, abandoned vehicles and 
parts thereof, discarded home and industrial appliancea, 
manure, vegetabl_e or aniul solid and seaiaolid wastes, and 
other discarded wastes. No hazardous wastes or materials 
which contain-uterials vhich ·must ~e managed•• hazardous 
wastes, or wastes which contain ••luble constituents Which 
could degrade water quality would be accepted. 

What is the anticipated quantity tor each waste type, at 
each facility? Information regarding the origins of 
ashes, sludges and industrial va•tes 1• requested. In 
addition, staff request verification of the non-hazardous 
nature of these vast••• · What, ■pacifically, are 
semisolid waste•? What are the potential adverse 
environmental impact• associated with eacb waste type? 

It is stated on page 1-1 ot the Swamary and 2-14 of tha 
Introduction that tha·evaluation of the potential new 
sites, as presented in this document, would contain 
sufficient evaluation to initiate the penaitting process 
on one or more aites. 

The intonation included in the document tor specific landfill 
siting i• helpful but lacks technical data to support any claim 
that thara would b• no further CEQA compliance necessary. Appendix 
E. Regulatory Requirements tor sanitary Landfill• (Class III) and 
Los Angeles county Sanitation Districts Design Criteria includes 
regulatory requirements stipulated in Titles 23, 14, and Ibale 
11s0.1. Tables 1-4, 1-5, 1-6 comprise a generic li•t of impacts 
which are included in most Initial Studies. Kitiqations are listed 
in these tables as vell, however, there ls no subatantiation 

t .. ~,~"'-"" __ ... __ 
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' 
pr0L1ded which assure that mitigations listed vould reduce 
potr,ntial impacts to a level of insignificance. Without the actual 
datS which would verify or lend support that any of the sites could 
be used for land disposal of wastes, Board staff could npt deem 
this document adequate. 

In addition, Chapter 4, •Environmental Setting, Impact Analysi•, 
and Mitigation Measures"; Geology, Soils and Water Resources, 
section 4.2.1 indicates that the discussion pertaining to iapacts 
and mitigation aeasures associatedvith variou■ geologic, soil, and 
vat~r resources issues are general in conte~t. This infers that 
additional anviromnental review would be necessary for any future 
specific waste diversion project■• 

,~~..lI&L.1 IJITRODUC'l'IOR 

The Introduction provides an overview of the existing aolid vaste 
management system, which involves p@lic and private refuse 
collection, public and private operatioh of aolid vast• facilities, 
multiagency regulation and regional ver~u• local conside~ationa. 

Ten landfills currently accept approximately 14.7 million ~ona per 
year (47,000 tons per day, based on a, day vork weak). Page 
2-5 indicates that by 1992, a shortfall HOO tons per day in 
disposal capacity would occur if aggressive waste diversion 
prograas are not implemented. Th• Solid Waste Action Plan 
described on Paga 2-, describes rec01lllendat1ons, none of which 
appear to actually implement waste dive~aion programs ot.tiar than 
residential source separation and grae_n· vast• recovery programs. 

section 2.,.1 on page 2-1 discus••• ■olid' vasta generation 
projections. The document states that ■oUd waste generated. within 
the County must be quantified, and it ia difficult to estimate 
quantities of waste currently being diverted tr0111 landfill disposal 
and at vaste-to-anergy facilities. An aaaWDption ia made ~hat the 
existing level of diversion ranges from 10 to 25 percent of the 
total waste generated. Bo verification of this of'thia assumed 
waste diversion level is offered in this dOCWllent. It vould be 
helpful if substantiation were provided vhich aupport• this 
assumption. 

Actual waste generation studies vhich have been conducted 
throughout the County· would supply quantitative intonation 
necessary tor an determination of wast•• generated, diverted and 
disposed. Staff request that descriptiona and results of studies 
performed be included any subsequent environmental docwae~t. 

CHAPTIB ! PR0.1ZCT DESCRlHIOH 

Wasta Diver■ion 

The Project Description provides an overview of the proponents• 
Integrated Waste Management system. The description includes a 
list (page 3-1) of conceptual activities vhich comprise the va■te 
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diversion component. Page 3-2 states that the DEIR presents a 
menu of waste diversion programs which ~ be i111ple11ented 
throughout the County to meet AB tl9 requirements. The Project 
Description does not present any intoniation regarding actual 
implementation or any of these programs. 

Page 3-7 begins a discussion ot programs •that can be effective in 
enhancing consumer education and awareness•. . What specific 
consumer awareness programs are to be implemented, and what are 
their respective timelines for commencement? 

When specifically, will the instructional unit• on the environment 
tor grades K through I be developed? Ia this the only educational 
program planned? It would be helpful it recycling bins tor glass, 
aluminum and paper were installed at all schools. Initiating waste 
reduction and recycling education and practice in schools promotes 
the development ot environmentally responsible 1:lehavior at an early 
age. 

Page 3-12 of the DEIR indicates that recovery of recyclable 
materials 1• accomplished in a variety ct ways from numerous 
enterprise collectors. These ways are not deacribed. It is 
further stated, •cue to this arrangement, it 'is vary difficult to 
identify 1:lusinesses that are segregating and recycling 111aterials, 
and little ia known about the quantities of materials currently 
being diverted from landfill disposal. It i• reasonable to assume 
that many coJ1U11erclal businesses generating aignificant quantities 
ct recyclable materials are in fact recovering and recycling them • 
• • . However, it can al so b~ · assumed ••• that , many 
commercial/industrial businesse■ do not recover their 
recyclable• •••• It should also be noted that companies that do · 
recycle may only do so if the economic condition• are auch that a 
relatively high price for the segregated material will be 
received.• 

This discussion appears to based upon asswnption. Staff 
request quantification, regardl••• ot the difficulty in 
obtaining verifiable data. In order to correctly assess the 
current vast• diversion/recycling activities, cities, counties 
and Board staff need to rely upon tactual data, not 
assumptions. 

The.Materials Recovery and Processing Facilities discussion on Page 
3-lJ identities material• recover and processing facilities as a 
possible way to divert waste. Staff would like to point out that 
quaftities of materials being processed at such facilities could 
be ·erifiable if records are kept. 

' 
Figure 3•2 assumes a 1 percent per year grcvth rate tor the county. 
This figure appears to be slightly low. Staff request verification 
of this growth rate. 

Expansion of lziating tandfilla 

1.••"···'""~ 
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Expansion of Azusa Western, Bradley w~st, Chiquita canyon, Lopez 
canyon, Scholl canyon, and Puente Hill• are listed•• potential 
sites for possible expansion. As 1• indicated in the Project 
Description (Page 3-2), expansion of one or more these sites, if 
technically and environmentally feasible, can aid in providing 
necessary disposal capacity. Azusa llestern recently received 
revised Waste Discharge Requirements for a vertical expansion. In 
order for CIWMB to concur in a revised Solid waste Facilities 
Permit, thorough environmental doc\1lllentation, analys1s and 
compliance vith CEQA ls required. 

Nev Landfill• (Blin4 cuyoD, Towaley canyon, Jlieaion-Rustia
sul l ivan canyons) 

Ceneral locations are described for each potential site. Final 
till plans ara designated on Figura 3-11 through 3-14. The 
document provides information pertaining to potential site 
capacities, classification, and discusses pena!tting require~ents. 
(page 3-43: waste Discharge Requirements are set forth by Title 
23, not Title 26 as is indicated). A generic: discussion pertaining 
to disposal operation• encompass basic aite development, excavation 
and fill sequences, hours of operation, personnel, equipment, and 
security. Access to eacb ait• 1• described. Utility naeds are 
J11entioned. Environmental control features are listed and venerally 
discussed in the DEJ:R. 'l'hesa con~rol aeasuru include the 
fol loving: ' 

' I croundvater Protection Syst-
1 Surface Watar Protection sy■t•• 
b Landfill Gas Recovery systa and 
g Inco111in9 Waste LcadchecJci119 

Visual Access Control Measures 
Dust Control Measures 
Litter Control Measures 
Noise Control Measures 
Vector Control Measures 
Fire Control Measures 

Odor Control Measures 

Groundwater Protection svitim, Paga 3-so includes a 
description ot • barrier system vhich would be constructed, 
consisting ot passive and active components. The passive 

:~ component consists of cement/ben~nite subsurface barriers 
:i vhich impede the flow ot canyon va~•r•. This ■t:atemant inters 
l.f.-~. that ther• 1• either a high CJrauncsvater table axiatin9 at 
:::~ these sites, or that the·re i• an aphamaral or intenai ttent 
::::: stream at the bottom of the canyons \lhich ara to be 
i=:_1:::i:_:\::_i::_ landt1Uled. Staff request a1te ■pacific hydrol09ic data, and 
, spec fie data regarding how th••• atructur•• would be 

incorporated into th• landfill litructure. The document 
# indicates that the trenches would be Jceyed a minimWR of tive 

I ... · -- ~••••G=7X·=~: ~~:;~fJ?:
1
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specific features. The project description does not provide 
data to support the assumption that th• measures described in 
this document would be autticient to protect groundwater 
quality of any ot the proposed landfill sites. 

There is no data pertaining to groundwater quality or 
gradients. The discussion on page l-50 states that design of 
the extraction and monitoring wells would be based on site 
specific condition■, and vould follow applicable methods 
outlined in the Department of Health Services Decision Tree 
Manual. Where, specifically, are the wells to be located? 
Board atatt request that such aita specific groundwater 
mitigation measures be thoroughly discussed in a subsequent 
environmental document. 

g i1,1rtac1 water, The discussion pertaining to protection of 
surtace water■ on page l-53 includes generic aiti9ation 
measures such•• ditches, pipelines, drainage benches, and 
interim drainage structures. It vould be helpful it a 
description of how, specifically these measures would be 
designed tor each potential landfill site var• included in the 
document. · 

In addition, staff request information regarding the "modified 
rational formula" as found in the HYdrolgqy Manual (page l-
53), used to design precipitation and drainage control 
facilitie•. What, specifically, la this formula, and how does 
it apply to protection of surface ,vaten ot each potential 
site? Staff request that aite ■pec:itic isohyetal aaps and 
raintall·data be included in any subsequent docwaents. How 
are soil characteristics, land use patterns, acreage, and 
hydraulic characteristics ot each sit• considered in design 
or these containment structures? 

Cenerally, th• protection and control Masure• descrU»ad in the 
Project Desc~iption are 9eneric to basic landfill siting, 
construction and operation, and are •omevhat repetitive of the 
information included in the SuDIJllary. This ■action appear■ to lack 
in site specitic information. 

m!flR FOUR EIIVIRONHEJl'l'AL 82ff?JrCI, DPAC'l' AJIAL'HIS, AlfD 
MITIGATIOH kEASOU8 

vast• Diversioa 
Land use and zoning requirements for potential vast• diveraion 
programs, such as establishment of curbside collections, drop-off 
stations, buy-back centers, and material recovery facilities are 

I described. ,~ 
" Landuse Issues Pertainin9 to LU4filla l Landuse planning policies and land use jurisdiction• that are 

relevant to the siting ot -the potential landfills are described. 
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relatively undisturbed, ·and are the last :major pieces of 
habitat in the Santa Konica Mountain•. CEQA requires that a 
thorough analysis of short term economic gain versus longterm, 
irreversible and irretrievable impact be conducted (CEQA 
Guidelines section 151215 (e) and (f). Baaed on landuse 
issues, statt question the appropriateness of this area tor 
landfill development without furt~er environmental revlev. 

The City of Malibu recently ha■ become incorporated. How vill 
siting of these facilities be affected by beinq located within 
the City's jurisdiction? staff request■ that impacts 
associated with this administrative transition be included in 
the subsequent environmental documents. 

b2~oqy, 1011, •DA water B•■ourees 
!.11.tt Diversion 

The document indicates tor waste diversion projects on page 
4. 2-1 that the specific facility sitings have not been 
proposed in the PDEIR and discussions are qeneral in content. 
Staff requests, baaed on this statement, that for future 
siting of waste diversion projects, th• lead agency prepare 
and appropriate environmental doc:waent tor each project, and 
comply fully vith CEQA. 

~,111 2xpan1ion •PA aitinq 
' Subchapter 15 requirements standard m.inimwa requirements to protect 

surface and groundwater quality, and do not preclude the need for 
extensive •ite specific analy•i• ot ~• physical characteristics 
of each proposed site. 

General Requirement•• Impact■ aacl KJ.U;atiou 

Landfill 8ettl-•nt 

Page 4. 2-5 indicates ~at failure of natural al opes and 
movement ot refuse elopes could have a serious impact on the 

, landfill. Studies on stability of landfill ■lopes have been 
conducted .on all Sanitation Districts• operating landfill. 

' Prior to landtillin9 activltiee, a site specific refuse 
t stability study vould be conducted •. 

g Groundwater an4 aurtaae Water 

Page 4.2•3 indicates-that factor• evaluated shall include, 
size of vast• 111ana9_e11ent unit, permeability and transmissivity 
of underlyin9 soils, depth to 9roundwatar and variations in 
depth to groundwater, background vater quality, current and 
anticipated use of groundvat~r and annual precipitation. 

Ceologic investigations tor each site which aid in 
deter11ination ot potential adver■• impacts ~hould have bean 
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PRC section s0000.s (b) (2) requires t.hat the development of a new 
or expanding landfill site be compatible vith surrounding landuses. 

Blind canyoD 

Blind Canyon is in a significant ecol09ical area (S2A). The 
residential developments of Indian Fall•/Indian Springs and 
Porter Ranch and other• are nearby. The document indicates 
that approximately 38,750 additional people are to inhabit 
Porter Ranch. Additional developments to th• north, east and 
south ot Blind canyon could apparently accomnodate 14,134 
additional resident•. 

A mQmorandum ot understanding between Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy and the Rancho Simi Recreation and Parks Districts 
has transterred Blind canyon from private to public ownership, 
which would conflict vith the development ot the canyon as a 
landfill site. The ■ite is vithin the Ri111 of the Valley 
corridor Trail area, containing parts and trails connecting 
the Santa Monica Mountains to all ■urrounding mountain• vithin 
San Fernando Valley. The area ia indicated in the document 
as especially sensitive to visual and vlldlit• impacts. There 
appears to be substantial inconsistency between proposed 
landfill operation• and existing and proposed recreational 
uses under the Mountains Recreation conservancy Authority. 

Towsley CanyoD 

Towsley Canyon is directly adjacent to an established SEA. 
In addition, Santa Konica Mountains Conservancy has 
established 145 acres ot parkland at the entrance of this 
proposed site,. and have plan■ to establish a 6000 acre 
woodlands State Park. surrounding landuses include 
residential and commercial development in close proximity to 
the proposed landfill site. Establishment ot a landfill at 
this also appears to be inconsistent with PRC section 50000.5 
(b) (2). 

Hi•sion • Rustia - Sullivu C&Ayan■ 

A portion of Mission canyon vae formerly used tor waste 
disposal. Th• area sited tor landfilling ia vi thin close 
proximity ot residential ■tructures. For this reason alone, 
it does not appear that this ■it• vould be appropriate tor 

:~:: potential development tor vaate disposal. In viev of 
j potential public opposition to the establishment of a 

landfill, perhaps consideration ot an alternetive site would 
be appropriate. Rustic and Sullivan canyon■ are vithin the 
Brentwood-Pacific Palisades District Plan. These canyons, as 
stated on page 4.1-25, are representative dry chapparral ~nd 
coastal sage scrub plant C0111J1unities and self contained 
watersheds, which support native flora and fauna. They are 
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included as part ot text, and vera oaitted. 

A generic groundwater protection system is describe in the 
text on page 4.2-8. It appears that th• proponent is basing 
the groundwater protection system methodology on projects 
which have already been established (PUente Hills, Calabasas 
Landfills, and Spadra Landtill). \ Although the information 
contained in the text is helpful, 1.t does not preclude the 
need to conduct site specific investigations. In addition, 
it appears that the geologic evaluation (page 4. 2-ll) tor 
Mission Canyon EIR in 1980 is being used tor the potential 
Mission-Rustle-Sullivan landtill aites. It would be helpful 
evaluation vere included in the document as an Appendix, so 
that Board statt can determine its appropriateness tor use on 
any new landfill site. A document vhich is 10 years old may 
not include all pertinent geologic intor211ation which vould be 
nocessary to adequately assess site suitability. 

Ceoloqy and Soils 

llind canyon 

The document indicates that.the discussion on the geology and 
•oils or the Blind canyon •ite ia based on a study conducted 

•
1 

by International Technology (IT) Corporation (1990). Statt 
requests that this study be incorporated as an Appendix as or 

l this EIR. 

~ The document states on 4.2-15 fhat a determination ot 
rippability or the bedrock formation• at Blind canyon was 
conducted using seismic geophysical methods. Based on the 
results ot this analysis, it vas deterained that :materials can 
be excavated as necessary using conventional equipment. This 
statement alludes that there vould be extensive grading at 
Blind Canyon. Impacts associated with the grading and 
con&truction of this facility, such as traffic, access, dust, 
noise, flora and fauna, and surface vater quality are not 
included in this document. 

Apparently no Holocene taulta have been identified vithin the 
study area. However, evidence of soil creep and slumping 
(page 4. 2-22) in the northern part ot the •ite have been 
noted, based on site observations. The document further 
states that detailed slope stability analyis should be 
conducted prior to any excavation of ■oils. The miti9ation 
measures are, as indicated on page 4. 2-23, as preliminary 
recofflJl\endations for ·excavation, and that additional 
investigations will be required to confirm the 
recommendations. Staff note that the vord actually used in 
the document is "results". Have studies bean completed? 

The document states that a drainage plan, including design 
details, would be prepared prior to aita development. Such 
a plan would identity precise locations of drainage 
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structures. A site-specific drainage plan 1• requested by 
Board staff for review. If aite specific studies have not 
b~en completed to determine the tocations of structures, it 
appears it would be necessary to conduct further environmental 
review of the site. 

Tovsl~y canyon 

The DPEIR states that the geology and soils of the potential 
Towsley Canyon landfill is based on a ctudy by Herzog 

1 
Associates (1990). staff . request that this study be g incorporated as an Appendix to this EIR. 

The document states on 4.2-24 that a deteraination of 
rippability of the bedrock foniation■ at Towsley Canyon was 
conducted using seis111ic geophysical methods. Soard staff 
request a description of the methodoloCJY. Based on the 
results of this analysis, it was determined that materials can 
be excavated as necessary using conventional equipment. This 
statement alludes that there would be extensive grading at 
Towsley canyon. Impacts associated with the grading and 
construction of this facility, such as traffic, access, dust, 
noise, flora and fauna, and surface water quality are not 
included in this document. 

The docwnent does not indicate whether sit• specific slope 
stability ■tudies have been conducted. Staff request 
information regarding potential imP.aCU and mitigations which 
are associated with soil stability, slumping, and general 
■lope failure. Specific slope stabilization techniques during 
and attar grading should be included in the subsequent 
environmental document. 

It appears that preUJninary groundwater studies have been 
completed. Results are included in the docunent. As stated 
on 4.2-32, oil and water seeps trom Tovaley canyon oil field 
are affecting the quality ot the drainage along Tovsley creek. 
Although oil is immiscible with water, a potential for organic 
decomposition of the oil if contact vith solvent• or organic 
constituents occurs. 

Mi ■aion C&JlYOD 

The document indicates on page 4. 2-34· that th• geology and 
soils of the Mission canyon portion of the potential Nission
Rustic-sullivan Canyon is based on the Mission canyon EIR 
prepared in 1980. Staff request that the geology and soils 
portion of the EIR be included as an Appendix of this EIR •. 

f Mission canyon i• characterized in the document as having long 
t narrow ridges, and steep sided valleys, which influence soil 
1 failures, which can occur following heavy rainfall. In 
:::~ addition, the document indicates that there is high potential I tor •lumps, slides and creep• following heavy rainfall: 

~ ............... ,.,,,,s·,ne-
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As Mission Canyon had a prior use as a landfill, statf request 
data regarding background groundwater quality data. 
Groundwater quality monitoring studies and results are not 
described in the DPEIR. The docwaent states that low levels 
of voc•s vere detected, but no ~ata was provided to support 
the claim that there is no presence of leachate. Statf 
request that results of analyses be included in any subsequent 
environmental docwnant. 

The document states that lov level of voe•• ware consistently 
detected in surface water during initial sampling. Regardless 
of the level■ detected, staff request that laboratory data be 
included in the next document. Where is the source of this 
contamination? 

The document states that a drain~ge plan, including design 
detail•, would be prepared prior to site development. Such 
a plan would identity precise locations of drainage 
structures. A site-specific drainage plan ia requested by 
Board staff tor review. If site specific studies have not 
been completed to deteniine the iocations of structures, it 
appears it would be necessary to cdnduct further environmental 
review of the ■ita. 

•ustic-sullivan canyons 

The document indicates that th• 9e~l09Y and soils report was 
prepared by IT Corporation in 1990. I• this the same report 
which was prepared for Tow■ley canyon? Ar• th••• reports ■it• 
specific? Board staff request that th!■ report be included 
as an Appendix in the BIR. 

These canyons are characterized in the document as having long 
narrow ridges, and steep sided valley■• The document states 
on 4.2-41 that a determin~t1on or rippability of tbe bedrock 
tor11ations at these · canyons vas conducted using seismic. 
geophysical methods. Board staff fequest a description of the 
methodology. Based on th• result.a ot this analysis, it vas 
deter11ined that tor the most part, materials can be excavated 
as necessary using conventional equipment. Kovever, at depths 
of qraater then 125 feet, the doc:waent indicates that 
specialized equipment or method■ may be required. This 
atatement alludes that there vould be extensive grading at 
these sites, and there may be some engineering considerations. 
TVo major landslides have been identified at these canyons. 
Block/glide landslides apparently'pose the greatest risk with 
respect to potential construction activities. Undercutting 
of slopes during the construction phase may cause landslides. 
These speci Uc development requ{rements should thoroughly 
described in the document. Impacts associated vi th the 
grading and construction of this facility, such as traffic, 
landsliding, access, dust, noise, flora and fauna, and surface 
vater quality are not included in this document, and should 
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be incorporated into the next environmental document. 

The document does not indicate whether site specitic slope 
stability studies have been cbnducted. · Staff request 
intonnation regarding potential i•pacta and mitigations which 
are associated with soil ■tability, slumping, and general 
slope tailure. Preliminary studies require subsequent aite
specitic investigations. The document alludes to specific 
guidelines developed tor cut elopes. Specific slope 
stabilization techniques during 4nd atter grading should be 
included in the subsequent_ enviro~ental document. 

According to •available data• · (page 4.2-43) groundwater 
testing indicates that groundwater was found at a depth or 19 
teet, but not •in sufficient amount■ to obtain a sample". A 
sufficient minimum sample size 1• BO 111ill1liters, with o 
headspace in the container. This is not a large amount ot 
water, and this volume allows for duplication of analyis. 
Regardless ot the amounts of v,ter encountered, it would 
appear that preliminary sampling should have been conducted. 
In addition, how specifically is water quality to be protected 
if groundwater is found at shal"lov depths? The document 
indicates that groundwater was identified at a natural spring 
located 1/4 mile south or the Sullivan Canyon Study Area. 
How, specifically is current water quality to be maintained 
and protected? 

How is washout and runoff 9oin9 to,be prevented during heavy 
rainstorms? The docWDent indicates that these canyons drain 
into the Pacific ocean. How is •~rtace runoff, which has the 
potential tor 4000 eta (page 4·. 2-41) and leachate to be 
prevented from outfall into the ocean?· Hovis ocean water 
quality to be protected from potential discharge from upstream 
large seal• landfill developments? 

B:l.0109:lcal aesourc•• 

The document states that there would be cUJ11ulativa impacts to 
~ biological resources. Thia includes loss of wildlife habitat 
f' associated with removal of SEA designation, combined with the 
-"> loss of oak. trees, riparianivetlands habitat, native 

grasslands, and other foraging habitata. Impacts could be 
regionally significant. Alt.!)ough •itigation 111easures 
discussed in the document include enhanced areas which may be 
suitable tor alternative habitat, this action would not 
eliminate the adverse impact of a het loss ·of SEA desi9nation. 
The u. s. Aniy Corps or Engineer■ and California State 
Department of Fish and Game should be contacted for 
infoniation regarding agency spe~ific requirements. 

Traffio 

~f 
..... Individual traffic studies and analyses, along with a 
I11[ discussion of impacts and mitigations for each site ■hould be 

l,,c<Scc,,,,,·~·-·---...""'--
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The document indicates that each site would have a landfill 
gas collection and control system~ Staff request• that site 

· specific plans for installation ot these aystems be included 
in the subsequent document. The basic, non-specific system 
far control of landfill gas and odor appears to be thorough 

I 

and informative. · 

Board staff are concerned vith ~ollection and disposal of 
landfill gas condensate. Hov is.thi• liquid to be managed? 
How often is it to be analyzed fo~ hazardous constituents? 

Due to close proximity to the southern california-Gas Aliso 
Field Natural Gas storage facility, and to residents, what 
specific mitigation measures vill implemented in the event 
that landfill gas concentration reach explosive limits? 

I Air Resource• 
I 
~Mitigation ••-•ures tor each proposed landfill aite ahould be 
,.consistent with the Air Quality Management Plan for th• South 
... coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQKD), to assure that 

ambient air quality level• are not del)nded. Conformance is 
discussed in the dOCWllent. · 

Rohe 

Noise studies should be included 1n this EIR. The findings 
are discussed in the DPEill, hO'lever, the atudiea are not 
included for staff review. Potential operation of any ot the 
proposed landfill• i• required to be vit.hin the local noise 
ordinance requirements. 

racility Operatioa u4 ll&iataau~• 

Eac:h subsequent environmental d~ent should fully describe 
•pacific . operational atanciarda for aaintainin9 caurornia 
State Minimum Standards. Thia in9ludea but is not limited to 
such measures as duat control, vector control, employee health 
and aafety, vasteload checkinCJ, odor control, aesthetics, site 
security, emergen~ response plane, aq11ipaent maintenance. 

CONCt.DSIOH 

C:EQA Coaplianca 

A program EIR allova a lead agency to cbaractariza the overall 
program as the project being approved at a apecific time. 



DOCUMENT 0165 

undertaken so as t.o avoid unnecessary environmental effects tor 
that proposed project. 

In fhis case, a program EIR is not sufficient according to CEQA 
sta~utes and guidelines. Under CEQA •~atute 15168 (a), a program 
EIR is defined as: ,. 

~n EIR which may be prepared on a series o~ actions that can 
5a characterized as one large project and is related either 

1) Geographically, 
2) A logical portion of the chain of contemplated events: 
3) In connection with the issuance of rules, regulations, 

plans or other general criteria to govern the conduct of 
a continuing program, or 

4) As individual activities carried out under the aame 
authorizing •t•tutory or regulatory authority and 
having generally similar environmental effects vhich can 
be ~itigated in similar vays. 

However, the project in question merely fulfill• one of these four 
criteria, geographically (15168 (a), 1): 

All projects are located in ~lifornia. 

The program EIR fail• as an adequate ·environmental document for 
this project under 15168 (a), numbers ~,3,4: . 

I 

2) Three individual landfills are aot a cbaia of events; 
3) Rules, r•CJUlations, plans o~ other general criteria to 

govern the conduct of a cont.inuiftCJ program ••Y vaq, for 
eaah landfill location, and 

4) Environmental condition■ are tuaiqge and 11ot ooaprahensive 
for each landfil~. 

In addition, the project· fails to indicate the specific and 
particular consequences of the p~oject by alludin9 to CEQA 
Guidelines section 1s1,a (b)., numbera'l, 4, and 5, Advantages for 
a program EIR, vhich states: · 

3) 
4) 

5) 

Avoid' duplicative raconsidetation of i.asic policy; 
AllOll t~• Lead A9ency to consider ~road policy . 
alternatives and proqramw1de mitigation measures at an 
early tiae when the a9ancy·h•• 9reater flexibility to 
deal with basic problems orCUJDUlative impacts, and 
Allow a reduction in paperw~rk. 

Board staff reflect the statements associated in CEQA statute 1s1,a 
(b), number• 1 and 2, vhich state: 

1) Provide an occasion for a aora exhaustive consideration 
of effects and altematives· than would be practical in 
an EIR on an individual actlon, and 
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2) Ensure consideration of cum~lative impacts~ 

The issue is not to avoid the project•• potential cumulative 
impacts but rather to consider and assess the indi~idual, specific 
impacts associated with each proposed ~andfill in the scope ot the 
project. 

The case betwcan Natural Resourges 0eten11 t;ouncil vi, Morton 
cc.o.c. 1974) involved• the integrity of a program EIR upon 
~ssessing tha ~agnitude ot a project atjd its varied •ubc:omponents. 
The project involved a progra111111at1c EIS (PEIS) to fulfill the 
requirements associated with the issuance of 9razing licenses by 
the Bureau o! Land Management (BUf). This PEIS would ~e regarded 
as ultimate legislation for the entire licensing program and grant 
issuance of all individual licenses. -'l'he case vaa ■WIIJllarized in 
the cuide to tbe t;alitornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Berny 
ll99Q), page 1,,-s and states: · 

l) It failed to provide th• agency decisionmaker (the BLH 
•district manager•) with ipf~rmation apprising him o! 
the •specific and partieul:ar consequences of his 
action", and 

2) •••• failure to provide th4 public with a chance to 
review doc:uments containing •detailed analysis of~ 
geographic conditions• of.individual •major federal 
actions.• BUI'• attempt to use the PEIS therefore 
precluded •concerned aambarq of the public" from 
"raising a vida range of tU?Vlron■ental issues in order 
to affect ••• particular decisions.• 

Board staff regard this case as mirrorin9 our general concerns with 
t.he proposed project. Staff base our concerns upon the following: 

1) The project ls not eo111prehensiva but unique for each 
of the tbree proposed landfill sites canyons due 
to the specific and particu1ar environmental conditions 
and potential impacts vhic)i exist, and 

2) The public's awareness and opportunity to review the 
environmental dOCUJ11enta/documantation containing a 
detailed analysis of local and individual geographic 
conditions within each canyon. 

The primary consideration in the issuance of a Solid Waste 
Faeilities Peniit is to prevent envirQnmantal damage and provide 
long-term environmental protection. CIWKB, as a responsible 
ageQcy, must be assured that all potential environmental ifflpacta 
have been addressed through proper C2QA·documantation and review. 
The·use of a this proqraa zia for vbat is clearly three individual 
l•n1fill aitinq projects la izaadeqgate u a ataa4 alone document, 
ainQe they vou14 each require preparation of a44itioaal 
env{ronmental analysis an4 doc:,mentation prior etatf consideration 
in concurrence in a Solid waste racilities P•zait for any of tbe 

/ 
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sites. 

Board staff are somewhat concerned as to the intent of this 
docur:icnt. The document describes a system which contains pertinent 
and helpful inform-ation, but it is un~lear it the intent of this 
document is to fulfill AB 939 requirements. The document contains 
some general intonation which is cl~sely interelated with that 
which is to be contained Source-Reduction Recycling Elements and 
countyvide Integrated Wasta Managemen~ Plans. The Waste Diversion 
discussions, however, offer no quantification of estimates of 
wastes currently being diverted. For information regarding 
recycling facilities in the County, the Resource Conservation 
Division of CIWMB should be ccnta¢ted. This Division, and 
California Department of Conservation have a complete listing of 
recycling !acilities. The tacilitie~ should be able to aid, in 
verifying actual materials diverted from the County•• wastestream. 

' 
Thankyou for the opportunity to review this document. It contains 
some valuable information, and may prove to provide a foundation 
upon which further waste diversion pr~rams can be developed, and 
with further environmental documentation, perhaps a new landfill 
can be sited tor the County. It you have questions regarding these 
comments, please contact Jeannie ·a1akeslee ot the Board's 
Environ~ental Review Branch, Local PlaMin9 Division, at 
(916) 327-0445. 

Attachment 
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Waste Management 
in Los Angeles 
County 

Each Southern Califorma resident generates more 
than two tons of waste per year All Out three of the 

nine ex,stIng major landfills In metropolitan Los Angeles 
County could be closed by the year 2000-and wrthOut 
aggressr.re increases In waste dr.rersIon freducIng and 
recycling waste/ programs and new landfill capacrry. 
options tor managing waste could run out as earty as 
1993. It's clear that a disposal cnsIs eXIStS. 

While Assembly 8111 '139 requires California arres 
- and counties to reduce waste by 25 percent 111 1995 and 

50 percent In 2000. the need for landfill space 111 the near 
future will not be elIm111ated Opnons for new landfill 
capaoty include expanSIOn or repermrtt1ng of exIsnng 
sites. development of new in-county sites. and 1mple
mentat1on of a waste-by-rail disposal system UOJ1Z1ng 
remote s1tes The Sanrrat1on D1strrcts are pursuing each 
of these options 111 an effon to avert the serrous disposal 
shortfall Utrl1zatron of remote. out-of-county s1tes Is the 
focus of this newsletter 

EXHIBrT 1 
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1991 

" ... tbe Sanitation Districts are in 
the best and most realistic position 
to t.ake aggressive steps to make 
waste-by-Rail a reality and to flt it 
into the full array of waste disposal 
options." 

-Tom Harvey, Mayor Pro Tern, 
City of La Veme 

EXHIBIT1 
Approx1mately 48.400 tons of solid waste are gener

ated per day In all of Los Angeles County An esomated 
90 percent of this waste f43.550 tonsJ goes to local land
f1lls for disposal. while onty as little as 10 percent f4.850 
tons/ Is dr.rerted fdr.rersron consrsts of reducing the quan
nty of waste generated as well as reusing and recycling 

wasteJ 

EXHIBIT2 
If recently IncreasIng trends of populatron and con

EXHIBIT2 suucoon actrvity connnue the amount 
of waste generated In 1995 will 

grow to 54.600 tons per 

1995 

day fTPDJ With a dw1n
dlIng landflll capacrry of 

18.650 TPD. and only 

13.650 TPD being re
cycled. this leaves a 

proJected 22.300 TPD 
of waste with no place 

rogo 

10JAl. - 54,6001PD 
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Waste-By-Rail: 
A Viable Solution 

A number of Los Angeles County aoes and the San
rraoon D1stncts are wortang together to implement a 
waste-by-rad disposal system for the Los Angeles County 
Menopolrtan Area. As background. the follovv,ng ~ 
highlights of s,gnlf,cant pro.,ecr developments to elate· 

■ 1986: The San Gabriel ~lley Assoc,aoon of Cmes Solid 
waste Management Task Force 1s formed to study waste 
manage~t altematllleS. 
■ 1987. The task force contracts with the Southern Cali
fornia Associat,on of Governments (SCAG) to undertake 
a rall haul feas1bllrty study entitled. The Feasib1lrty of 
Hauling Solid Waste by Railroad from the San Gabriel 
\/alley to Remote Disposal Sites. 

■ 1988 The SCAG stuCly Cletermrnes that waste-by-ran 
1s technically feasible. and the Sanrtat10n Distncts SUbSe

quently issue a Waste-by-Rall System Request for Pro
posals (RFP). The RFP 15 ISSUed with input from elected 

offrcials of San Gabnel ~lley Crues. The ob~ of the 

RFP 1s to solicit complete and comprehensive techn,cal 
proposals. 

l--·-•h 
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■ 1989: Ten responses to the RFP are received. The 
Sanitaoon Distncts seleCt a .. short lisr from the proposal 
submlttals based upon detailed cntena. 1ndud1ng pro
posal completeness and reliability. pro.,ect expenence and 
m1nrmizaoon of nsk to part1crpaong oues. 
■ 1991 In recognrnon of the county-wide rmportance of 
this issue. the Sanrtanon D1smcts form a 13-member 

waste-by-Rall Ad Hoc Commrttee made up of elected 
offrcials and oty managers from throughout Los Angeles 
County to prov,cte gurClance for the set up of a waste-by
rall transport and disposal System. 

At~ inlfflnOClal Stall0r\ containers 
a~ doul:IH!-~ and f0aclrd onto rad cars. 

SANBERt 

N 

♦ Pacific Ocean 

,,,,,,,,,, ,, 
' 220rr. 

•'' t. ... 

·······•·, ••• 
miles · 

SANDI~ 
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How waste-By-Ralf Works 
The concept of waste-by-Rall consists of the foll011Vrng 

components: 
■ Recoverylll'ansfer/Loadlng Station. At thrs facffrty. 
wasre would be recer.-ed from collecoon trucks and pro
cessed to recover recyclable matenals. The residuals 111/0Uld 
then be loaded into raiJcar containers. Altema~y. the 
facility would receive waste from coHecoon trucks. be 

processed. and then transferred into truck-mounted ratl 

conrarners for transport to an lntennodal facility~ 
the rail containers would be loaded onto railcars. 
■ Rall hnsport. Trams trensport the waste to a remote 
IOCatJOn typically unllZlng exisnng rat! bnes. Each tram 

would hold applOXlmatety 3.500 tons of waste. 
■ Unloadlng Statton. Thrs faobty would provide for the 
unloading of containers from the train for transport. usu
ally by truck. to rts final destrnatJOn. 
■ Ultimate DlsposaL waste is drspoSed of at a sanitary landfill sire. 

INTERMODAL 
SIATION 

As bnef examples of the system foll011Vrng are the two proposals 
that are acrrllely engaged 1n smng and permimng a remote dlsposal srte. 

The first proposal. the Rail-Cycle Pro_Ject. rs a pnt venture betWeen waste Management 
Inc and the Atchison Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Company The plan consists of a propoSed 
mrn1mum capacity of 3.500 TPD per loading stanon. a dally landfill Site capacity of 2QOOO TPO 
and a proJected npp1ng fee fthe cnarge at a proposea solld waste faolity to unload or "op" a 

load of refuse) of s 51.31 per ton in 1991 dollars. A pro
posed loading station locatJOn 1s rn the Otyof Commerce. 
The potennaJ disposal Site location 1s rn a remote aesert 

area 1n easterrl"San Bemarct1no County. near the City 
of Amboy. 

_, .. ,,. 
The second proposal-the Eagle Mountain ProJ

ecr-1s being pursued by the Mine Redamanon Corpo
rat10n This plan features a proposed m1n1mum capacity 
of 3.000 TPD per loading station a dally landfill Site 

capacity of 16.000 TPD by rail ~nd 4.000 TPD by truck. 
and a pro.,ected opp1ng fee of s 52.00 per ton rn 1991 
dollars at a Los Angeles County loading station The 
proposed disposal sire rs a former Kaiser Steel iron ore 
mine located at Eagle Mountain rn Riversicle County. 

RAIL-CYCLE 
AMBOY 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN 
While 1995 may be the most reallStlc proJeCOOn of 

availabffity for a waste-by-rail system. the Rail-Cycle 
Project mantarns rt COUid be OtHrne and operaong by 

1994. The Eagle Mountain PrQrect. meanwhlle. COUld 

be rn operaoon as early as 1993 A Draft Enwonmental 

Impact Report IEIR) was recently released for the Eagle 
Mountain Project landfill. while the Rall-Cycle Project rs 
just beginning preparanon of ltS EIR. For both pro_JeCtS. 

a firm operabOl'lal date depends on how long rt wiU take 
to complete the envrronmenta1 tevtew ana whether or 
not successful outCDmeS are achteYed on the pemvt

ting issues. 

.... • 
'•,,,,..,••• RIVERSIDE 

IMPERIAL 
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Where Waste-By-Rail 
Stands Now 

For More Information 
A waste-by-rail system can play an 1r'nporrant role 

-. •Currently. the Sarutaoon D1stnets connnue to evalu
ate the Mshort list" or proposals in close coon:11naoon 

With the AIJ Hoc Committee The Chairperson or rhe 

Committee 1s Tom Harvey. Mayor Pro Tern or the City or 
La .Verne. who has been acove1y involved with the 

dellelopmenr or a waste-by-rad program through the 

SGVAC's Solid Waste Task Force since 1986. 

in helping Los Angeles Counry avoid a disposal capaary 
cnsis as well as produce revenues and JObS for the hOsr 

areas 1n which the disposal Site IS implemented 

-
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A Comparis9rrQf Th~ C9st~ (~f_- Landfills Versus Rail Haul 
_ In Light ,-of The_ Socia~ Costs Of Political, Opposition 
To The Sitfng Of Landfills A71d. The Scarcity Premium 

·._:_Of Exzstirzg"_Landfi,Z Capacity . 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Two significant factors influencing waste manage
ment deC1s10n makmg have been overlooked in the 
public policy makmg process. Those factors are 1 l the 
increasing scarcity premium attributable to landfills 
that increases TODA Y's prices in response to 
TOMORROW's scarcity and 2) the social cost of politi
cal opposition to the siting of landfills. 

Thi~ study investigates both factors and their effects 
on compa.rative waste management decision-making. 

The Comparison of Landfill and Rail Haul 
Costs in Light of the Scarcity Premium 
of Landfills 

The last major inquiry into the comparative costs of 
rail haul versus conventional landfills was the South
ern California Association of Governments' (SCAGl 
study oi 1988 Based on ·1987 data, the study found the 
average per ton landfill disposal cost to be 510.21 (for 
the San Gabriel Valley) and the estimated comparable 
rail haul cost to be from 529 to $41 per ton. The report 
however, ga\'ca static perspective to the issue. That is, 
the focus was on the cost differential that existed at a 
fixed point in time. This report examines the compara
tive costs in a dynamic context, that is in light of the 
changes in relative cost that evolve over time. The 
difference in viewpoint between these two reports is 
akm to the difference between a snapshot and a mo
tion picture. 

Under all reasonable scenarios, landfill disposal ca
pacity shortages emerge BEFORE sufficient new land
fill capacity can be placed in operation. In an environ
ment of disposal capacity shortfalls, landfill capacity 
that IS available will command a premium price by 
virtue of its scarcity-the scarcity premium of land
fills. However, landfill capacity that is used TODAY 

space available m order to capture the iuture hrgh 
prices and high profits. In order to induce ,1 profit 
maximizmg firm tu forego FUTURE high prrn°~. ,1 

higher price must be paid TODAY. Thus, a dyn,11111c 
component is introduced to the analysis, namely that 
pnces TODAY react to TO'.'v!ORROW's expeclL•d 
shortages. 

As expectations change over time, prices will react It 
expectations are revised m the direction llf gre,1ter 
shortages, or earlier emergence of shortages, prices 
will increase over prev10us levels. In fact, that is what 
has been happening to the pricing of landfills m recent 
years. WhileSCAG focused on the San Gabriel Valley, 
this report focuses on the western part of Los Angeles 
County as the relevant market for landfill cost analysis 
because any additional landfill capacity that will be 
added will be in the west county region <Towsley 
Canyon, Elsmere Canyon, Bhnd Canyon, 
etc.). 

The 1987SCAG data yielded an a\'erage per ton cost of 
$10.21 m the San Gabriel Valley. Current average costs 
in the west county are 527.21 per ton-a dramatic 
increase since 1987. More dramatic however, is that 
increase over 1982 average prices which were S4 38 
per ton. This represents a 25.6 percent annual rate of 
increase durmg a period when mflation averaged 3.6 
percent. Obviously, landfill costs are NOT statJC and 
must be viewed in a dynamic context. The history of 
west county landfill prices 1s displayed m Table A. 

As predicted by the scarcity premium model, landfill 
prices have been increasing over time and have been 
increasing at increasingly higher rates. There is noth
ing in theory or in empirical market data that indicate 
any abatement of this trend. The ultimate result is, 
that at present rates of increase, landfill prices will 
equal those of rail haul in just over three years. The 
results are graphed in Figure 1. 

is unavailable for use TOMORROW to alleviate future Rail haul can act as a market lid on landfill prices. If 
shortages. In an environment of expected future implemented on a wide enough scale, rail haul could 
shortages, landfill owners will want to have disposal , cap prices at or near prices comparable (adjusted for 
--------·-···---···----- -·· --- -----·----- -------··-·----------1 ______________________ _ 
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City of Santa Clarita 

.- .. ··. -~:, .. ,· ... ·>···:: ·i~~cE·:~:::· ···. ·. . . 
-c :·. :; - INCREASES·IN WEST COUNTY.Tl PPING FEES. , . · • ·· 

. ·:_: ... ·. · .. ·:•::: -~ail/;:(:· ·i>•._·}·<'/~82. =_-, '.· · .. ·.·. :.. 198;.··. ·· · . 

•.·· ~ ·.··. ·Tonnage-'····· ·--_Tipping Fee'· ... ··. •-ripping Fee·. 
. :': ·--.. -.. -,' 

Sunshine Canyon · 6,362 . ·· · ·•-- ,·.-:_ $3.so·:. 

i ~3~;ton . .. . . ti : . · :rs! $12.00 
.$8:_s·o 

.• $.13.00 
$16.00 

. $12.25 [· .. _.Average Jipping Fl:!e. · ·-.'· 3,000_,:_-' ... : / ... ' · ,-:$4.38 

I. Source:. SCA~, L.A. Co~n~y ~f Dept. ·Public. Works, Cal Poly Sti.u;ly.by Joseph McDougall 
I. •Table: 1-lS~AGStudy _ : · · .. _;·. :. . • . •:~~'.... . . . 

Public Opposition Costs 

·,----.-,--.·······-·1 

Current 
Tipping Fee 

$28.00 
$19.00 
$19.85 

. $39.95 . $27.21 

inflation) to current estimates of $46.50 per ton. How
ever, in the absence of a market substitute, landfill 
prices will continue to rise. As landfill prices climb 
higher, municipalities' bargaining strength in rail haul 
negotiations is eroded. Delay in recognizing the dy
namJC movement in landfill prices and subsequent 
delay in implementing rail haul will-mean higher than 
necessary prices for BOTH landfills and r.iil haul. 

The siting of landfills in the vicinity of population 
centers· generates significant levels of public opposi
·tion. Opposition efforts in the· political, regulatory 
and judia.il arenas represent social costs attributable 
to landf11ls. There is no institutional arrangement to 
capture these opposition costs and add them to the 
explicit costs of landfills such as land acqms1tion and 
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FIGURE 1 

COST COMPARISON 
LANDFILLS vs. RAIL HAUL 
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site mitigation. When opposition costs are omitted 
from total social costs, the waste management deci
sion-making process becomes biased toward over
im·estment in landfills and under-investment in other 
options such as source reduction, recycling and · 
composting, or rail haul. 

This study provides range estimates of the cost of 
political, regulatory and judicial opposition. Estima-

I 

I. THE COMPARATIVE COSTS 
OF LANDFILLS VERSUS RAIL HAUL 

The 1988 SCAG studv compared the cost of landfills 
versus rad haul and ~n the basis of a static analysis oi 
1987 data concluded that rail haul was 33 to 55 pern·nt 
more costlv than landfills This study will add ,1 

dynamic a~alysis to the comparative co~ts of the twu 

alternative systems. 

f0 ·:.
0

\· •• : ·•,;:.,<_} -.. :•_·-,-i_·~·- :;_ '.i:i::\r:::;:_'.:'':}";:\/_.:f~eit~· -. ' .. ' . .. . --·' .: . 
! · . · ·· · ·· · .. TOTAL·PUBLIC.OP.PPSIJION COSTS ROUNDED ($000's) 

i····~·EAR: -·· .. 1_--'..· .'•·i2;.Y<:·-~·-)\··.:\4:~~-;:;::·~, ·,;/_ ,6 <:: 7·•: 8 ·.: 9 .. 10 CUM. 

i t:;~11:01:i(ti~l)I!:~il~~li,tr~r~;~:~: ;;,:.;:o 
; -· .. Municipalities Staff·:··,: $280 .--,·. $280:-' .. ,:.$?80:: .:~$~:-,;· $28P-'/~$280'0:' • $280 '. ·; $2_80. '' $280. ·: $280~ : . $2,800 

r}i.-.,P~r~~ing~i~~9~~;H~f ~:stf l'.f i~'.J)i~:\F{~\'.IIiif i\,.i~~;~:·::-~;.· .. ··:-_;~~~t::\~; .. :~~-,:_:$;·~~·· -:·· -
; ·.:--TOTAL·_. -/ : · . .-· , '.. $711. .• : $'1}~37, $3,610 .. $3;s10.,$3i6.10 $3,610. $3;610· $3,610·-$3,610 ·$3;610 $31,534 .. ·. rr:+1if~~~j'if~ti:~:~};'~r;::r:;•. · .. ::· · ... ·;;/•'" .. ' '.• · .. · . 
Ll:~ource,: 5S<".~, LA._.' <:;j~ntr ~p-~'ent_,o,~ 1'1?!i~'. ~or¥5; Cal P(!l}' S~tc U~.i;~ersity .Studr; by J~seph McDougal~ 

tion of these costs provides publicly elected decision
makers the opportunity to. explicitly consider these 
costs and to make landfill siting decisions in light of a 
more accurate assessment of the true social cost of 
landfills. 

Public opposition costs are attributed to three dist_inct 
categories: 

1) Citizens' Groups Opposition Efforts 
2) Municipalities' Opposition Efforts 
3) ·staff Expense of Permitting Agencies 

A monetary value is placed on citizens' time spent in 
opposition efforts. This value 1s included with cash 
expenditures on opposition efforts. Costs vary with 
the duration of landfill siting process. However, a 
probable maximum range estimate of opposition costs 
yield a present value cost in 1990dollarsof$21,189,341 
as presented in Table B-Total Public Opposition Cost. 

This report discusses these finding~ in further detail. 
----· -· 

n U Pnntl!~ on Rc-,·ycled P .sptr 3· 

L.A. County Landfill Costs -
Current and Future 

This section of the study re-examines the 1988 SCAG 
study's comparison of landfill and rail haul costs as 
presented in Section 2 of the SCAG report "The Eco
nomics of Solid Waste." TI1e SCAG study based on 
1987 actual landfill costs will here be updated on the 
basis of current costs. Also, SCAG data was for San 
Gabriel Valley landfills only. This"report includes cost 
data for 9 landfills county-wide. 

Table C on the following page lists all the landfills 
initially examined, and the tipping fees and tonnages 
of solid waste received for those facilities investigated 

. in the SCAG study. The average cost is derived by 
weighting the cost figures by the average daily ton
nages. 

~~··,='5p;;;;,;IPP~7'fJf;ri:Bi 
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_ _ TABLED 

!-
--: ·~~\NEST cOuNTY LANDFILL TIPPING FEES ,._, .. . . 

·.:, Daily" - ;- · -

_·Tonnage 
" 1982 -

Tipping Fee 
1987 

Tipping Fee 
Current 

Tipping Fee 

Sunshine Canyon . 
Chiquita Canyon 
Calabasas 

6,362 
3,000 -
2,520: --

$3.50. 
$6 00 
$4.00 

$12.00 
$8.50 

$13.00 
$16.00 
$12.25 

$28.00 
$19.00 
$19.85 
$32.95 
$27 21 

Bradley West . 
Average Tipping Fee 

3;000 
"3,000 

--$5.00 
$4.38 

Source: SCAG, LA. County of-Oept. Public Works, Ca!Poly Study by Joseph McDougall 
•Table: 1-1 SCAG Study -

of tlus \\·1de variabihtv m cost estimates, the SCAG 
iigure of 56 per ton \;ill be used, escalated to 1990 
dollars yielding 56.95 to wluch an additional conser
vative factor of 10 percent will be added to allow for 
additional cost factors not specifically identified Thus, 
for the planning purposes of this study, added envi
ronnlt'nt<1l costs arc estim<1ted to account for 57.70 per 
ton. 

It should be noted however that costs such as liners 
should approximate a onl'·time price shift, not a per
sisting trend Further, incrL'ased capital costs cannot 
explain the pnce behavior observed at many of the 
landfills. For example, the County Sanitat10n D1s
tnct~· landfills at Puente Hills and C1labasas had liner 
installatton completed m 1990. From 1987 to 1990, 
Puente Hills' price~ increased from 59.50 per ton to 
513.35 per ton. Calabasas increased from SB.OU to 
$19.85 owr the same period. The 53.85 ,md 56.85 
differences respecti\'ely m prices at these two landfills 
suggest that liner costs could not be more than the 
respective differences, unless liner costs were incor
porated prior to 1987, in which case the increase 
would be totally inexplicable outside of inflation. 
During the same period, however, Scholl Canyon I 
landfill, which does not have a liner, increased from -! 
$12.00 to $19.85 Sunshine Canyon, a private landfill 
with no liner, increased from $12.00 to 528.00 over the 
same period. These samples suggest price premiums 
other than those associated with capital improve
ments at the landfill are in evidence. It is also impor
tant to note that in 1988, SCAG attributed the (then) 
high rate of $16 per ton at Bradley West to the require
ment that it had to place a liner before refuse could be 

C, 7 

accepted If that is so, the liner cost was cmbod1L•d 111 

the 516 per ton charge The increase since then, twm 
516 to 532.95 must also be expl.iined on some other 
basis. 

Given the above considerations, use of $7 70 per ton as 
an environmental cost factor can be con:,idered a 
reasonable and conservative approach to c•xplaining 
that portion of the phenomenon of mcrcasmg landfill 
costs. 

Scarcity Premium Costs 

Given an mtlat10n factor oi 3.6 percent per YL'Jr iwm 
1982 through 1991, inflation would account for the 
growth of average tipping fees from S4.38 to 55.82 If 
S7 70 per ton is attributable to increased environmen
tal costs, then $13.52 (55.82 plus 57.70) 1s explained by 
intlatmn and increased environmentally-based capi
tal costs. The difference between current average 
price of 527.21 per ton and 513.52 is 513.69 per ton. 
This increase from 54.38 to 513.69 represents an annu
alized rate of 15.31 percent, a level of price change 
explained by the user cost/scarcity prcmmm model.· 
This has obvious implications for the comparison of 
the relative costs of landfills versus rail haul. If the 
15.31 percent rate of growth continues, the price of 
existing landfills will rapidly equal the relatively fixed 
cost of the rail haul option 
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It is important to note that any given set ~f user costs 
1s condit10nal on a given set of expectations about the 
future. That 1s, for a given set of expectations, user 
costs will rise at the real rate of interest. However, if 
resource owners/producers revise their future expec
tations m light of new information (such as impending 
landfill capacity shortfalls possibly as early as 1992), 
user costs will shift upwards as producers revise 
upward their estimation oi the opportunity value oi 
the resource in the future. Thus the price path oi 
tipping fees would resemble the following pattern 
over time: 
---·--·· ·-------

' ~ 
I 

I i I ; 
PRICE OLD ' NEW 

; 

I EXPECTATIONS ! EXPECTATIONS ! ; 

! 

~ 
<----- - - - - I> 

; 

' 

I 

i 'T' TIME 
------ ·- - ·-·--

That is, if private landfill owners expect that future 
demand will be greater than previously expected, 
prices TODAY will begin to rise in response to 
TOMORROW'sdemand. Theabovegraphshowsthat 
expectations changed at time period "T" and tipping 
fees shifted to a new, higher price path. 

It should also be noted that 1f future expectations 
continue to shift upward, so will user costs and so will 
prices. 

The Relevant Market 
in Light of Future Planned Landfills 

The SCAG study was specifically focused on the San 
Gabriel Valley. In light of the fact that all the leading 
proposed landfill sites are in the west county, ringing 
the perimeter of the San Fernando Valley, this study 
shifts its focus to the landfills of the west county. This 
is appropriate because any new landfill would com-· 
pete directly with existing west county landfills and 
simultaneously, the west county landfills woula set 
the relevant market price that would influence pricing 
of the new landfill. And since the west county market 
would be the marginal cost provider of disposal ca
pacity, that is, the last increment oi disposal capacity 
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would be provided by the west county, it is the rel
evant market with which to compare rail haul. There
fore, this study will take a focused look at west countv 
landfill tipping fees. Table D lists west count>· tipping 
fees at various points in time. 

The pnce increase~ are dr.imatic. The mcrcasL' 111 
average tipping fees from 5-l 38 m 1982 to 527.21 tod,1 \. 
(first quarter of 1991) represents an .innualized r,1tc ,,i 
changeoi 25.6 percent. lnilat1on over the same pc•rn,d 
averaged 3.6 percent as me.isured by the Gi\! I' de1l,1-
tor. 

Environmentally-Based 
Capital Related Costs 

Costs related to landfills have obviously increased. 
But even allowing for environmental costs, such as 
lmers and leachate collection systems, a large percent-

! age of growth remains unexpl,uned. This remammg 
i increase in price is consistent with beh.iv1or postu
, --lated by the user cost or scarcity prenuum model. 

i 
I 
I 
I 

The 1988 SCAG study, in Section 2.5 - Landfill Costs, 
used an eshmate of S6.00 per ton to finance the cost of 
a liner and leachate collection system. Conversahons 
with Cow1ty Sanitation District personnel and pnvate 
sector landfill operators ind1c.itc that such costs are 
highly site specific and thus highly variable, making 
generalized cost estimates quite difficult. However, 
another source oi estimated environmental costs was 
provided in a February 1988 report "Solid Wa~te 
Man.igement Status and Disposal Options in Los An
geles County" by L.A. County Department of Public 
Works, LA. City Bureau of Sanitation and the L.A. 
County Sanitation Districts. On_ page 34 of the RAILROAD 

report, capital start up costs including site M 
mitigation and construction of environmental W 
control svstems, (also included were land costs, 

. · . CROSSING' 
equipment purchase, site preparation, access -------, -
road construction and landscaping), were esti- · 
mated at $90-$100 million in 1987 dollars for the , 
proposed Elsmere Canyon landfill. That equates 
to $104-$115 million in 1990 dollars. If $104 mil-
lio_n 1s amortized over twenty years at 8 percent, 1t 
adds $5.88 per ton for a 5,000 ton per day opera- : 
tion. It adds only $1.78 per ton for a 16,500 ton per 
day operation as Elsmere is planned to be. In light 

------·--------------"'I ___________ -------

6 
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private firms' behavior will impact ~vernll_ market 
pnces even in thl' presence of non-profit seeking_rub
lic ,ector landfills. Fundamental to the econonucs of 
landfill disposal price~ is the premise that private 
landfill 1,pcratorsattemptto max1m1ze long run profits 
over time or mtcrtemporally. In the case of readily 
rencw.ible resources, for any given time period, the 
private firm simply produces (or provides) the vol
ume of output that equates margmal revenue with 
m,m!mal wst for lhat time penod m order to max1-
miz~ profits. 

In lhe c.i~e of non-renewable or exhauslible resources 
(as 1s the case of landfill disposal capacity because the 
supply ni disposal capacity cannot be augmented over 
the relevant plannmg honzon), thedeosion to produce 
(provide landi1ll disposal capacity) and earn profits 
TODAY necessarily precludes the ability to produce 
and earn profits in future time periods. In the case of 
landfills, the decision to allow "X" amount of cubic 
y.ird~<.1tdisposal space to be filled with waste TODAY 
mean~ then,• will be "X" fewer cubic yards available to 
dispo-;e of waste m 1992, 1993, 1994 and on mto the 
future. The firm that "produces" or provides disposal 
capac1tv today, c.mnot earn protits by selling that 
capaCity (i.e. the ch,1rging of tipping fees) tomorrow. 

Ho\,: does a profit maximizmg firm make the optimal 
trade-off between current and future profits? Essen
lially the firm must apply a discount rate to the future 
profit~ ~mcc a dollar of profit earned, say, four years 
hence i~ worth less that a dollar profit earned today. If 
PO is profit earned right now and Pl is profit earned at 
lhe l'nd of year I and P2 is profit earned at the end of 
year 2 and so forth, and r is the relevant rate of 
discount, the present value of the stream of profits 
over time 1s calculated as follows: 

;ire~eni• V~lue ~Po · + \-p, :_ :~-.")>;/~· )>3 };_'.:._: ~P,~:; 
ib-'::_. : .. , : :·. -.)~ +~f,"_(1_;r}2·~.(_1,~r-)?/(•1:-i:r)~ 

resource today versus the opportunity \·alue ot selling 
it at some tuture time. This tradL•-off between present 
and future profits is the notion captured by the con
cept of scarCity premium or user cost. User cost 1s a 
cost derived simply because the resource is scarce: 1t 1, 
a cost separate from, and in add1t10n to, any co~ts 
attributable to land, labor or capital. A present user ui 
the resource competes with future users oi the re
sourceand by presently consummgthe resource make" 
1t increasingly scarce ior future users-hence tlw lf'rm 
user cost. Thus the conventional profit m.1,imiz,1ti, •11 

conditions of margmal revenue (MR) being equ,1t,·.! 
with marginal cost (MCJ 1s modih<.>d 111 the cil:-.c• (.lt 

exhaustible resources lo: 

MR=MC 
. where -· :·~-
. .' M9 ,;, ~argfnal Cost of Production· (MCp) 
/_ ;,, '_'':'.f.~.~:e{;yo~t (U). · . 

and User Cost, U, is calculated by subtracting mar
gmal production costs from marginal revenue: 

~: - •. , . - ! . .• 

U = MR - MC1(: · 
Since U represents the opportunity value of selling a 
umt of resource (here, a umt of waste disposal capac
ity) in period "1 ", the resource owner mily ~witch part 
of his production toa later period "2", wl1L•re user costs 
(and thus profits) are higher. In order to maximize 
profits, the discounted user costs (i.e. present ,·alue) 
must be equated over time, that is: 

_ (1+r) · .-(1+r)2 

Increasing Resource Costs 
and Expectations of the Future 

What implications does this have for the pricing of 
landfill disposal capacity: (i.e. lippmg fees)? First, that 

The above equation describes ho~ the present value is the real or inflation ad1ustcd price of landfill disposal 
calculated but it does not explain how the firm chooses will rise, at the very least, at the real rate of interest. 
an intertemporal profile of profits in order to MAXI- However, the real rate of interest only represents a 
MIZE the present vi!lue of the profit stream. In order minimum rate of increase. There are other factors 
to m~ke the profit maximizing choice, the concept of operative that will push the rate of increase over time 

. scarcity premium or user cost must be introduced. significantly above the rate of interest. 

ii As stated above, the resource owner must make a - -- , -= ~-- · -~ :"· < _j: ).'+~ 
{ t~~-e~ff between the opportunity value of sellm_g __ th_e_ --··- ___ -~,;:.:c{:_,_:~_:_~,~-.• : __ :_~_-.·,~_:_:_~-,~·t,::_,-_f_7

2~:Z7<:-,~~--,c:_::C -··:~---
l O l~n: ,:~:,~=~•per . S · ·l 

I ,,~,- ········~·· 
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---·--- . -.--- --
: 

.---- --_-_ ------ -_-, -

-. · · _,__ TABLE C- --
.". LANDFILLS INITIALLY EXAMINED--

.l..ailllli!! 

Azusa Western 
BKK 
Bradley West 
Calabasas ' 
Chiquita Canyon 
Puente Hills 
Scholl Canyon 
Spadra 

· Sunshine Canyon 
Average-Cost ~er-Ton 

_ _-·.-

; 

- . 

_, 

----
: . Average Daily 

Tonnage~ 

3·000· -
·. · 3;000- -

1,500 ,· 

· 2,520 
- 3,000 

12,000•, 
5,600 
2,680 

.6,362 
., ·. 

·-.-

SCAG.1987 Current 
Tipping F~es Tipping Fees 

$12.50 $20.00 
.. , $8.3~ - $19,82 

NA $39.95 
N.A. $19.85 

,N.-A. $19.00 
$9.50 $13.35 

$12.00. $19.85 
$9.50 $13.35_ 

l'J:°A. -- $28.00 
- $\0:21 $19.46 .. ., _ ·-,-

. S~urce:SCAG, L.A. County Deparhn~t of Pu~!"ic Works; Cal P~ly siate University Study.by J6seph McDougall. 
. - - - - . . 

-----~---------· "·1 ... ·--· -----· ----~-~-------····-----

The dramatic increase in landfill tipping fees since 
1987 cannot be ignored nor should it be viewed as a 
fluke or aberration. The increasing scarcity of waste 
disposal sites and the absence (at least at present) of 
viable alternatives to landfills makes the prospect of 
increasing co~ts (real, inflation-adjusted costs) at pres
ently operating landfills an inexorable consequence of 
the policy status quo and not a one-time aberration or 
price-shock. This trend will have ramific.~tions, not 
only for the costs of landfills themselves but for the 
rcl,1tive or comparative costs of landfills versus other 
waste management options such as rail haul. 

The impending shortage of landfill disposal space has 
been characterized in terms of "time-to-crisis". The 
1990 integrated Solid Waste Management System for 
Los Angeles County Draft Program EIR provided 
three basic scenarios of the impending crisis. 

Under the first scenario, based on the then-existing 
capacity of the 10 major landfills in L.A. County and 
current waste generation and diversion rates, a waste 
management shortfall occurred in 1991. The second 
scenario essentially evaluated the impact of AB 939's 
waste diversion requirements upon existing capacity. 
Under that scenario, the waste dbposal shortfall oc
curred in 1992. The third scenario coupled the effects 
of AB 939 with expansion of capacity at existing land
fills. That scenario delayed the shortfall until 2002. 

4 

Irrespective of the relative probabilit1e~ of the \·ariou~ 
scenarios, it is virtually certain that a waste d1spo~al 
capacity shortfall will emerge by the year 2002, pt•r
haps sooner. It is also a virtual certainty that any new 
landfill is· at least 3 to 7 years in the future. A new 
landfill that must overcome pohhcal oppos1titm 1s 

reasonably 10 to 15 years away from unplementation 
The most recent southern Californw example, Bee 
Canyon landfill in Orange County, took 14 year~ from 
initial EIR to irnplementatwn. 

The Scarcity Premium of Landfills 

Although EXISTING landfill capaoty MAY be l'~

panded (subject also to political opposition), the addi· 
tion of NEW landfill capacity, in adequate volume_to 
avert crisis, will arrive too late. That is, new capacity 
can only arnve beyond the relevant plannmg honzon 
- AFTER a crisis has emerged. Thus, given the 
physical and political realities, the economic behavior 
of EXISTING landfill capacity will emufate tha~_of ,in 
exhaustible resource. That is, as existing landllll ca; 
pacity is exhausted, the price of the resource (landfil 
disposal capacity) TODAY, will reflect or embody the 
increased scarcity of the resource TOMORROW. 

Roughly 44 percent of average daily capacity of laod: 
fills 1s provided by private for-profit firms. Becau~ 

t~et_c_?mprise such a larg: -~_i:_ce~~~f~~: ~.i_::e!: 

t_ 
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: TABLE E. 
ESCALATED TIPPING FEE COMPARISON 

Year 

0 

1990 Landfill Costs 
Escalated at 15.3 Percent 

Plus lnflatjon 
1990 Rail Haul Costs 

·· Escalated at 4% Inflation 

1 
2 
3 

3.9 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

Landfill Costs 
and Rail Haul Costs Compared 

$27.21.· 
$32.46 
$38.73 
$46.20 
$54.18 

. $55.12 
$65.75 
$78.45 

. $93.59 
"$111.65 
. $133.20 
$158.90 

A proponent oi rail haul, Rail Cycle, has estunated a 
cost oi 541.50 per ton exclusive of host county royalty. 
Another rail haul proponent, Mine Reclamation Cor
poration. has Cl>mpleted a memorandum of under
standing with Riverside County by which the County 
will receive an average rovalty of $5 per ton. Tlwre
fore, for estimatwn purposes the cllst of rail haul 
herein is premised to be s.!6.50 in J ll<lO dollars. 

If the past rate of increase of 15.31 percent 1s applied to 
existing landfill pnces, existmg fandfill costs rt.'ach 
equality with r,11! haul costs of 54:6.50 per ton in JUSt 
three and a quarter years, assuming rail haul pnces 
don't mcrease in real terms (net of inflation). 

This is a reasonable assumption since rail haul pro
ponents are utilizing current capital cost estimates in 
their current estimated tonnage fees to cover envi
ronmentallv-based cost factors. Table E illustrates the 

~ effect of la1~dfill cost escalation in this context. 
• ?: 
•X• 
~~ There' is however both theoretical and em pineal foun-
=*: dation to anticipate the rate of landfill price increase to 
!:I.I. accelerate over time. The user cost/ sea rci ty premium 
.: model suggests that as expectations of future scarcity 
~~~~ chan~when _hiture pro1ections such as the "time 

111i O l'rnu<J ,,n R,c,cled P,,r<r 

L=~=fa-

·- - I 

$46.50 
$48.36. 
$50.29 
$52.31 
$54.18 
$54.40 
$56:57 
$58.83 

'$61.19 
$63 54-
$66.18 
$68.83 

to cns1s" analysis m the Integrated Solid Wa~te Man
agement System DEIR cause landfill owners to revise 
their estimates oi future scarcity, the pnce ui the 
resource w1ll,'rise. It is reason;:ible that expect;itwns are 
contmually being revised upward as l;indiill rnpac1ty 
is being depieted. · 

Empmcally/ the trend of prices supports the theoreti
cal an;:ilysi~· The overall mcrcase in d\'erage west 
county landfill tipping ieesfrom S4.38m 1982 toS27.21 
in 1990 was 25.6 percent annuallv. Howe,·er, the 
annual rat~ of change in prices dunng the earlier 
period oi 1982 to 1987 was 22.8 percent annually while 
during the later penod 1987 to 1990, the annual . 
rate of ch;inge was 30.4 percent. It is therefore :_-•1 
re;isonable to;inticipate the annual rate of mcrea~e 
in prices to itself increase from 15 31 percent. 
Therefore, two other scenarios are presented, 18 ·., 
percent growth and 20 percent growth. Both .
premises are reason;ible m light of both theo- ,.;.,., 
relical ;ind empirirnl foundations. Table F ,X• 

' shows a background r;:ite of mtlation of 4 cid 
/percent is incorporated in these scenarios . 

'i Under each scenario, the cost of rail haul is r· 
reached in just over J ye;irs. The results are ~ • 
presented graphically in Figure 1. It is im-
port;:int to note that implementation of rail 
haul could act as a f!1~~ke_t lid _or ceiling to = 
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· TABLE F 
ESCALATED TIPPING FEE COMPARISON 

1990 Landfill 1990 LandfilJ 
Costs" Costs 

Escalated ·at __ 1990 Rail Haul Escalated at. 1990 Rail Haul 

i. 18%-Plus Costs _Escalated ·20% Plus Costs Escalated 
I - Year Lnflati?n At Inflation 

0 S27.21 $46.50 
1 $33.20 $48.36 
2 540:so $50.29 
3 $49.41 $52.31 

3.1 $49.41· · $52.31 
3.3 -$52.90. $52.90 
4 . ·s60.2s. 

.. 
- $54.40_ · · .. 

5 $73.54 - · $56.57 
6 -$139.72" .. :. $58.83 
7 $109.46 · $61:19- -

.8 -s·133.54 '.·· 
0

$63~64 · 
9 ·: $162.92 $66.18 
10 $198.76 -$68.!ff· 

landfill price increases. However, m the absence of a 
market alternative, landiill prices can be expected to 
continue to nse. As time passes before rail haul is 
implemented, mumopahties' bargamingstrength will 
be weakened as the costs of land tills rise as indicated 
by the divergence ot costs be~•ond year 4 

Certainly there are factors that could mitigate the 
forces of user cost increase. The presence of public 
sector, non-profit landfills might mitigate price in
creases. However, it should be noted that public 
sector landfill costs have been escalating at rates com
parable to those of the private sector. Further, with 
limited daily capacity, public landfills have limited 
ability to accept increased disposal rates. Public 
landfills are abo subje,t to yolitical constraints, such 
as the decision to limit input to Scholl Canyon to only 
aselectgroupofneighboringmunicipalities_and Puente 
Hills' restnchon of L.A. City waste. These decisions 
work in concert with pnvate sector user cost increases 
to increase prices by limiting the disposal volumes 
today. 

lnflallon at Inflation 

$27.21 546.50 
$33.74 $48.36 
$41.84 $50.29 
$51.88 $52.31 
$52.50 $52.50 
$64.33 $54.40 
$79.77 $56.57 

· $98.91 . $58.83 
· $122.65 . $61.19 
$1562.09_ $63.64 

' $188.59 · $66.18 
$233.85 $68.83 

However, anv new landfills that would be sited to 
alleviate the disposal shortage would, of course, be 
subject to the mherent CEQA process delays (as dis
cussed in greater detail later 111 tlus report). Imple
mentation could well be 10 to 15 years m the future. 
Under .ill scenarios examined by L.A. County Public 
Works/Sanitc11lon Districts shortages evolve before a 
new landfill could be 111 place 1f in fact 1t takes 10-1 S 
years to implement a new landfill. Then too, when 
such a landfill was sited it would (1f private, for-profit) 
meet the current market price; there would be no 
mcentive or necessity to undercut that pnce. If a 
public landfill were to significantly undercut the mar
ket price, it would need to provide expanded daily 
capacity relative to total capacity to accommodate 
increased volumes demanded. To the extent a new 
landfill could not accommodate landfill switchers, 
there would be a two-tier price structure: those with
out access to a public landfill bearing the higher price. 
The higher price, or inarginal cost, of landfill disposal 
would still be the relevant pnce upon wh1Ch to make 
cost comparisons. 
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The Social Cost 
of Opposition to Rail Haul 

The social cost of opposition to rail haul should be 
minimal. The major cost component, theopposit1on to 
the landfill itself, should be minimized by virtue of the 
remote location of the fill site. In fact, this attribute 1s 
the raison d'etre of rail haul. Opposition to transfer 
stations should also be negligible because 1) there are 
several trnnsfer stations already in existence, and 2) 
new, larger transfer facilities would likely be sited in 

RAILROAD 1~dustnal areas, along existing railroad·right
M ot-way and possibly at existing landfill sites, 
~ thus minimizing citizen opposition The per 

CROSSING ton social cost should for these reasons be 
- ·- nummal. However, even if exaggerated social 

costs are attributed to rail haul, such costs would 
clearly be significantly less than the social costs 
attributed to a conventional landfill. Thus, if 
social costs of opposition to landfills adds $1.37 
per ton (as discussed more fully later in the re
port), a possible cost attributable to rail haul could 
be, say, 50 percent of that, or $.69 a ton. In light of 
the predominant effect of the scarcity premium on 
existing landfills, this factor becomes trivial. 

II. POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

Whether landfill tipping fees increase at 15, 18 or 20 ·, 
percent, it is a vital pohcy-making consideration that 1 

the behavior of existing landfill costs is a dvnamic 
rather than static phenomenon. It would be ,;n over
simplification to frame the cons1derahon of rail haul 
versus landfill on a static price comparison. Increas
ing future scarcity WILL put upward pressure on 
landfill prices above and beyond costs of production. 

There is no theoretical upper limit on landfill price 
mcreases. Suppose a variant of one of the planning 
scenarios for L.A. County materializes and the year 
1998 witnesses 11,720 tons of solid waste DAILY, with 
no place to go. On a verv common sense level the 

~- question is "What would households in 1998 be w1il-
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,...,,,,.-0 --
From a planning and policy making point of ,·icw, it 
would appear prudent to compare landfills with rail 
haul in the light of converging costs. Those munici
palities that recognize the dynamic process involved 
can then adjust their waste mam1gement planning 
accordingly. Those with foresight will be better posi
tioned to negotiate favorable waste disposal terms. 

III. INTRODUCTION TO SOCIAL COSTS 

The purpose of this section of the studv is to estun.ik 
those social costs, incurred m the pr~Kess oi s1l111i-; 
landfills near centers of population, that are not 
presently captured and reflected m the rnpitalized 
cost of the landfill. 

Socialcosts that are not reflected in the capitalized rnst 
or "price tag" of the landfill are not made explicit and 
are not effectively brought to the attention of govern
ment decision makers. Thus, the waste management 
decisionsofpublicpo!Jcymakersmaybebiasedtoward 
over-investment in landfills and under-investment in 
waste management options such as source reduction, 
recycling and composting 

This part of the study is an effort to address this 
information gap in the public policy process. The 
study proposes reasonable range estimates of the "op
position costs" incurred in the landfill siting process 
that heretofore have not been estimated explicitly. 
These social costs are the monetized value of the 
resources expended by those groups and individuals, 
opposed to the landfill, m monitoring the siting pro
cess, reviewing environmental and permitting docu
ments, mobilizmg political opposition and mounting 
legal opposition. 

Thes~ "o~position costs" are true costs to society of 
landfill siting and should not be ignored. By estimating 
these costs, they can be added to the explicit, capital
ized costs to give policy makers a more accurate 
measure of the true social cost of landfills. -

i ing to pay to dispose of their waste as 11,000 tons piled ~i up each day in their backyards?" Such considerations This study is NOT site specific. It addresses the 
-·· at least suggest that annual increases beyond current generalized process of the siting of landfills near i1 levels are conceivable, as prices TODAY react to those populated areas. However, the estimation methodol-
:[{: FUTURE possibilities. ogy can be ~pplied to specific situations, as it is in this . if _n _____ _________ -~---- ______________ study,_ to the Santa Cl~rita Val!.~ ______ ···--

::=:: t.~ Pnmcll on H. ... •cy,kd P.1per I 0 

t .. "'"'.·:·oc:::::c::::::::s,,,. .• ".,,.·""""""": 
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To place the study in proper context, it is necessary to 
delineate the cost categories that ARE captured and _ 
reflected explicitly in the capitalized cost of the landfill 
and to distinguish those costs that are NOT. 

Discussion of Externalities 

Landfills pose the risk of impactmg surrounding areas 
in several undesirable ways: air pollution;ground and 
surface water pollution and noise are examples. These 
negative effects that spill over to neighboring areas are 
known as "externalities". The term "externa!Jty" 1s 
appropriate for two reasons; first, because these effects 
extend beyon.:l. and are "external" to the landfill site 
itself and secondly because the costs of these impacts, 
(in the absence of a regulatory, legal or market mecha
nism) are "external" to the-landfill owner/operator. · 
When the landfill owner does not have to pay for, or 
cover, the costs of pollution, those costs have no influ
ence upon (are "external" to) his decision making 
process. 

It was to remedy this problem of externalities_ that 
legislation such as the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) was enacted. The EIR process of 
CEQA (along with land use entitlement and technical 
permitting) is an explicit effort to "internalize" the 
environmental costs that were previously external to 
the land use decision making process. A brief, simpli
fied example will illustrate the effects on the economic 
dec1sio_n making process. 

In a pre-CEQA world, a landfill owner could pollute 
the·groundwater of his neighbor without having to . 

· consider (pay for) the cost of polluted ·groundwater. · 
The cost of polluted groundwater would_not need to 
be covered by landfill rev_emies ~tipping fees). The 
benefits of the landfill; as measured by revenues, 
wou id not need to cover the full socialcost because the 
gn:iundwater pollution ~osts were not included in the 

· cost/benefit decision-making. Social costs would 
exceed social benefits because the presence· of ~xter
nalities distorted the decision- making process. · 

landfill, for example lining the site with ,1 clay and gco
textile liner. The cost of mitigating the L'xternahl~•, the 
-clay lmer, then becomes "internalized", that is, an 
explicit-cost that is included in the landfill owner's 
economic decision making proce!'s. lntcrnalizat1,1n L)I 

the externality cost (here, the cost of the lmer tn miti
gate groundwater pollution) allows the individual 

decision maker -to more accurately compan• SPCtal 
benefits (revenues) with the true costs associated 11·1th 
the landfill. The opportumty to consider all suc1,1ll~• 
relevant costs allows for optimal resource alloc,1ta111 

The CEQA-land use entitlement-technical permit
ting -process of siting landfills (CEQA process ior 
short) is designed to internalize such potential exter
nalities of landfills as: 

• Air pollution 
· • Methane gas migration 
• Water pollution 
• Noise 
• Light and glare 
• Traffic congestion 

These externalities relate to the physical environment. 
There are other externalities, relating to the politicat 
regulatory and legal environment, that are NOT cap
tured and internalized by the present landfill siting 
process. It is these latter externalities that are the 
subject of this study. 

Opposition Cost Externalities 

Because externalities in the physical environment can 
be mitigated, but not eliminated, environmental risk 
and the perception of risk still remain. It is this 
perceived risk that elicits effort by the "neighbors" of 
proposed landfills to oppose, or more extensively. 
condition, the siting of landfills in their area or "neigh
borhood". 

Efforts to oppose or more extensively condition the 
siting of a· landfjll can be categorized as follows: 

(next page) 

_. - ..... ,• :· 
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Citizens Group's Efforts 

Time spent attending meetings 
Contacting poht1cians 
Mailing letters 
Canvassing neighborhoods 
Reta ming experts 
Telephone callmg 
Retaining legal counsel 

Municipalities' Efforts 

Utilization of staff time 
Retaining experts 
Retaining legal counsel 
Informing constituents 

Permitting Agencies' Efforts 

Staff time spent in: Reviewing 
and processing permits, applications, 
environmental documents. 

Unlike the physical externalities (like water pollution) 
that are internalized by CEQA, these opposition ef
forts are externalities that are never (under current 
institutional arrangements) internalized. Because 
they Jre costs incurred by the "other" side, these 
externalities are never made exphc1t to the potential 
landfill owner/ operator. Thus they never become 
part oi the owner's decision· making process. The 
pro1ected benefits of the landfill never need to "cover" 
these costs- because they are excluded irom the analy
sis. Thev are true externalities. 

I 
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Even though not reflected on the balance sheet of the 
landfill owner, opposition costs arc tnie costs to soci
ety. This externality problem, as m the groundw.iter 
pollution example above, leads to distorted w.iste 
management decisions. From a social point of new, 
too many resources will be directed to mvestment 111 

landfills and too few directed to other waste manage
ment ophons. 

Although no institutional arrangement (such as the 
CEQA process) exists to internalize these wsts, .111 

estimate oi the range of the,;e costs can be presented t,, 
publicly elected decision makers for mcorporation 111 
their decision making process. Further inform,1t1on 
about the true social cost ot landfill sitmg will contrib
ute to the enhancement of this decision making pw
cess. 

Table G clarifies the distinction between the types of 
costs considered by this study and those excluded 
from consideration because they are already inter
nalized by the CEQA process. 

IV. THE LANDFILL SITING PROCESS 

A lengthy and complex regulatory process governs 
the siting of landfills. The three major components of 
this process are: 1) thcCEQA/EIR process,2) the land 
use entitlement process, and 3) the technical operating 
permit process. Each component plays a role in inter
nalizing the externality effects upon the physical envi
ronment. Simultaneously, each stage of the process 1s 
a nexus with the opposition efforts. At each stage of 
the process, opposition groups can intt>rject them-

j_ ~ ..... ·•· ..... · ,. > ~~;~~6~r( ·.• .... ,.. / ] 
i TypesofCosts~Examined: ,i.:-.- __ ,- - - ·. _-.:\/~: ._-. <·;y~~sofCostsExcluded. . . 

i> - - ·TrueJ:_xt~malities:· . -- . >': \- lnternali~ed Through CE(?A.Process: 
1,-. . ·:· ,- ,;._ . '' _:--· _·- .·,._· :,.<;·'_·. ·-.. - ., .. >, -· 
i' • Citizen's Groups Opposition'Efforts, > -. . •,. · -
I · · s· ·c1 b" · · - , · · · ··.·, r"--· e.g,, 1erra u · .--.: >., · .. - ,. . , - : 

_ .. ,·, ':::,-. Air Pollution Mitigation~M~;'ISUres . ,. 
. ·:]/~' ;'_;_~ Traffic' Congestion fy'litigaticin Measure"s . > I 
--·?> ,_; Water Pollution Mitigation Measu~es __ · . ..

1

, 

,_- ':_ .-.• -Visual Impacts Mitigation Measures 
·1::!•'Muni~i~ati~i~s;·-~po~iti~ri;f:~orts_; _,-- · · · 

-- . e.g~,.ht1gat1on of EIA,by City - . ,_-. 
I .· _Permitting Ageficies ~~v,ew Bforts:·;: : . 
\ • ·, e.g:, AQMD.permit process, ~WQCB'permit --
i_::- ~rl)c_~:ss -- -. . · ;· ·_,:, '-_i._·:.,_"_ 

,. -· . :- . -· Noise ·Pollution' Mitig.ation,Measures . . . . . . I 
·: ··, -~ -Methane Migration-Mitigatio,:i Measures / 
.. : :.·.: . -' - .: . . . : :.. <. . ' :- --j 

0 Pnn1cd nn R,·cydcd P-""'' 12 
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selves and m sodomgexpend resources that comprise 
the sooal costs that escilpe capture and measurement. 

A brief outline descnption of each stage of the siting 
process 1s as follows: 

The EIR Process: 

• lmtial Study 
• Notice of Prep.uatwn 
• DRAFT EIR (DEIR) 
• Public Review of DEIR 
• Fmal EIR 
• Consideration and Approval of EIR by deo-

sion making body 

The land Use Entitlement Process: 

General Plan Amendment/Conditional Use Permit/ 
Zonmg Change 

• Submittal of Application 
• Staff Re,·iew 
• Public Hearing 
• Planning Commission Action 
• Appeal to Board of Supervisors 
• Pubhc Hearing 
• Board of Supervisor Action 

Technical Operating Penn it Process: 

Air Quahty Management Distnct, Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, County Department of Health 
Services, California Integrated Waste Management 

Board: 

• Permit Application 
• Staff Review 
• Public Hearing 
• Agency Action 

Opponents expend resources in monitoring each step 
of the process, putting pressure on politicians, fur-

°X: nishmg input to relevant agency staff and legally 
:f challenging the propriety of the various approvals 

V. DESCRIPTION OF OPPOSITION 
GROUPS CITIZENS' GROUPS 

As preliminary studies of l;mdfill sites ;ire m.ide ,rnd .,~ 
the land use enhtlement and CEQA process are 1n1ti
ated, members of the communities nl'.ir studv 51te:-, 
become aware of the potenl!c1l landfill. As aw,,rcm·~~ 
and intensity of opposition increase, individual,-; c,,,,
lcsce into groups m order to translalt' oppll~it1un iL'L'l
mgs into achon. Their efforts .ue directed tn pl1iit1c,1l 
pressure upon elected ofhc1als,rnd partic1p,1t1,,n m tlw 
land use enllllement-CEQA-permittmg p1,,c,•~~. 
TypICal activities and expenses of the..;e gnn1~'~ 111-

clude· 

• Attendance of pubhc meetings 
• Holding group meetings 
• Telephone expenses· 
• Photocopy_ expenses 
• FAX expense 

RAILROAD 

* • Letter writing campaigns CROSSING 

• Printing expense 
• Canva~s of ne1ghborh0<1ds 
• Advertising expense 
• Travelcxpense 
• Retention of teclm.ical experts 
• Retention of legal counsel 

Municipalities 

When community opposition is sufficiently broad and 
intense, the incorporated cities near the prnpo~ed 
landfill site will take oppositilm action. The City 
represents an entity with an e~tabhshed organiza
tional structure, that will endure over time and, per
haps most significantly, possesses continuity of rev
enues to finance an orgamzed opposihon. The three 
broad cost categories involved here are: 

• Utilization of City Staff 
• Retention of Technical Experts 
• Retention of Legal Experts 

I '.:J~~:::~~~:~nts' specific acfi,ities '" described 

t. ,,,_:::·:~~ ,-------------·---'-13-
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Efforts of Permitting 
and Review Agencies 

As p.irt of their regulatory duty, permitting ,1genc1e~ 
spenJ time rl'viewing apphcatwn documents ,111d 
~nnll'ttmes 1mposmg changes on the project The 
v,1lue llf staff time in excess uf the cost Di permitting 
iees ch;irged to the project 1s an extern,1lity ct,,-t not 
captured ;:rnd attnbuted to the cost of the landl!ll. 

VI. THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF 
LANDFILL SITE SELECTION 
AND OPPOSITION 

With tllL' exception of nuclear reactors and toxic waste 
dumps, landfills ,He the "Not In M;,' Backv,1rd" 
(Nl\lBY) is~ue, p,u excellence. Not surprismgly, 
WHOSE backvard 1s cho~en for the site and WHO 1s 
doing the clwosing on bt•half oi\Vl-10:\1 arc mattersol 
mtegr.il imp,,rt.ince m asscssmg the probabilitv tli 
,,ppos1t1on ,111d the dur.1tion .111J mte11s1l;,' ,1t th,11 
oppo;.1tion. ThL' interpla~· bl'lween nty ,111d ,·uunt;,· 
roht1cal 1unsdiclHlOS has s1gmiicant impact ,,n the 
outc,11nL' ,1f ,-1ti11g Jec1s1011s. 

Ultim,1tdy, the sitmg of a landfill 1s dcc1dt>d bv. pub
hch· elected ofitc1als. Publicl:• L'lt•cted ,1if1ci.1ls ,ue 
pri;n.irilv resp11ns1ve tt1 p11htical pressure L'm,1n.1tmg 
iwm tlwir 1n,·n l'lector.il d1stnct. R,·n•gmzmg this, it 
is In bL• expecll'd that a ,otmly supen·isor \,·ill n,te 
ag.1inst the inll'rL·sts ni uther count:· districts 1f ,md 
when the political pres~ure emanatmg irnm his own 
district b ,-trnng enough. While nut ,1ifirmat1\'t·h· 
w1sh111g Ill .ihenate constituents 11i 11thl'r n,unty db
tncts, the supervisur recogmzes that no matter how 
ahen.ited a citizen from another d1stnct is, that citizen 
cmrnot cast .i vote against hi~1. In this ~ense, en·ry 
polihcian has an incenti\·e to export his d1stnct's waste 
to stm1e OTHER politKal junsdict10n. By the same 
token, a pohtic1an has httle mccnhv, to accept into his 
distnct trash from another junsd1ction, for nu matter 
how pleased the outsiders are, they cannot reward the 
politician with a supportmg vote at the next election. 

Consistent with this hypothesis, the City of Los An
geles-owned Lopez Canyon landfill does not accept 
waste from outside the City of Los Angeles. The City 
of Glendale-owned (opernted by Sanitation Districts 
oi L.A. County) Scholl Canyon landfill has restricted 

0 

I,,"",_,",,,""·-"'"'""""',,,,.,,.._ 
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reception of waste lt1 that generated by CL'rtam nearby 
commu111ties. 

The difference between cities ,llld counhes m the p<'· 
lihcal incentives ,rnd nin~tramts the\' face, s1gniii
cantly effects their land u;.e s1tmg dt•,is1nns l:lt•,,w,c 
oties .ire geograph1c,1lly ~mailer than ,nunt1,·~ ,,:1d 
have luµher population den;.it1es, p,1ht1c,1I ~,re~c11rt> 
can be 111,1re etfictL'ntly orgam/L'd .ind nwbilizcd th,1n 
m the mort• geogr,1phic<1lh· cxp,rns1,-e .ind le~s d,•1,,,. 
county. Thus, pol1t1c,1l inrcL'S mil1t,1tin)-; ,1)-;dlll'l : h,· 
siting of ,1 l,1ndf11l within a city's hm1tq,·ill hL· r,,!.1t1,·,·h· 
more successful in L'xcludmg the landt1II th,111 \\·iii 
pohtir,11 forces ,11 work m unmcurpt1r,1ted art•.t~, ,f 1hc• 
countv. 

The recent experience of landfills n1n,-1dered tor I. .-\ 
City and unmcorpllrnted LA. County substant1allv 
confirm this hypt1thesis. In bnei, within the C1tv, 
political forces han~ been able to stop the s1tmg t1i 
landfills by exerting p1,litic,1l rr,,~~llrL' ,,n City H,111. 
Thus the need inr lcg,11 challengt· through the [IR -
land use entltlement-opcratmg penrnt process 1s 
ehmin,1ted. Table H sho\,·s the Dutrnmcs Di somt• 
propo,-ed si tcs 

The L1tlwr landi11l .~ites still "on the t.1blt•", Elsmere 
C111yL,n, Towsle\· Crnn1n, Blind C.,ny,,n ,ind Browns 
C,1nyun are all m unmn1rpurall'd CL,unty. 

Every!lnein LA.Count;,' \\",lllh h1~ w.1stetu bL·disp,,sed 
Lli s,1me\,·hen•. Yet no one wants 11 in lus b,Kk\·.ud. 
G1n•n the app.irent abihl\ ,llld w1llmgness ,1i rit1es to 
pren•nt l,1ndf1ll s1tmg \\'1thin cit_1.· bPundanl'~, the 
polit1c.il hsue 1s l.ugelv rdegated lo the county board 
of surL'f\ 1surs E.1ch super\'lsor h.i~ ,111 1ncent1ve l(l 
export his distnct's trash ebewhere, while pre,·cntmg 
the m1portat10n oi trash mto his d1stnct Under this 
incentive system, it is prcd1ct,1ble th.it l.mdiills will be 
cited m the geographic.ilh· l,1rgest, 1.:~.1~1 pnpulat1on
dense superns(lri.il districts. And ,·xpt•riencc bear~ 
this out: m Table I, the prL-ponder,mce of ex1stmg 
landfills is located in the I st and 3th districts - the tw,, 
largest and least den;.e. 

The proposed future sites, with the excepti1in of M1s
s10n-Rust1c-Sulli\·an (which reahshcally appe.irs to be 
a dead issue) are all m the unincorporated portions 11f 
the 5th d1stnct, the geograplucally largest m the county. 
However, the pohtirnl opposition that may emanate 
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TABLE H 
STATUS OF PREVIOUS LANDFILL SITING EFFORTS 

. Proposed Site Within 
· City of Los Angeles 

Toyon 11-

La Tuna Canyon 

Mission-Rustic-Sullivan 

L.A. City Portion of North 
Valley. Landhll . 

·--·-·--·~- - , --- -----· 

=i 

from the 3th District is dissipated over the broader 
electora I base of the other four districts. 

D1stncts 1-4, responding to the political incentives and 
constrmnts 111 the system, effecttvely combme to ex
port their districts' wastes to district 5. This outcome 
wt,uld appear to be a politically stable one, in that 
there appears to be no effecti\"e way to tran~late oppo
s1t10ns in one district mto effectiYe pohttcal pressure 
that will ch,m~e the \"ote nf the other four districts. 

TABLE I 
LOCATION OF MAJOR LANDFILLS 

IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY• 

Puente Hills 
Spadra 

·· Azusa Western 
BKK 
None 

-None .. 
· None 
··. Scholl Canyon . 

Lopez Canyon · 
1·· ! :- :: .. ·. Bradley West . ·. 

i,-

i ; Noi:th Valley ' -. 
i '. · : Calabasas · . 

· · Chiquita ·canyon .. 
' I •• • • 

. 1st District 
· 1st District . · 
.1 st District 
1st District 
2nd District 
3rd District 
4th District . 

· 5th District 
5th District' · 
5th District 
5th. District 
5th District . 
?th. District , : ii :~: L·• Prior to c~u~-imposed re-dis~ricting · 

t~ n ~, U Pnn1e-tlunk.endcdP.1pi!r 

I, ''"' ''""'""·~--
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·Outcome 

1985 EIR refused cert1ticat1on 
by City Council; proiect stopped. 

City Council designated area 
as open space to be preserved. 
Project abandoned. 

Land use permit denied by City 
Council. Project halted Little 
prospect of progress. 

CUP will. expire Sept. 1991 and 
. all renewal applications have 
_been denied by City. 

However, the presence ot an incorporatt•d citv near a 
proposed landfill site, has a potentiallv m.11or impact 
on the ultimate cost of s1tmg 

An mcorporated city provides the nexus which an 
unincorporated area lacks, around which opposition 
forces can gather and org,1111ze themselves. The oty 
provides poht1cal continu1tv 10 oppo~it1on efforts and 
perhaps more signif1c,111tl~, has a rcvt>nue ~tream that 
can be appropriated to tinance oppos1t10n efforts over 
an extended period nf time. A !ugh degree of commu-
111ty opposition can bl' tran~lated into a high degree of 
consl'nsus in th<lt Cit~·'~ city cnuncil. 

Even though a city achieves una111mity in its opposi
tion to a landi11l, there exists no effecti\·e mmn~ of 
translating that consensus on the part of the city mto 
the county board nf supervisors' calculus of consent. 
The same scenario of 4 d1stncts against one obtams. 

From the perspective of the mcent1ves facing the re
spective political bodies, there 1s httle if any opportu
nity for a "win-win" negotiating situatwn to emerge. 
Each political body faces a "win-lose" scenario in that 
any gain by one side represents a loss to the other. 
lro111cally, each side acting in its own self interest 
represents a "lose-lose" situation from ,oae;r7 : ... ::'j±_"C:: .:. ,?=C!. 

---



City of Santa Clarita 

of view. Resources will be expended that raise the cost 
to srn:1etv Lli the landf1ll. 

C1tv lifficiab will be motivated to expend resources 
,,p~1usmg tlw lanJfill as long as the perceived threat 
persists. Under pn•sent circumstances, the threat m,w 
h,n·e great longe\·1ty The need to dispose of waste is 
cuntinuow,; so is the "tour districts against one" out
wme. The d1vergmg interests of nty versus countv 
;ire mllrc likelv to produce ,m economic war of attri
tion th,1n a spl'eLh' rl'solution. 

In summ<1ry, 1t would appear that the siting of a 
landfill in the unmwrpornted county in the v1cin1ty of 
J oty would be thl' most costly in terms of oppo~1tl()n 
rnsts . .\ land iill within,~ city will be effectively killed 
c,1rlv 111 the process. A landfill in the county, not m the 
\·1cillltv nt a ntv, would most likelv face a lower level 
oi opposition Jue to lower popul,~tion densities and 
absence of an orgamzat1onal structure and revenue~ 
(LL' city gn,Trnmentl around which to 
org,1lll/.e, ,ppos1t10n. 

But thL' l,1ndf1ll 111 tlw unincorpor;ited county NEAR 
,111 mcorpor.ited City ;iugurs the greatest .imount of 
l•pp,,s1t1on When opposition is high, a city council 
Gill <1clueve near or total-unanimitv in its resoh·e to 
oppose the l,mdfill. ,\t the same· time, -l uut of 5 
members of tht• county Board of Supervisors, re
splmding t(i their constituents desires tl> ha,·e tlll'ir 
waste disposed. h<1ve e,·ery incenti\·e to site the land
iill ,md ;ire largelv insulated politicallv from the oppo
~1tion pressures within the City Thus, this tmal sce
n.irio c;irries the gredlest probability of a prolonged 
and costly opposition effort. 

VII. SOCIAL COST 
DETERMINATION FACTORS 

The costs of opposition are a function of the duration 
of the landfill siting process. Simultaneously, the 
duration of the landfill sitmg process 1s a function of 
the level of opposition. 

In the draft ElR for the Integrated Solid Waste Man
agement System for Los Angeles County, the Sanita
tion Districts of L.A. County indicate 5 to 7 years as the 
lead time necessary to site a landfill. 
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This should be viewed a~ a "best case" or shortest path 
scenario. Based on recent experience in the siting ot a 
new landfill in Orange County, a "most likely" sce
nario would be in the range of 10-15 year~. \lorL' 
mtense opposition could cause further extenswns l,i 
hme 

Citizens' Groups Opposition Costs 

Surveys llt existing gn,up.., that are acti\'e in I llt' npr• ,_ 
sition of landfills mdicate that memhership is L"<llll
pnsed of three groups: I) a small, intensL•ly commillt-d 
cadre willing to spend large amounts of tinw .ind 
personal funds, 2) a larger group, highly committed 
but constrained in 11mount of time and money ,1b1t, to 
be expended, and 3) the large~t number oi ml'lllbL·r~, 
w1llmg and .iblc to spend nommal ,1mounts of time in 
the oppos1t1on effort. 

The l\:orth V111lev C(ialition m the \Jmthern San 
Fernando Vallev has as its main objective the pre
vention oi expansion of the l'x1sting Sunshme Crnyun 
Landfill. The experience of this group 1s likelv to be 
representative ot the scale l>i l•ppos1tion generated in 
response to siting of a new landfill m North Los 
Angeles County. 

The Nl>rth Valle~· Co.ilit1on i1,1s a mailing list oi O\ er 
400 mdl\ idu.ils. There .ire 25 membcrs who spend -lO 
hours or more per week in opposition activities. The-;e 
people abo mcur an average of S6,llllO per ve<1r m 
personal ca~h expenses in support of their ,,fforts. 
There are another 50 members who spend ,m a,·erage 
l>t 1 ll hours per week and mcurcash expenses ob 1,000 
per ye.ir. Finally, there are 200 members who;.pend ,m 
averageof 2 llllurs perweek,md incur de mimm1scash 
expense 

A monetary value can be imputed to these time ex
penditures to obtain an estunate oi this social cost. 
Generally speaking, environmental c1ct1,·ism has bt•en 
engaged in by people with discretionary tune and 
higher than average educational statu~ These factor-; 
correlate ,vith higher than average income levels. For 
example 65 percent of the households from which 
Sierra Club members come have white collar pmfes
sionals as the mam wage earners. To obtain an esti
mate relevant to Santa Cl<1rita, adiusted census data 
for the Santa Clarita Valle) area were emploved. Be-
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rnuse oi the expected predomm.ince of wh1h.-' collar/ 
prutes,ion;il househ,,ld in\'oh·ement, an an~rage of 
the upper 30 percent oi household inwme~ was used 
to derive the \·alue of time. r\\·eragc "opposillon 
household" per G1p1ta income was found to be $28,369 
pl'r year in I 991 dollar~. The premise ot 3 14 pl'rsons 
per household and 1.5 wage e;irners per household 
vie Ids an hourlv time valueof529.00 per hour Annual 
hours expended at full eiiort lt•vels were tJkcn trom 
North V.illcy Coalition experience. 

25 members at 40 hrs/wk = 52,000 hours/year 
. 50 members at 1 O hrs/wk = 26,000 hours/year · 
=2_oo~m_e_m_b_e_r_s_a_t _2_h_r_sl_w_k_=_· __ 2~0,.:..,,800 hours/year 

· Total 98,800 hours/year 

98,800 hour.s/year @ $29.00/hour · 

$2,865.200 time v_alue per year plus 
$200,000 cash expenditures per year 

$3,065,200 per year. 

Opp,,s1t1on does not materwhze instJntaneously. It 
gn,ws from ,1 ;.m.ill base to full leveb .is the proposed 
landfill mm·es through the siting process ;ind more 
people bewme aware oi the project. Three possible 
scen.irios of oppos1t1on ~rowth were exammed A) 

Municipalities' Opposition Efforts 

Cities m the vKmtt: of l,111di1ll ~1te~ \\·111 c:-.1,end n•
source;. opposing the s1tin~. Thl' m,qor l',pl'n~e 1ll'm~ 
are stati time, techmc.il e:-.pl'rt, ,rnd legal u ,utbl'I Tlw 
amounts spent depc•nd on tlw dur,1t1<,11 ,,i the ~il111c: 
process and the 111tcns1ty ui the upp1,..;1ti,,n ,\ m.11, 11 
factor in <;>xtendmg the proce;,,;,, i, ll'~ill rh,1lkn~c·,,1 ., 11, 
number of the ,1ppnl\'ill skp~ in the proCl',,~ 

As outlined abcwl'. the l,1ndf1ll -.it1ng pnicc•~~ ,·,,n,,-.: 0 

of three major wmpom•nh I) the CEQ.-\/ El!, ;"·, ,
cess, 2) the land u~e ent1tleml'nt pn,c,•-- .. 111d ~: ::-,,. 
techmcal permitting procL~s~. Earh l>t th<:~c•, Pl11,'• •

nents include multiple st,1ge~, l'ildl llf \\ h,ch .irv ~'• ,
tentially susceptible of kg,tl chall<;>nf!_l'. l'nl,r i,, : ,·
course to the courts 111 challengmg ,lll\' ~tq:1

, lhl' "l'I'' •
nent must exhaust all admi111~trat1\'e remedies. Thu, 
opponents must deH>te timL' .ind resou rec~ part Kt p,; l
ing in the entire process - not just ob1t•ct111g to thl' t111.1i 
product. Staff, experts and coun-,el are 111\·oln~d 111 tlw 
process long before lit1g,1tion 1s e\·er mitiated. 

Wlwn leg.ii oppL>~ition i~ prc~l'nt, thl' procl'~S c.in 
become repet1t1ou;,, im·oh·mg mullipll· 1ter.it1ons of 
the same step. for exc1mpll', the lq.?;il l sufficiency of an 
EIR may be challenged with the n•;,ult th.it a m·w ElR 

TABLE 1 
CITIZE.N OPPOSITION COSTS 

i Year 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Cumulative 

Expense 

$306.520 S1 .532.600 S3.065.200 $3,065 200 $3.065.200 $3.065 200 $3,065.200 $3,065.200 S3 065.200 $3 065.200 S26 360.720: 
$306.520 $766 300 $1,532.600 $3,065 200 $3,065 200 $3.065.200 $3.065,200 $3,065.200 $3,065.200 $3,065.200 $24,061.820 
$306,520 $766.300 $1,532,600 53 065.200 $3.065 200 $3.065.200 S3.065,200 $1.532.600 $766.300 S306 520 $17.471.64□: 

1 scenario A 
'Scenario B 
1 Scenario C 

i , Present Value of C1t1zen Opposlllon Expenses Scenario A· $17.611.844 
Scenario 8: $15.691.470 
Scenario C: $12.146.661 

. ·--- -··· --· ·-- ------· ---

opposit10n materializing and growmg rapidly to full 
levels Jnd mc1mtainmg full strength until the end of 
the premised 10-year sitmg proress, B) opposition 
buildmg more gradually to full strength and remain
ing at full strength until process completion, and C) 
oppos1llon building gradually to peak levels, remain
ing high in nuddle y<;>ars and declinmg in later-years. 
Table 1 displays the costs over time .ind their present 
v.ilue in 1991 dollars. 

must be prep.ired - requiring an 1terat10n of that st.ige 
of the process. As timt> pilsse.s, the nature of the project 
may undergo a s1giuficant chJnge which may reqwre 
yet another environmental document, a "subsequent 
EIR" ora "supplement toan EIR", itself subject to legal 
challenge. 

The same types of iterations Jre possible in the land 
useentitlementstage. . • - -,-+-' 

_. ... , ... - _- -... --:·. -· ,_.,. --'.;., -
. --- -- - ----·- -

--=-=-"·-----· ·;,,_-~--. ...~- __ ._-._-~.,.~----·,.--~---··------------ ~rrr:;;·-:~·:~:~~:~~;_~~- . ~ --~ ---
17 -- - .. 
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TABLE 2 
LEGAL OPPOSITION HIGH COST SCENARIO 

Year 1 2 3 4 .5 6 7 8 9 10 

Review and Monitor $104,000 $104,000 $104,000 $104,000 $104,000 $104,000, $104,000 $104,000 $104,000 $104.000 

Challenge Appeal Challenge Appeal Challenge Appeal Challenge Appeal 
EIR EIR L U.P. L.UP NewEIR New EIR Permit Permit 
$84,000 $84 000 '$84,000 $84 000 $8'!,000 $84,000 $84,000 $84 000 

Technical Experts 
@ 20% of Legal 
Total Expense 

$20.800 $20,800 $37,600 $37,600 $37,600 $37,600 $37,600 $37 600 $37 600 $37,600 

$124,800 $124,800 $225.600 5225,600 $225,600 $225,600 $225,600 $225,600 $225 600 $225,600 

Present Value of Legal Expenses $1,402,272 

For ex.imple, a general plan amendment basl'd on a 
ch,1llenged EIR m,,v be overturned and need to be 
r~•peated later. Even the issuing oi technical permits 1s 
not exempt from the potential for legal challenge. 

It is not possible to forec.ist with precisil>n ho\\' a legal 
ch,1llengl' \\'tll mamiest itself and hl>\\' wstly 1t will be 
m terms Lll time ,1nd money. Howl'ver, it ts \'lrtually 
cc•rt,1 in t h,1 ta 11 L>ppL>sed pro1ect wi II t ace leg,1 I ch,1 llenge. 
i\•h,re intense opposition inducing more, and more 
pwlonged, legal struggles. Based on disn1sstllll with 
praclitioners of em·ironnll'ntal l.1w, three ;.cenarios oi 
low ,111d high 11ppL>sit1on are pre;.ented The scenarws 
ML' not to be mterpreted ,is forecasts but ,1s rc•,1sonable 
L'X,1mpll's of ho\\' legal 11ppo!-<1tlon ma~· untold. 

Tables 2 and 3 l11ghlight these costs. Cnsts ,ire esti
mates based on d1scuss)l)t1 with pract1t1ont·rs-rec
ogn1zmg ,1 wide ,·ariab1litv based on p,1rt1Cul,1r nr
cumstance;.. 

I • 

Table 4 displays the value oi Citv st;iif time ,ind c',

penditures on outside technical con!->ult,1nts. E,;t1-
m;ites are based on recent experience ni the Cit\' ,,t 
Santa Cianta 

Permitting Agencies' Review Efforts 

A multitude of ,1genctes are charged \,·1th responsibil
ity reli1t1ve tn the permitting of li!ndtills-

• Countv Re11,l(ln.1l Pl.inning 
• Region,11 vV,1tl'r Quality Control Board 
• Air Qu,1ltty M,111a)!,L'ment D1stnct 
• Cl>tmty Dl'partment oi HL';ilth SL'n"Kc•~ 
• California Integrated Waste \l.111agement 

Board 

Other ,1genoes ma~· ,1lso be inn1h·L'd, such ,is Army 
Corps 11i Engineers, C1litorni;i Dep;irtment ot Fish 
and G,1me and Los Angeles count\' Flood CLmtrol 
Distnct. 

-, 
TABLE 3 

; . 
, Year 

Rev,ew and Monitor$31 ,000 

Technical Experts $6,200 
@ 20% of Legal 

Total Expense $37,200 

2 

$31,000 

$6,200 

$37,200 

LEGAL OPPOSITION LOW COST SCENARIO 

3 

$31,000 

Challenge 
EIR 
$50,000 

$16,200 

$97,200 

4 

$31,000 

Appeal 
EIR 
$50,000 

$16,200 

$97,200 

5-

$31 000 

Challenge 
L U.P 
$50.000 

$16,200 

$97.200 

6 7 

$31,000 $31,000 

Appeal Challenge 
L.UP NewEIR 

$50.000 $50,000 

$16,200 $16,200 

$97.200 $97 200 

8 

$31.000 

Appeal 
NewEIR 
$50,000 

$16,200 

$97,200 

9 10 

$31,000 $31,000. 

Challenge Appeal 
Permit Permit 
$50 000 $50,000 

$16,200 $16,200 

$97,200 597,200 • 

tJ , Presen1 Value of Legal Expenses I 0-:::..:::.,,,_: ••. ------ ---·---- ·--18 ___________ .. __ _ 
$574,211 

'-•--•-----------.-------• -::'.,_¼<-""™""" 
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TABLE 4 
MUNICIPAL OPPOSITION SCENARIO 

Vear 2 .3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Cumula11ve 

Expense 
C::y St~tf $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30 000 $30.000 530.000 $30 000 S30 000 330 000 530 000 ;;300 000 
Outside Experts $250.000 5250.000 $250.000 $250.000 $250.000 $250.000 $250.000 $250 000 $250.000 $250 ~oo ;2 500 000 
Total Expense $280 000 S280.000 $280,000 $280,000 $260,000 $280,000 $280.GOO 5280.000 S260 coo ;21:0.oco '328-)0 CDC 

Presenl Value of Murncrpat Etpenses $1,755,895 

l'w1c,:;sio11al personnel in these agencies re\·ie\\' l,rnd
fill .-ipplicatwns to assure compliance \\'ith a \·arit'lv of 
tech111cal criteria. The permit fees ch<1rged bv these 
agencies are iln explicit cost to <111~' landftll prn1ect. 
Ho\\"e\'er, the value oi staff tune not covered by the 
permit fees is an externahty cost to society of the 
l,111dfill th,11 escapes capture ,md incorporatmn in the 
landiills explictt cost. 

Table 5 highhghts the estimatt' of these w~ts It 1~ 
a~~llml'd thi1t review re:-pnnsibilitil·~,,ccupy 25 percent 
ot a prok~srnnal's time for 1 Vt'ar with 20 pc-rcent of 
that tune cm·ered bv permit fees, 80 percl'nt not cov
ered hence uncaptured. The value 1s based on a 
S--l0,000 per year salary. rermithng statf. in\'olvement 
is premised tl, begin m YeJr 3 lli the process. 

Total Opposition Costs 

Table 6 shows the total maximum premised opposi
tion wsts, incorpor,1tmg the high level citizen uppos1-

The inclusion pf the full ~oCJ,11 c,,,t pt l.inciltll>< Ii, ,h,· 
,,·tl~te m1.u,~1gen1ent J<.'Cl!->IPll-111,1 kins F'I"\ )(L'-;:-- dt.1 l\~t' .... 

the relatl\·e (OSI of cumpl't1ng c>pt1L>n~. 

Cost compJrison~ ,ull bl' b,bL'd on the I Q~s S, ,u t h,·rn 
CalitorniJ A~sociatwn ot Governments (SCAC.) ,t.1< !·. 
entitled "The Feas1b1lity oi Hauling Solid W,1~tv !,,, 
Railro.td From the San G,1bricl Valley tu Rl'molL' D1~
posal Sites." The costs .ue those presl'nted 111 SL•ct1un 
2, "The Economics of Solid W,1ste" Thl' SC,\C studv 
used 198, cost iigures. To tc1c1htak companson with 
more recent dilta, the I 98, SC:\G ugurL'S will be esc,1-
lated to 1990 doll<1rs 

If the social co~t of oppos1t1on is \·iewed as an up front 
cost of ,1 new landiill, thl'n those costs must be ,1mor
tued to make i1 consio,tent pubhc policy compari~l•n. 
The SCA.G study premised that 'tor c1 5001) ton per d;iy 
op1.·ratilHl (about theaverageciJilv rate for LA CL1unt~· J 

every 51 million in upfront c.ip1tJI costs anwrt1zcd 
over twenty years at 8 percent added an .tdd1tional 
6.53 ($.065.1) cents per ton. 

TABLE 5 
PERMITTING AGENCIES COSTS 

Vear 

AQMD 
RWQCB 
county Planning 
Health Services · 
CIWMB 
Total 

2 _3 

$8,000 
$8,000 

· $8,000 
$8,000 

. $8,000 
$40,COO 

· · Present Value of Permrtting Agencies Expenses . - . 

4 

$8,000 
$8,000 
$8,000 
$8,000 
$8,000 
$40,000 

5 

$8,000 
$8,000 
$8,000 
$8,000 
$8,000 
$40,000 

6 

$8,000 
. $8,000. 

$8,000 
$8,000 
$8,000 · 
$40.000 

--------------· -------· --- . ------ ---

7 8 

$8,000 $8.000 
$8,000 $8,000 
.$8,000 $8.000 
$8,000 - $8,000 
$8,000 · "$8,000 
$40,000 $40,000 

$238,852 

9 

$8.000 
$8,000 
$8000 
$8,000 
$8,000 
$40,000 

10 

$8,000 
$8.000 
$8.000 
$8,000 
$8.000 
$40,000 

Cumulative 
Expense 
$64.000 
$64.000 
$64,000 
$64 000 
$64,000 
$320.000 

tion cost and legal cost scenarios. The present value 

~~:;,::,,::~.~[ the total op~ltlon ;, ove, ~.~ ~ 

1 ........ •.·· .. ·.·.·'·'~· '···'········~·········'····"'""·-
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City of Santa Clarita 

. . TABLE& 
TOT AL OPPOSITION COSTS 

; Year 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Cumul;itive 
Expense 

; C1t1zen Opposition $306,520 $1 532 600 $3,065,200 $3,065,200 $3 065,200 _ $3.065,200 $3,065,200 $3 065.200 $3,065,200 $3 065.200 s26 350 ;cJ 

Legal Costs $124,800 $124,800 $225,600 $225 600 $225,600 $225.600 $225 600 $225 600 $225,600 $225.600 $2,05.: ,1(:0 

Mun1c1cat Statt .. E.r.perts $280,000 $280.000 $280.000 $280,000 S280.000 $280,000 $280.000 S280.000 5280.000 $280 000 $2 ti:JO 000 

Perm1n.ing Agencies $40 000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40.000 $40,000 s•o ooo $40,000 $320 (<.\1 

Total $711 320 $1.937,400 $3,610.800 $3 610.800 $3,610 800 $3.610,800 S3 610 800 $3,610.800 $3 61~.800 $3G108Q0 S31 SJ':- -~o 

Present Value of Total Oppos,fion Costs $21,189,341 .. 

---- ----- ---·------· --------

Uilizing the silme methodok,gy, the 521 million of 
social cost adds $1.37 per ton to the SCAG estimate of 
new l;indfill .::osts: 

New Landfill Cost 
(1990 5) 
$/Ton 

S23.15 

New Landfill With 
Full Social Cost 

(1990 $) 

$/Ton 

524.52 

The additton of the st1c1al .::ost ot oppns1tion makes the 
tipttl,n l,i a new landhll h percent more .::ostly from 
,,o,:1ety's ptiint of view. It also milkt·s the opt10n of rail 
h,1Ul less co~tlv on i1 rel.1tive b;isis. 

The Rose Institute Public Opinion Survey 

In November 1990, the Rtist• Institute for St;ite ilnd 
L~Kal Go\'ernment of Cl;iremont M.::Kenna College 

-RAILROAD; condu.::ted a public opinion survey to deter
M mine people's attitude on a variety of disposal 

, ~ methods. The survev consisted of a random 
'cRC>~SING' s;impling of 800 telephone mterv1ews 

throughout cities in the San Gabriel Valley 
Generally, people ind1rnted a willingness to p;iy 
higher disposal r;ites and ulilize dispos;il capacity 
in the desert viii rail haul. 

-------- - ------ ------ --------

regul;ition consisted of asking people how willing 
they would be to p;irticipilte in m;indatorv .::urb~ide 
recycling, .::omposting in their own backy,ird, ii pw
gressive p;iymentschedule (the more you throw il\\·ay. 
the more you p;iy), and deli\·ery of lmu~ed household 
lrnzilrdous w;istl' to ,1 .::entrnl commumty loc,1tion. 
When asked whilt type of dispos;il method they thought 
would be best, 40 percent .:hose waste-by-rail. 27 
percent chose mcmeration, and 19 percent .:hose 
landf1lling Furthermore, 21 percent of tlmse who 
respondl'd ind1c,1ted a willingness to pay as much as 
twenty dollars more a month to spon~or a wa~te-by
rail svstem. 

The respondents also voted overwhclmmgly ,1g,11n~t 
new landfills in their neighborhood or e:-.p;insion of 
current landfills. This survey suggest~ people ilre 
rmdy to partiGpille seriously in a waste m,magement 
plan requiring l'fforts in the md1v1du<1l households. It 
also suggests th;it the waste-by-r,1il con.::ept may be iln 
altern;iti\·e with increasing public support. 

Thus, a cost differential between rilil haul ilnd co1n-en
tional landfills should nut be \"lewed as an msuper;ible 
obst;icle. And in light of full social rnsts and the 
scarcity premium oi landfills, the cost g;ip is mu.::h 
narrower than previou~ly considered and is rapidly 
closing. 

I~ When questioned about different types of regula-

This Study was funded by the City of Santa 
Clarita. For more information, please contact 
Ms. Hazel Joanes at (805) 255-4970. ::::: hon meant topro1notea morecomprehens1ve \\'Oste 

] management plan, a majonty of the people were I c:::.::~. :~"~'~':::pate The quesrions ,ega,ding ;
0 
__ : ·:·_ ~--_;-~~'.:'--~-:::::: ·.=-~~==~"'~=='::""~~-=•-· __ 
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United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Soil 
Conservation 
Service 

MINE RECLAMATION CORPORATION 
3179 Temple Avenue, Suite 29 
Pomona, California 91768 
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215 South Hickory, Suite 126 
Escondido, CA 92025 
Phone: (619) 489-1959 

October 21, 1991 

SMITH, PERONI, & FOX, PLANNING CONSULTANTS, INC. 
980 East Tahquitz Way, Suite C 
Palm Springs, California 92262 

Dear Sirs: 

All the questions EXCEPT ONE that remained unanswered by the 
proposed Eagle Mountain Landfill Environmental Impact Report 
have been answered by the Specific Plan $252. The exception 
is the IN-TOMBING of the Trash in the Landfill. The in
tombing of the trash is due to the lack of oxygen. Aerobic 
type organisms, such as bacterium, are needed to facilitate 
the decay of and break down of the trash. 

Page IV-35 of Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 discusses 
the daily, intermediate, and final landfill covers and page 
VI-2 Glossary - "Landfill Cover - Low-permability compacted 
soil placed over completed sections of a landfill to 
minimize percolation of surface waters through the refuse 
and prevent scavenging"; NO consideration has been given to 
the need for oxygen to facilitate decomposition of the 
landfill material. Excavations of older soil covered 
landfills has found a significant lack of decay of the 
trash. 

Therefor consideration should be given to how to ~upply the 
needed OXYGEN to the trash decaying organisms under the soil 
cap. If the trash does not decay in the landfill, the 
result will be in-tombed trash. 

Respectfully, 

~&~ 
TIMOTHY D. CATTRON 
Area Conservationist 

cc: Sam Aslan, SCS, Indio 
Luana Kiger, SCS, Davis 
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September 20, 1991 

.;;---l'Q• United States Department 
:;::J 1- of the Interior 
~ _ ;>- 5 Bureau of Land Management 
~ .:r, ;: ! 6)-500 Garnet Ave. , Box 2000 
~ Z2 ~:o:N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000 
~ u-:- u c Attn• Marianne Wetzel 
l't_,ul C',l l.:J l!J 
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County of Riverside, 
State of California 
County Planning Department 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Flr. 
Riverside, CA 92507 
Attn, David fiares 

~ oC. 
~ Flf!lvl1 ~iC' Dollie Irwin 
tf_19~ er, 5 !; 420 N. Morongo Ave. 
~ ~ ~ Banning, CA 
r~ c:::5 92220 

Patsy Mahoney 
4441 Mockingbird 
Banning, CA 
92220 

Ln. 
Carolyn Toenjes 
186) Park Drive 
Palm Springs, CA 
92262 

----..1:..,i C 

SUBJECT, Eagle Mountain Landfill Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report, Specific Plan No. 252, Zone Change No. 
5499, County General Plan No. 209, SCH No. 890841) July 1991 

Thank you for this opportunity to review and comment/question the 
subject DEIS/Rand proposed plan and zoning changes. We, as long time 
residents/citizens of Riverside County look forward to honest and 
open answers to our concerns in the Final EIS/Rand documents. We re
quest that you mail copies to each of the above addresses. 

At this time, and for the record, we would like to state emphatically 
that we oppose the proposed Eagle ~ountain Landfill Project. The 
meager financial gain from a project of this magnitude, for over 100 
years, could in no way justify the enormous proven costs to the envir
onmental, human and aesthetic well being of Riverside County and its 
present and future residents and visitors. Time and inclination did not 
permit the gathering of signatures for a No Landfill petition. It has 
been our experience that officials pay no attention whatsoever to 
petitions, no matter the number of signators. We would like to state 
for the record however, that no one, not neighbors, friends, family, 
residents of Riverside County, and others, approves of the project. 
We urge you, therefore, our Riverside County elected officials and our 
public employees, to find for a No Action Alternative, as stated on 
page 75 of the DEIS/Rand to advise the metropolitian southern Calif
ornia communities to solve their own refuse problems. Charity begins 
at home: 

On September 25, 1989 we submitted a letter and numbered comments to 
be addressed in the draft documents (appendix, Volume I of II). After 
review of the Draft DEIS/R we now ask you to elaborate on the followings 

contd. page 2 
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Since the two volumes of Appendix to the DEIS/Rare an in
trinsic part of the whole, why were they not mailed to the 
interested parties? Notes (for the record) The Final EIS/R 
is the only document of record examining the environmental 
impacts of the project, includin,q; public comment. Public com
ments and questions, with official responses, should be con
tained as a whole for easy public reference and not referred 
to other sources as they are not readily available or access
able. This is especially vital and important because of the 
ongoing adverse impacts of this project on the residents of 
Riverside County for over 100 years if this project is app
roved. 

Who initiated this project? Give names, dates, in detail please. 

For what purpose was this project initiated? Explain in detail. 

At what date, and by whom was this project presented to River
side County? 

Name the body/commission/board/official to whom the original 
proposal was presented and the date and response. 

At what date and by what means were Riverside County residents 
first apprised of this project. 

Who will benefit most by this project? 

Give the history of the Mine Reclamation Corporation. Show 
date of incorporation; financial worth; past, present and 
future projects (plaMed) by name, .location and dates of oper
ation, environmental record of each location; cite abuses, if 
any, of regulations, violations, reprimands, fines levied, op
erations/licenses/permits denied (where, when, why), lawsuits, 
or other circumstances of present or past performance showing 
environmental concern, including financial responsibility for 
mishap. Is Mine Reclamation a part of Kaiser Steel Corp./Resources? 

Is the Kaiser Steel Corporation Retiree's Benefit Trust affi
liated/associated with Kaiser Steel Resourc?s, Inc.? Are 
Kaiser Permanente Medical facilities affiliated/associated with 
one or both of the afore mentioned entities? 

Give the current financial status of the Kaiser Steel Corp. 
Retiree's Benefit Trust and other Kaiser groups/plans serving 
the approximate 3500 former Kaiser steel workers. Show how 
the proposed project will/will not benefit members and officers 
and tell if the proposed project was initiated for the purpose 
of propping up the T.rust ispecifi<:~;:1-Y ~d Ks i.ser Inc~ in general. 

Will Kaiser Retirees benefit in any way from project approval 
and subsequent operation of the facility? Explain in detail and 
show projected benefits. 

Explain the circumstances of the recent Board of Supervisors 
acceptance of a $25,000 community service grant from Kaiser 
Permanente Riverside Medical Center to the county Health Depart
ment to subsidize tuberculosis testing and follow-up cl~n~c~. 
List past contributions to Riv. co. from all Kaiser facilities. 

contd. on page J 



13 13. 

14 14. 

15 

16 16. 

DOCUMENT O 169 

Was the "Memorandum of Understanding" with Mine Reclamation 
Corporation by the Riverside County Board of Supervisors the 
first step to set the proposed Landfill Project in motion? 
Had any steps been taken regarding CEQA, the BLM swap, re-
quests for general plan and zoning changes, permit application 
or notices of intent prior to the Board's action? Justify the 
memorandum, in detail please. Include in the Final EIS/R 
minutes of meetings, letters and/or accompaning notes to and 
from Mine Reclamation Corp. by the Board showing discussion, 
voting and also a copy of the memorandum of understanding. Is 
this a common practice of the Board when a controver$ial business 
project seeks approval and location in Riverside County? 
Would the proposed Landfill Project have progressed as far to 
date without this memorandum of understanding? Explain in 
detail please. Please explain precedent for authority.· 

Since, and including 1989, how many such agreements/under
standings between business and the Board have occurred? 

We would like to request at this time, and for the record, 
that all testim~ny by Kaiser Retirees who have been.bussed 
to public hearings and voiced approval to the prorosed 
project for pure, personal gain, be disregarded as~pertinent 
testimony to the serious environmental considerations at hand. 

Governor George Deukmejian and legislative leaders tentativ-
ely agreed on 9-5-1989 to include incineration as part of a 
long term strategy to reduce solid waste in California by 50% 
before the year 2000. Show concrete, lawful assurance and 
guarantee that incineration will not now, or at some future 
date become an operation of this proposed project, or others, 
for the entire area/period of the project including closing 
and post closure since Riverside County will be the major 
holder of California trash if this project is approved. Cite 
city, county, state and federal regulations, codes, etc. that 
will assure a no incineration status. 

17 l?. How can this project possibly be considered for approval at 
this time, by local, state and federal agencies, and the public, 
when the waste transfer stations, possibly the greatest immed
iate adverse impact to cities and the population at large with 
probable proximity to residential and/or environmentally sen
sitive areas, have not been addressed in the environmental 
studies and the locations have not as yet been determined. Is 
it the intention of this proposed project to •blackmail" the 
public into approval of such stations after the proposed pro
ject is approved for operation and the stations become vital 
to the process? ls there a "secret" plan for Los Angeles, San 
Diego, Orange and other county trash to be seJ:Rrated at sites 
in Riverside County or will trains be fully loaded and sealed 

... upon entering Riverside County? We oPP.OBe consideration of app-
;_·:f:i:=•;: roval of any environmental documents (CEQA) or local, county, 
~ state or federal transfers and permits until a complete plan 

1111 !~I~~:s a~dpi~~a~{s:he documents of record, showing exact loc-

18 18. Municipal waste is known to contain toxic and hazardous mat
erials, industrial, hospital and other medical wastes and 
radioactive wastes. Explain the process planned for the pro-

. contd. on page 4 
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18. contd. -cessing and transfer stations since their operation 
must be, and should have been, •a vital part of this document. 
Surely locations have been discussed and procedure planned. 
By what method will the refuse be separated, identified and 
processed for transport. Describe in detail what will become 

20. 

21. 

22. 

2.3. 

of separated toxic and hazardous materials including radio
active materials, how long will they be stored at the stations, 
by what means and how will they be transferred and to where? 
Even though you say that separate environmental studies will 
be made for each station, we believe that you must show the 
proposed locations for each and every station that you deem 
necessary for your Eagle lviountain Project, as proposed, in this 
the document of record. Will owner/management/employee be the 
parent Eagle Mountain Project or will these stations be a sub-

.contractor operation? Name companies, and show permit, regula
ion, etc. necessary and under which jurisdiction/a? Name all 
operations of the project that will use sub-contractors and 
name the companies known at this time. 

Describe in detail the monitoring systems proposed for the 
processing and transfer stations. 

Will chemical or other repellents be used for any operation 
or process of the proposed project? Will pesticides be requir
ed for insect and rodent control? Will pesticides be used, or 
planned to be used, on containers, rail cars, at collection, 
separation and loading sites and/or the dump site? Please de
scribe in detail. 

What provisions for storage, handling and transport at the 
actual site and its operations at Eagle·Mountain have been 
planned/made for toxic and hazardous materials including all 
classes of waste and radioactive materials in the event that 
these prohibited materials are undetected at previous check
points? Show each procedure for each class and give estimate 
of totals for day, month and year. How long held and where to? 

Authority is granted by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act or 
the directive in the Low Level Radioactive Waste Amendments 
of 1985 for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) to de
regulate radioactive materials. Radioactive materials will not 
be permitted in the waste stream, IV. Environmental Conseque
nces, B.Public Health and Safety, No. 1, Page .3.32 of the DEIS/R, 
Explain in detail how radioactive materials will be -handled by 
this project if BRC, the deregulation of radioactive materials 
to "Below Regulatory Concern" becomes policy by the NRC or 
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)? We oppose BRC and 
wish to know how you will handle this matter. Will radioactive 
materials be prohibited for the life of the project, closing 
and post closure? 

It has been alleged that Kaiser, in previous operations at the 
proposed project site or surrounding areas, may have impro
perly and illegaly disposed of radioactive materials on its 
own site. Name where, when and by whom this has been alleged. 
Cite allegations and responses to allegations. Give response 
to this question, "Have any radioactive materials ever been 
present at the proposed site or surrounding areas?" If so, 
name radionuclides and/or isotopes and tell date and circum-

contd. on page 5 
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contd. -stances of presence, by name of nuclide/isotope and 
quantity and removal, by name of nuclide/isotope and quantity. 

Cite any other allegations of improper burial or incineration 
of wastes including toxic and hazardous wastes, by Kaiser in 
previous operations at the proposed site, and give responses. 

Will Mine Reclamation Corporation accede to Riverside County 
residents demands that a 24-hour monitoring camera system for 
each operation of the proposed landfill project be put in place 
at inception through post closure and available to the public 
for inspection at all times to insure compliance of environ
mental and other standards and regulations if this project is 
approved for operation. We also request that ~onitoring tapes 
be stored properly and made available for a reasonable time 
past post closure. 

What plans and actions are being implemented to clean up the 
PCBs and hazardous waste alleged to be already present in 
East Pit of the proposed project, before operations begin if 
the project is approved? 

Describe in detail responsibility and liability of Mine Re
clamation Corp., Southern Pacific Transportation Co., Western 
Waste Industries, Kaiser Steel Resourses, Southern Pacific and 
Santa Fe Railway, San Gaberiel Association of Governments and 
other cities and associations, BLM, Riverside County and other 
local, county, state and federal agencies and others receiving 
benefit, involved in approval and regulation or other circum
stance of authority with/for the Eagle Mountain project if the 
public or the environment is damaged and legally proves damage 
by any/and/allphases or operations connected to the project 
for the entire period including post closure. Show liability 
and responsibility for each entity, insurance carrier for each, 
dollar amount for each occurrance and circumstance, length of 
obligation for each phase up to, and including post closure. 

Will other funds be available for dama_ges if this project ·and 
its operations damages the public and/or the environment? 

29 29. Was this proposal considered? A pool of money should be on hand 
for probable public and environmental damages caused by the 
project so that work for clean-up, etc. is not delayed while 
various businesses and agencies quibble about who is going to 
pay. The tax-paying public should not b~ responsible for clean
up or damage to the public resulting from any phase of the 
trash and train project including contamination on or off site 
at Eagle Mountain and its impact on surrounding communities and j desert environs. The public is not responsible for any damage if 

t no vote or other means of approval was offered/given when the 
ff county entered into an agreement to accept funds from private @ business for approval/operation of this project, Show individ

ual assets of all companies involved in the proposed project 
and dollar amount to·be set aside and available for a clean-up 
fund for each. What assurance do we have that a major disaster 
will not occur in 50 years? 

contd. on page 6 
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Be more specific, define in detail "number of other" that 
describes monitoring systems on page Jl of the DEIS/R. 

Explain exactly what is meant by collection of waste mater
ial is to occur primarily within the Los Angeles metropolitan 
area. 

What agency, using which year, provided data on page 4 of the 
DEIS/R stating "currently a total of approximately 45,000 
tons per day (tpd) of non-hazardous solid waste is generated 
within Los Angeles County"? Was recycling data used to reduce 
the total? Are these figures accurate to date? 

In case of earthquake, train wreck/accident, fire, flood, 
or other event causing rail transport stoppage enroute to dump, 
how will refuse be transported to the site? Describe emergency 
plans for each event? 

Cite least and worst case scenario for accident enroute to 
site and give all mitigation measures. Show response plan 
for all points enroute. 

Show least and worst case scenario for accident, ground water 
contamination, other air, water, land pollution and contamin
ation to site and off-site affected areas. Give detailed mit
igation measures showing response times. Give examples for 
the entire period of operations including closure and post clo
sure periods. 

If previous mining activities contaminated ground water, i.e. 
wells, page 292 of the DEIS/R, how can it be stated now that 
the landfill operations will not also pollute the ground 
water? 

Predators including ravens will seek out the landfill and will 
be a greater menace to wildlife young including the desert 
tortise. Explain in detail the mitigation measures. 

The proposed project site is at the center of a unique, pristine 
and fragile desert ecosystem. Explain in detail how the raven, 
coyote, fox and other scavenger wildlife will be affected by 
human refuse in their natural habitat? Explain in detail wild
life monitoring systems to be used and schedules. Show pro
posed mitigation measures. 

Explain exactly how the BLM (i,e.Riverside County residents) 
and the public will profit and/or benefit by the proposed 
right-of-way and land exchange. Why is the "offered lands" def
ination on page 17) (Fig. 5-10) of the DEIS/R so vague? Be 
more specific please. 

Describe in detail how adjacent land uses are compatible with 
the proposed operations of the landfill project and site. 

contd. on page 7 
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Are you satisfied that adverse impacts to the Joshua Tree 
National Monwn,nt (or soon to be National Park) can be solved 
and·have been dealt with in depth in the DEIS/R? In the Pinal 
EIS/R we would like to see a specific section showing adverse 
impacts and mitigation measures, all in one place, and not 
scattered by category of impact. We know what it is and what 
it is for. Now we want to see exactly how the proposed project 
will affect it, since it is only one mile away. 

By Raven control do you mean killing them? Explain in detail. 

How will this proposed project affect expansion or designation 
of Joshua Tree National-Monwnent to National Park status, any 
other proposed protected national desert lands and futuresites? 
List and name areas and give specific details. 

I 

I 

Describe in detail impacts to tourism to the entire area in
cluding the Coachella Valley and show mitigation measures if 
any. 

Will trash cars ever be added to commuter or freight trains 
or trains hauling toxic and hazardous materials including oil, 
chemicals and various fuels? 

The DEIS/R states that a maximum six trains per day will travel 
on Southern Pacific routes throughout soutnern California. Is 
this an accurate statement? Explain the Los Angeles Time's 
front page story (9/12/89) stating that "trains do their haul
ing at night, empty their loads, then return for more trash 
in an endless chain"• What length will these six-trains be, to 
form an endless chain? Are six the absolute maximum to be used 
during a 24 hour period~ What will the noise level be if the 
transfer stations are .located near residential areas? What will 
the noise and other impacts be to the San Gorgonio Pass where 
already approximately 60 trains per day use the route? Impacts 
to the Coachella Valley? Please be precise in this answer. 

Bullet train and other commuter service on existing southern 
California rail lines is all but a reality for southern Calif
ornia. Residents of the San Gorgonio Pass and Coachella Valley 
strongly support commuter service.linking the desert to the 
coast and to the north and south. They much prefer the ride for 
themselves instead of watching Los Angeles trash taking the ride. 
On March 6, 1991 a regional commuter rail plan, spearheaded by 
state Sen~tor Robert Presley, D-Riverside for a multi-county 
commuter rail system linking Riverside and San Bernardino coun
ties and others was approved by the San Bernardino County 
Transportation Commission. On September 12, 1991 nearly $145 
million in road and rail projects were approved by the California 
Transportation Commission, including $67 million worth of 
commuter-train programs in southern California. Question, Have 
all of these Commissions, and other interested parties, been 
contacted for input into the DEIS/R regarding impacts to the 
planned commuter services·:by the proposed Eagle Mountain Land
fill Project and its operations? If yes, print the responses in 
the Pinal EIS/R for the project as part of the answer to our 
question. If not, explain in detail why not. If mitigation 
measures are given please show sources of information and dates 
obtained, and dates of data used. 

contd. on page 8 
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contd. Surely there are/will be many adverse impacts to 
southern California commuter rail service by the proposed 
Eagle Mountain Landfill Project and its operations, including 
the transport of trash by rail. Also address the adverse 
impacts to commuter rail stations by/from trash processing and 
transfer stations. Question, How can you know this if the 
trash stations are not a part of this DEIS/Rand the locations 
"are not known at this time". This is just one more reason 
why these stations must be addressed in the Final document. 

Estimate in time loaded trains could be held at transfer 
stations during loading and describe the setting. Estimate 
in time trains could be delayed.on sidings or tracks anywhere 
enroute and especially in the San Gorgonio Pass area and in 
the Coachella Valley areas, for any reason. Explain and 
describe occurances and describe in detail all impacts to the 
immediate and surrounding areas. 

How will constant shaking caused by rolling trains adversely 
impact the homes and commercial buildings and the Westing
house Nuclear Center located adjacent to the tracks in Beau
mont, California and other affected areas? Describe impact to 
all cities with housing in close proximity·to tracks &nd 
transfer stations. What effect will this have on property 
values? What will be done to lessen noise and other pollution? 

Describe in detail how trash-by-train will impact missiles
by-rail now being developed by The Department of Defense? 
Show estimated impacts, with DOD input, and mitigations for 
the entire 115-year period and beyond. 

On page 77 (Fig.JO) the Morongo Indian Reservation, which is 
located immediately adjacent to the eastern boundary of the 
City of Banning (in the San Gorgonio Pass) is listed as an 
alternate site, "remote desert site", ha:, for the purpose 
of transporting and dumping waste generated by the Southern 
California Association of Governments. We resent this and 
request that this Morongo Reservation site be removed from 
their/your/whos? list for the following reasons, A. The imm
ediate area is now home to the Desert Hills Shopping Center 
with many stores and shops. B. On September 16, 1991 the 
San Gorgonio Pass Water Resources Council,.made up of 21 city 
and water officials and members-at-large, outlined a plan 
to bring California Aqueduct water to the area for storage 
calling for "a water treatment plant in Kehl Canyon, pipelines 
and pumping stations, a Banning-Cabazon water spreading ground 
in the San Gorgonio River area, recovery wells and another 
reservoir in Hathaway Canyon on the Morongo Reservation and 
a water treatment plant in Mias Canyon nearby", The Record 
Gazette, September 17, 1991, Banning, California. It becomes 
apparent that a dump with a rail spur would not be suitable 
for the Morongo Reservation with these projects in immediate 
proximity. Were these two entities consulted and advised of 
the plans on page 77 of the DE!S/R calling for No.2 Alternative 
Site Analysis, a. Remote Rail Haul Projects naming the 
~orongo Indian Reservation as a dumpsite? If not, why not? 
Explain in detail please. 

contd. on page 9 
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What tonnage of trash/refuse per day will be transported 
and deposited at the inception of operations? What estimate 
n~ar closure period? Will projections for the entire period 
of landfill transport/de,Posit, showing ·tonnage per day, be 
listed in the Final EIS/R? If not, why not? · 

Give specific mitigation measures to insure water·quality 
standards in accordance with local, state and federal regul
ation for the Colorado River Aqueduct, an open water con
veyance in direct proximity to the proposed landfill project 
and its operations, if approved. 

Since the proposed landfill project is actually being de
signed to meet the State standards for a Class'II Landfill 
will Class II waste be accepted now or in the future? Define 

· Class II waste and explain this answer in detail. 

Will Mine Reclamation Corp., Southern Pacific Transportation, 
Western Waste Industries, Kaiser Steel Resources, BLM, Count~ 
of Riverside and any other entity responsible for ownership/ 
management/operation/permit/ap,Proval of the proposed Eagle 
Mountain Landfill Project and/or its operations provide and 
print in the Final EIS/Ra legal, binding and signed document 
assuring that liquid wastes, hazardous wastes, sewage sludge, 
incineration ash, radioactive wastes of any designation, bio
logical wastes, medical wastes will never be accepted at the 
proposed site,or ·adjacent sites that may become a part of the 
operation in the future, or incineration processes, for the 
entire period, 115 years or longer, up to and including the 
post closure? Be sure to spell out East Pit, Central Pit and 
Black Eagle Pit in the document. We are concerned that toxic 
and hazardous materials will be included in the project be
cause so many rules and regulations are being changed for 
this proposed project and because of the planned class 
designation of the landfill. If the landfill will open for 
operation when in fact it should not, what is to stop the 
same changing/fixing mentality from adding toxic materials? 

Do you guarantee the accuracy of the •fair_y tale" premise, 
each step, on pages J4 and 35 of the DEIS/R under No. 5, 
Project Operations? Define "scale of operation".in.detail. 

Could you please explain the circumstances of the San Gab
riel Valley Association of Cities interest in this project 
and why they were "on board" and organizing for trash pick
up before the project was proposed for permit and approval 
and Riverside County residents were informed of the project? 
Explain in detail. 

58 58. Explain in detail the history and working relationship of 
=~-~- Mine Reclamation co

1
rdp., S~utherGni Pacdific Tr~n~portation Co.d 

. and Western Waste n ust~ies. ve ate of Joint venture an 
f officers names and backgrounds. 

59 59. What assurances and guarantees was Mine Reclamation Corp. 
given in 1982 that this project was viable and by whom? 

contd. on page 10 
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What permits, licenses, environmental approvals, etc. have 
been issued to Mine Reclamation Corp. to allow "active deve
lopment of the facility since 19B?e? Explain fully and des
cribe the "active development" in detail. 

How, in early 1989, could Riverside County "make a historical 
agreement" with Mine Reclamation Corp., under a 99-year pact 
for an annual$JO million a year payment to the county with
out hearings and public input, and Supervisors pled~ing a 
part of the $JO million for various county needs in return. 
And assuring Mine Reclamation Corp. it would move the appro
val of the project along the planning process? Please explain 
this in detail. 

Could you please use a more comprehensive table of contents 
in the Final EIS/R? 

63 It is understood that public controversy, urider the California Env
ironmental Quality Act (CEQA) must be considered in the process and 
in fact serious controversy could cause project denial. Could you 
please name the numbers in opposition to this proposed project and 
its operations? Describe in detail the consideration of public opp
osition in the approval/rejection proceedings, by whom and at what 
date. 

Thank you, 

,{if}, {~<1.;;, 

I 
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Calitomia State Director 
Bureau ot Land Management 
Attn: Mr-. Russell Kaldenberg, Area Manage~ 
Palm springs-South Coast R.A. 
63-500 Carnet Ava. 
P.O. Box 2000 
N. Palm Springs, CA. 92258-2000 

Dear Mr. Hastey: 
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The Environmental Protection Agency {EPA) has reviewed the 
Draft Environmental Impact statement/Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIS/DEIR) for the project entitled Bagl• Mountain Landrill 
Project, Riverside County, Calirornia. our review is provided 
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council 
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-
1508) and section 309 ot the Clean Air Act. 

I 

Mine Reclamation Corporation and Kaiser Stael Resource■ , 
Inc. propose to develop a class III nonhazardous solid waste 
landfill in an unused open pit iron ore mine located at Eagle 
Mountain in northeastern Riverside county, Calitornia. Eagle 
Mountain is located in the California De■ert Conservation Area. 
Under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (Ft.PMA), about 
3,271 acres of Bureau of Land Management (BLM) land■ aurrounding 
the open pit mine will be transferred to Kaiser Steel Resources, 
Inc., in exchange for Kaiser lands bordering their Eagle Mountain 
rail line on the Chuckwalla Bench which ha• higher quality 
wildlife habita~. A new FLPMA right-of-way would be issued for 
the entire length of the renovated Eagle Mountain rail line, the 
existing Eagle Mountain Road, and proposed Eagle Mountain Road 
Extension. 

The landfill itself will comprise 2,272 acre■• At full
scale operations, the landfill will accept an inflow ct up to 
20,000 tons of solid waste per day (tpd) from southern California 
(primarily from Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside and orange 

~_;_l_; couintiedsi) foir apprc:'lox
1
1mately _115 years

1
. 16, ooo tpdi will b

1
e 

., sh ppe n ntermo a transport conta ners by tra n (max mum of 6 
===== trains per day) and 4,000 tpd by truck (200 one way trips per 
l day). Refuse will first pass through orr-site solid waste 
H processing and transfer stations (materials recovery facilities) i ::~~E~~~o~~~i!!~rw!!f.:i~~~;E~;~ii~~~- :~:ee• 

l ... •.•.•.•.•.c•.c•.•.•.•c .•.....• -··"""'"""""',,_,_ ; 



f 
~ 
ff 

DOCUMENT 0170 

The landfill is being designed to meet the State standards 
for a Class II Landfill even though tha ■ita will only accept for 
disposal Class III nonhazardous solid waste (pg. II-3, Eagle 
Mountain Landfill Specific Plan, Riverside County). The design 
of the landfill includes tha use ct a clay liner on the bottom 
and side alopea of the pit; an additional c0111poaite/aynthetic 
liner in the bottom of the landfill; a leachate collection, 
recovery and treatment system; and a landfill gas collection 
system. Measures for dust control, on-site drainage 
improvemanta, mitigation and monitoring are included in the 
projmot. · 

EPA commends the project proponents for their attention to 
state-of-the-art desi9n and comprehensive mitigation measures. 

1 Nevertheless, due to the unprecedented size and scope of the 
proposed project (approximately twice that of other projects, pg. 
599 DEIS) we remain very concerned with the potential impacts to 
air quality and water quality. Furthennore, there ia 
insufficient information tor EPA to fully assess environmental 
impacts that should be avoided to fully protect the environment 
nor is there sufficient data to support some conclusions. For 
example, information is deficient on conformity with approved air 
quality implementation plans, project alternative■, the proposed 
land exchan9e, previous mine reclamation plans, suitability ot 
mine tailings as line_r material, and liner integrity. 

The CEIS report& that even with mitigation meaaure•, the 
project could result in exceedances of the state air quality 
standards for nitro9en dioxide and state and federal standards 
for fine particulate matter (PMlO). Under Section 176(c)(l) of 
the new Clean Air Act Amendments, federal agencies are expreaaly 
prohibited from supporting, approving, licensing, permitting, or 
engaging in any activity which does not conform to an approved 
implementation plan. Federal agencies are also required by the 

2 Act to assure that all actions conform. If analysis indicates 
that the Eagle Mountain landfill project could contribute to a 
new violation of the National Amt>ient Air QUality Standards 
(NAAQS), then the project must be revised to include additional 
mitigating emissions reductions from mobile, stationary, or area 
sources. 

3 

Information in the O!IS indicates that the proposed Eagle 
Mountain landfill project has the potential to be a major 
stationary source as defined in 40 CFR 52.21(b). We recommend 
that the Mine Reclamation Corporation request a Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSD) applicability determination from 
the New Source Section, EPA Region 9. 

4 The DEIS provides little attention to alternatives other 
than the selected one. The No Action alternative is poorly 
developed and there is minimal consideration of alternatives 
which focus on waste reduction or other disposal options which 
may have less adverse environmental impacts. The FEIS should 
discuss other alternatives or combinations of alternative■ 
capable of a greater level of environmental protection than those 

·:===:·:·:·.:·:,:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::·:::·:::·:·•·•········•·•·••❖:-·. 



=···· ❖!-

~~~; 

DOCUMENT O 170 

5 analyzed in the DEIS. We encourage project proponents to 
incorporate specific waste reduction requirements and criteria 
into the project design. 

Based upon the al)ove concerns and our review ot the impact 
aaaaaament presented in the DEIS, we have cla■■ifiad thia DEIS as 
category E0-2, Environmental Objections - Inautticient 
Information (sea attached "Summary ot the EPA Rating System"). 
Our detailed comments are enclosed. These comments are ba■ed 
upon the assumption ct tull implementation or all proposed 
mitigation maasuraa (Appendix Kand Eagle Mountain Landfill 
Specific Plan) • 

we appreciate the opportunity to review thi• DEIS. Please 
send three copies or the Final EIS to this office at the aame 
time it is officially filed with our Washington, o.c. ottice. If 
you have any questions, please call Jacqueline Wyland, Chier, 
Office of Federal Activities, (415) 744-1,84, (F'TS 484-1,84) or 
Laura Fujii, other staff, at (415) 74i-157, (FTS 484-1579). 

Since y, ) 

U._· ..,e,,,,, .... ,,,.__ 1e. "11'"1/.1- • _ 

Encloaure: (13 pages) 

91-198 
MI000250 

Deanna Wieman, Director 
Office of External Affairs 

cc: Nancy Xautlnan, Laguna Nigel, USFWS 
Pat Port, San Franciaco, DOI 
Manager, Joshua Tree National Monument, NPS 
Marianna Wetzel, BUI south coast R.A. 
Rebert Perdue, Colorado River Basin Region CRWQCB 
Vincint Paul, CA Integrated waste Mana9J11ent Board 
Charlene Herbst, SWRCD 
south Coast Air Resource Board 
Joseph Richards, Planning Director, Riverside co. 
Robert Coale, Technical Director, MRC 

· •. · ••.. :,:_:• •. ::::::::::::::::;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:;:%;:;:;:;:;:;:~:;:;:;:;:;:;:.:.❖.-.·.:;.--;-;,;-}. 'j 
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QOIQCIITI 

AIR QUALITY COJIHl:KT8 

6 1. The DEIS did not fully address conformity to air quality 
planning. Federal aqencies are required by the Clean Air Act to 
assure that all actions conform to an approved implementation 
plan. Conformity to an implementation plan means: 

*"conformity to an implementation plan'• purpose of 
eliminatin9 or reducing the severity and number of 
violations of the National Ambient Air Quality standards 
(NAAQS) and achieving expaditiou• attainment of ■uch 
■tandards, and 

•that such activities will not (1) cause or contribute to 
any new violation of any standard in any area; (ii) increase 
the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any 
standard in any area, or (111) delay timely attainment of 
any standards or any required interim emission reductions or 
other milestones in any area." (Clean Air Act, Section 
176(c)). 

The conformity provisions include federal actions such as 
Bureau of Land Management land exchanges and right-of-way grants. 
The DEIS analyaia indicates that the proposed project could 

7 contribute to a new violation or the NAAQS, therefore the project 
must be revised to include additional mltigating emissions 
reductions from mobile, atationary, or area aourcea. Conformity 
analysis should also use the aame emissions modal as in the state 
Implementation Plan in order tor emissions !actors to be 
consistent. 

· 8 To assure conformity, mitigation plans in any EIS ■hould: 

9 

10 

demonstrate that ettectivene■a estimates tor mitigation are 
reasonable; describe the achedule, funding, and reaponsibiliti•• 
for the measures: demonstrate enforceability; and show that 
projected emissions will fully conform. 

2. Given that conservative, "worst c«ae" analyses are used in 
the DEIS, we support the DEIS suggestion that additional 
conditions be placed on th• project approval. These conditions, 
acquiaition or 12 months or valid meteorological data at tha site 
and a revised air quality modeling analyaia and screening level· 
health risk assessment analysis using this site specific 
meteorological data, are detailed on pages 415 and 418. 

J. Additional mitigation measures which should be considered in 
the FEIS are construction ot wheel washing stations on site (PMlO 

1 
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miti9ation) and electritication or the Eagle Mountain Railway 
(locomotive an9in• emission mitigation). 

4. The DEIS states that emissions from initial con■truction 
ware not quantified since they would be short-term and are not 

11 considered aigniticant (pg. 372). A short-term impact is not 
necessarily 1ns1gn1ticant. The project site i■ located in a 
nonattainment area tor fine particulates (PMlO) (pg. 168) which 
may be one of the main emissions from construction activities. 
We recommend the FEIS include an evaluation or emissions rrom 
construction activities and their cumulative impacts to air 
quality. 

5. The National Park service has expressed major concerns with 
potential air impacts to Joshua Tree National Monument. ozone 

12 dama9e may already be adversely affecting park vegetation. We 
urge the project proponents to work closely with the National 
Park Service to avoid and minimize potential impacts to the 
Monument. Potential air quality impacts on Joshua Tree National 
Monument should be fully evaluated and addressed in the FEIS~ 

13 6. we note that all of the project alternatives are considered 
to have a si~nificant etrect on air quality, including the No 
Action alternative. Furthermore, according to the DEIS, the 
alternative or continued use of south coast Air Basin landfills 
would have the lowest total air quality impacts because of 
shorter transportation distances (pgs. 368-431). 

\ 
WATBR QUALITY CONMB1ff8 

14 The FEIS should more fully discuss the project's compliance 
with state 1and local water quality management plans and state• 
adopted, EPA-approved water quality standards. We recommend that 
the project be closely coordinated with the California Regional 
water Quality control Board - Colorado River Basin Region and 
State Water Resources Control Board to ensure protection of water 
quality and maintenance of beneficial uses. 

Groundwater Quaiity 

l. Engineering measures (e.g., liners, leachate collection, 
surface diversions, gas collection) are specified to reduce the 
likelihood of water quality contamination; however, the 
erriciency and effectiveness of these measures is not discussed, 

t.~-=.. 15 Liners are subject to failure due to bioturbation, ground 
cracking, and the erfecta of wetting, drying and old age. 

f 16 surface diversions and subdrain sumps may affect groundwater 
!_ .. 1,l,l,·_!. 17 recharge and subaurface tlow. All engineering measures are 

subject to ppssible da~age from earthquakes. severe ground I 8hakin9 coulO occur at the site :pg. 484). The PEXS should 

lllt.:.:.:.:.:.=.:.:.:.,.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:,:.:.:.:.:,:.:.:,:.:.:.:,:,:,:,:,:,:::::.:::.~m 
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18 evaluate the expected lifetime ot the liner, leachat• collection 
and gas collection •Y•tems and quantitativ•ly assess the impact 
on groundwater ot the full or partial tailura of these systems. 

19 'l'he effects ot ■urface diversion structure• on groundwater 
recharge and aubsurtaca flow should also b• discussed in this 
context. 

2. Project applicants propose to conatruct a compo•ite liner 
consiating of clay and a high density polyethylene flexible 
membrane over only the lowest elevations ot the land!ill •. All 
other areas would be lined with a clay liner (pga. ~9, 320-321). 

20 The DEIS has not demonstrated the ability ot this system to fully 
protect groundwater quality. Given the potential for flash 
floods and heavy rainstorms (pg. 11,), it is conceivable that 
leachate may penetrate areas other than the bottom ot the 
landfill. We recommend the applicants consider installation of a 
composite liner over the entire landfill. We note that the 
California Regional Water Quality control Board, Colorado Riv•r 
Basin Region has stated that a composite liner should b.e 
installed over all portions of the landfill (Sept;. 13, ·1991 
CRWQCB letter to BLM) • I 

21 3. It ia proposed that tine and course tailing■ 1 from previous 
ore mining operation■ at the site be utilized to construct the 
clay liner and as daily cover material (pgs. 34, 321). The 
suitability of this tailing material tor these objectives should 

22 be fully addressed in the FEIS. Include a complete evaluation ot 
chemical and permeability characteristics and potential tor 
groundwater contamination trom these tailing constituents. 

23 

4. Significant ponding occurs in the bottom of the Eaat Pit, 
the location of the proposed landfill. Evidence strongly 
suggest■ this water is directly connected to th• groundwater 
tabla (pg. 119). The project applicants propose to avoid 
disposal in this part of the East Pit tor approximately a, years 
and to fill the area to an elevation at least ,o feet higher than 
the highest historically known groundwater level prior to 
disposal activities (pg. 6,). We remain concerned with the 
effectiveness ot these proposed measures to adequately protect 
groundwater quality. Potential contamination of groundwater via 
the ponded area and the effectiveness and reliability of the 
filling proposal should be evaluated in the FEIS. 

~.& .. ,~. 24 s. • There is insufficient information in the DEIS to determine 
the potential impacts of landfill gas (LFG) condensate on M groundwater quality. The evaluation of these impacts relies on 

:::::: the landfill liner, leachate collection aystam and presence of II bedrock beneath the lowest elevation of the landfill to minimize 
impact• to groundwater to inaigniticance (pga. 320-321). Other 
evidence in the DEIS indicates there are faults, joints, 

3 
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fracture■ and dikes within the proposed landfill pit (pga. 247-
251). Therefore reliance on the presence of bedrock may not be 

25 adequate. Furthermore, there i• no evaluation of the operational 
dependability of the landfill liner or leachate collection 
system. The FEIS ahould fully address these issues. 

Drainage 

l. The storm weather pattern at the site can be characterized 
by heavy rains of short duration and flash floods (pgs. 192, 
442). At present water drains into the East Pit (pg. 192). 
Although a permanent drainage system bordering the landfill ia 
proposed tor diversion of storm water, this system will be 
constructed in stages to protect only areas which have reached 

26 final elevations (pg. 443). It is unclear what temporary 
drainage control measures will be taken to prevent ponding and 
run-on of heavy raina from reaching active fill areas or areas 
which have not reached final elevations (pg. 444). The FEIS 
ahould provide a complete description and evaluation of these 
temporary drainage control measures and their potential impact■• 

27 2. The potential impact of the Eagle Mountain Road extension 
and new rail way apur on existing drainage pattern■ ■bould be 
fully addressed in the FEIS. 

28 3. The FEIS should describe the magnitude of exi■ting fla■h 
flood and heavy rain storm problems. Mapa which clearly define 
creeks, washes and existing drainage are highly recommended. 

29 Figure 56 Eagle Mountain Drainage Area (pg, 193) does not clearly 
illustrate the drainage of Eagle creek or current surface flow 
durin9 ■torm·events. 

water supply 

1. Groundwater from existing wall• in the project vicinity will 
be utilized tor dust control and other landfill activities. 

30 Potential impacts of increased pumping on nearby wells, ap~ings, 
and subsurface flows should be fully evaluated in the FEIS. The 
groundwater ~asin is already in overdraft condition (pg. 329). 

31 While impacts to the region's total water consumption may not be 
_significant, cumulative affects on specific water supply source■ 
could be major. 

32 

SOLID WAS'l'B COIOIBH'l'S 

Revi■ed requirement■ for municipal solid wa■te disposal 
facilities and practices have been issued under the Reaource 
conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 40 CPR Part 2,7. The•• 
requirement■ include location, design, operating, and closure 
standards which must be mat and discussed in the FEIS. A fact 

4 
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aheet on the new regulations is attached. - Copies of the final 
regulations may be ordered from the RCRA Information Center, u.s. 
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of.Solid Waate, 401 M. 
street aw, Washington, o.c., 20460 or contact th• RCRA Hotline, 
Monday-Friday, 8130 a.m. to 7:Jo p.m. EST, (800) 424-9346. 

GEBBRAL NA'l'J:OHAL BHVJ:llOlOIBNTAI, POLICY ACi' (IIBl'A) COJIMBHTI 

Alternative• Analy■i• 

1. The DEIS deacribes the proposed project and potential 
environmental impacts, but provides only a ■ummary description of 

33 other alternative■ considered in detail (pga. 74-75). The No 
Action alternative should be tu11y developed in the FEIS. For 
instance, describe ~aiser Steel Corporation's reclamation plan 
(pg. 75) and Eagle Mountain Energy Company's proposed 
hydroelectric pump storage project (pg. S86) and their potential 

34 for implementation. In addition, the FEIS should include a 
discussion of the probability of implementation of alternative 
sites and projects (pgs. 77-104) with and without the propoaed 
action. 

2. EPA believes alternative■ focusing on solid waate reduction 
should be explored. A possible approach is to include ■pacific 
waste reduction incentives auch as pricing mechanisms and 
detailed waste acceptance criteria in tha: selected alternative, 
we encoura9e the project applicants to includ• waste reduction 
requirements and acceptance criteria in their waste contracts 
with each transter station or materials recovery facility. 

Offaite Faoilitie■ 

35 1. The PEIS should include a more complete analysis of the ott
site improvements ae■ociated with the landfill (e.g., Eagle 
Mountain Road axtanaion, railroad improvements, railway 
extension). The analysis ahould provide a thorough evaluation of 
potential impacts to water quality (e.g., flooding, •urface 
flows), air quality (e.g., construction impacta), and biological 
resources includin9 wetlands. · 

36 

$. 37 

I 

2. Several off-site solid waste proceasin9 and transfer 
stations will be necessary to serve the landfill (pg, lJ). While 
these facilitiea may be developed by entities other than the 
project applicants, we believe they are an integral part of the 
proposed action and should be addressed in more detail in the 
FEIS (pg. XXi). For instance, the FEIS Should describe existing 
station• whieh may serve the Eagle Mountain landfill and the 
probable location or future station■• Address the potential 
consequences ot inadequate transfer stations to aerve the 
landfill, Minimum transfer station design, operation, mitigation 

::::: 
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and monitoring requirements ■hould be liatad. we encourage the 
project applicants to work closely with local, state, and private 
entities in the development ot future solid waste proceaain9 and 
transfer ■tations which may aerve the landfill. , 

i 
J. The reestablishment ~f the townaite of Eagle Mountain also 
appears dependent upon the proposed project, especially in light 
of the BLM reverter clauae and ownership of the townaite by 
Kaiser Stael Resources, Inc. (pg. 15). We believe it would have 
bean preferable tor the DEIS to evaluate the townsite of Eagle 
Mountain and its associated activities rather than defer this 
evaluation to a later BIR (pg. XXi). The FEIS should include a 
more thorough description of the townsite specific plan and 
potential environmental impact•. 

GEBBRAL COMKBRTS 

Lan4 Uee 

1. According to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976, section 206, a tract of land may be dispoaed ot by exchange 
where the Secretary of the Interior determines that the public 
interest will be well served by the exchange provided the values 
and objectives of federal land it retained are not greater than 
the valuaa of non-federal lands and public objectives they could 

40 serve if acquired. The FEIS should identity the specific 
criteria used by each agency 1n selecting a fair land exchange 
and coordination which has occurred between the project 

41 applicants and BLM. Datailed'information on the resources of 
the apec1t1c areas to be pursued tor acquisition by BLM should be 
included in the FEIS and a comparison of th• public value■ and 
objectives between the BLM exchange lands and parcels that would 
potentially be acquired. 

42 

2. The DEIS atates that the proposed action is not anticipated 
to conflict with the use ot Joshua Tree National Monument within 
the Natural Environment or Wilderness subzonea or with 
recreational value■ (pga. 439, 521). The National Park service 
bas expressed concern with the potential air quality impacts on 
the Monument. Such impacts, it significant, may be considered in 
conflict with the designated land use of Joshua Tree National 
Monument and may contribute to degradation of existing 
recreational values. 

apeaifio comaenta 

1. The DEIS states that mitigation measures for construction 
noise etfects are not neceasary since the neareat exiating 
residential land uses are situated approximately one-quarter mile 
from the nearest construction site (pg. 559). The rationale tor 
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this conclusion ia unclear. Upon examination of FiCJUr• 98 
construction Equipment Noise Levels and th• reduction of listed 
construction noise by 32 dBA Whan tasted 2,000 feat away, it 
appears that residential land uae■ within one-quarter mile may 
still be exposed to a noiae level above 75 dBA which i■ 
considered the maximum preferred noise level (pg. 552). The FEIS 
should address this issue and provide supporting data tor the 
conclusion of insignificant impacts, 

2, The estimated project lifespan is 115 yeara, The FEIS 
should address tinancial assurance to cover costs of closure, 
po■t-closure care and any needed cleanups. 

J. There is 1nsufticient data to support ■ome conclusions in 
the DEIS. For instance, the DEIS appears to conclude without 
supporting information that the mine tailings are adequate for 
use as liner material (pg. 321), minimal disruption of rail 
operation on Bighorn Sheep (pg, 454), and minimal project eftect 
on regional growth (pg. 473). The FEIS should provide 
information (e.g., chemical analyses, behavioral studies, 
regional growth statistics) to support these conclusions. 

4, A more thorough discussion or the proposed load checking 
program should be included in the FEIS. Indicate whether 
verification ot transfer facility permits will be made, 

5. waate generated trom the Desert Center or other local areas 
Will be inapected tor hazardous waste at an on-■ite inspection 
station located in the Phase II container handling yards (pgs. 
39 1 332), construction of Pha■e II is not planned for the 
immediate tuture (l-5 years). The FEIS should describe the 
handling and sorting ot locally generated waste prior to 
construction ot Phase II facilities, 

6. The DEIS states that a potential impact of the No Action 
alternative is public access to unused facilities at the unused 
mine (pg. 355), A description of existing access and security 
controls at the proposed landfill site should be included in the 
FEIS, 

7. since the proposed Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
(FLPMA) land exchange and right-ct-way designation are the 
primary Federal actions, we recommend the FEIS provide a &WIIJllary 
of pertinent portions ot FLPMA requirements, 

8. The FEIS should describe the status ot Section 7 Endangered 
Species Act consultation with the u.s. Fish and wildlife Service. 
Address potential contingency plans it proposed mitigation is 
unsuccessful (e.g., Alverson•s foxtail cactus transplanting 
program). 

7 
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53 9. 'l'he development of Appendix K Mitigation Monitoring Program 
is co:mmendabla. We recommend that "lead enforcement agencies" be 
tully identitied. In addition, a table correlating the Specific 
Plan requirements with proposed mitigation measures would be very 
valuable. 
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 
DRAINAGE REPORT 

GENERAL OVERVIEW 

This hydrology study evaluates the ultimate and interim drainage plans associated 

with development of the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project. Two main tributaries, 

Eagle Creek and Bald Eagle Creek are the main sources of runoff to the study site. 

Currently, both tributaries drain into the East Mining Pit which acts as a total 

retention basin. With development of the proposed landfill, these watercourses will 

be routed away from the landfill site and operational facilities. Ultimate drainage will 

be returned to pre-mining conditions where possible. Eagle Creek will be routed 

through channels and a series of detention facilities in order to mitigate peak flows. 

Bald Eagle Creek will be intercepted and routed around the landfill site to a 

detention facility sized to mitigate flows to pre-mining conditions. 

In accordance with the Federal Clean Water Act (Section 402(p)), storm water 

discharges associated with industrial activity must meet all applicable provisions of the 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). This program requires 

the testing, treatment and monitoring of storm water discharges which may contain 

hazardous substances in excess of established criteria. As part of the permitting 

process, an NPDES permit application will be filed with the Regional Water Quality 

Control Board. 

Surface runoff from container handling facilities, equipment washing areas, 

maintenance facilities and other operational areas will be collected and routed by 

concrete lined channels to a settling tank and then to a wastewater pre-treatment 

facility. Floating oil, grease, sand, sludge and other materials will be removed prior 

to reuse or release into the storm channels. All wastewater will be tested in 

accordance with procedures and criteria established by Riverside County. Only non

polluted waters will be released into natural drainage courses. Waters found to be 

unsuitable for discharge will be collected and trucked to off-site licensed facilities for 

disposal. 

1 



SCOPE 

The purpose of this hydrology study is to compare the existing and pre-mining 

conditions with the ultimate developed condition 100-year peak runoff volumes 

associated with the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project Drainage Plan. 

SITE LOCATION 

The Eagle Mountain Landfill Project is located in the Eagle Mountain Range, eleven 

miles north of Desert Center and the Interstate 10 Freeway. The site is accessed by 

Eagle Mountain Road and Kaiser Road. Just south of the study site is the Eagle 

Mountain town site. The Metropolitan Water District (MWD) Colorado River 

Aqueduct borders the site to the east. 

BASE CRITERIA 

The drainage concept of this plan is based on the premise that natural storm water 

runoff should not come in contact with landfill operations, so as to avoid possible 

contamination of "clean" water. Designs incorporate down stream concerns such as 

Kaiser Road, Eagle Mountain Road, Eagle Mountain railroad, the Eagle Mountain 

town site, the MWD Aqueduct, and downstream properties in such a manner as to 

minimize adverse effects to these facilities due to the routing of storm waters. 

Hydrology is based on the current Riverside County Flood Control District Hydrology 

Manual, dated April, 1978. The CivilCadd Rational Method (Version 2.6), Unit 

Hydrograph and Hydrograph Routing Programs for Riverside County are also utilized 

in this study. Drainage and flood control facilities will be designed in accordance with 

the requirements of the September 1984 Memorandum of Understanding between 

Riverside County and Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation 

District. Although the study site is not located within the boundaries of the Riverside 

County Flood Control District, the District will review and approve the drainage plan 

for Riverside County. Maintenance of all drainage facilities will be the responsibility 

of the operators of the landfill. 
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Proposed drainage improvements for the landfill wi11 comply with regulations 

implemented by the Colorado River Basin Region of the California Regional Water 

Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 

Data and procedures for the generation of precipitation va]ues have been obtained 

from the NOAA Atlas 2 - Vo]ume XI - California (Precipitation Frequency Atlas of 

the Western United States) dated 1973: 

Frequent l Hour Depth 3 Hour Depth 6 Hours Depth 24 Hour Depth 
(Yrs.) (Inches) (Inches) (Inches) (Inches) 

100 1.56 2.08 2.55 4.15 

Article 2546, Subchapter 15, Title 23 of the California Administration Code requires 

drainage facilities within the waste management unit be sized to handle a 100 year -

24 hour storm. This includes channels on the landfill and within the working face of 

the landfill. Riverside County Flood Control District recommends sizing drainage 

facilities outside of the landfill footprint, including landfill perimeter channels, to 

handle a short-term, high intensity, 100 year-3 hour storm. The 24 hour storm 

generates a higher total volume of runoff and a lower peak flow ( cfs) over a longer 

period of time. The 3 hour storm, typical of the area, generates approximately twice 

the peak flow and Jess volume over a shorter period of time. A drainage channel 

sized for the 3 hour storm is more than adequate to handle the 24 hour storm. 

Therefore, sizing permanent drainage facilities to handle the 3 hour storm establishes 

a more conservative system with a greater Jevel of protection from storm waters. 

Drainage channels will be graded and trapezoidal in shape, incorporating channel 

protection measures where velocities are of an erosive nature. Channels coll~cting 

drainage from operations and container handling facilities wi11 be concrete,' lined 

where necessary to minimize percolation. Sizing of permanent drainage channels is 

based on a 100 year - 3 hour storm and incorporates a 20% bulking factor as well as 

2 feet of freeboard. ,~ 
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Soil Type D and a Mannings value of 0.045 have been used in this study based on the 

high runoff potential due to steep canyons and rocky texture of the soil. These 

conditions provide a runoff coefficient of 93 for natural areas and 98 for paved areas. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The terrain of the watercourse tributaries outside of the study site can be described 

as undeveloped, rocky desert with little shrub cover. The steep, sharp canyons of the 

watercourses provide a maximum elevation of 3045 feet above sea level. A minimum 

elevation of 1020 is located near the MWD Aqueduct. Existing land use within the 

study site consists of abandon mining and processing facilities previously operated by 

Kaiser Steel Corporation. Most of the above ground processing structures have been 

removed. Remaining facilities consist of unpaved roads, a few buildings and 

structures, foundations, railroad tracks and minor drainage facilities. Very little 

impervious areas exist within the study site. Existing conditions are comprised of two 

separate components, current existing conditions due to processing and mining 

operations and pre-mining conditions. 

1. 

2. 

Pre-Mining Condition 

Prior to development of Kaiser Steel mining operations, two main 

watercourses, Eagle Creek and Bald Eagle Creek flowed through the study 

site. Eagle Creek drains west to east with a tributary of 4,620 acres. Bald 

Eagle Creek drains north to south with a tributary of 1,210 acres. Both 

confluenced at a point which is now the Eagle Mountain town site, conveying 

a 100 year, 3 hour peak flow of 4,967 cfs. Runoff from the confluence spread 

into sheet flow and discharged southeasterly over a wide alluvial fan. 

Post-Mining Condition 

Development of the Eagle Mountain site by Kaiser Steel Corporation for the 

mining and processing of iron ore effected changes to the previous natural 

drainage courses. Mining excavation of the East Pit directly intercepted Bald 
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Eagle Creek. This tributary currently discharges directly into the west bowl 

of the East Pit. 

In order to prevent flooding of the townsite and adjacent processing area, 

Eagle Creek was blocked in two places creating drainage retention areas. 

During heavy storms, this situation allows Eagle Creek to pond and spill over 

the main haul road, directing flows into the west bowl of the East Pit. A 100 

year - 3 hour peakflow of 4,729 cfs from the two major tributaries would be 

retained within the west bowl of the East Pit whose volume is more than 

adequate to contain the total flow. The east bowl of the East Pit collects a 

100 year-3 hour peak flow of 1,120 cfs from a tributary of 774 acres. 

Basins for the collection of fine tailings were created as part of the mining 

operations. Located southeast of the East Pit, these act as individual retention 

basins which retain rain falling directly on them. Therefore, no runoff is 

generated from these areas. 

Runoff from the previous mining operations area and the adjacent hillside 

does not enter the East Pit. An earthen channel, draining west to east 

through the operations area, collects drainage from these areas generating a 

peak flow of 298 cfs. This drainage is routed into another channel parallel 

and north of Kaiser Road. The Kaiser Road channel directs flows away from 

the town site and discharges into the desert towards the southeast. Earthen 

berms have also been constructed parallel to Kaiser Road which provide 

additional protection to the townsite. 

West of the town site and the Return to Custody facility, a large tributary area 

of approximately 431 acres generates a flow of 567 cfs. This flow is directed 

under the existing railroad tracks through a 96-inch diamter pipe. Discharge 

is easterly and south of the town site. Due to prior flood damage to the 

railroad facilities in this area, additional drainage facilities will need to be 

incorporated into the rail repair. 
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INTERIM CONDITION 

During the initial phases of the proposed landfill operation, drainage from Eagle 

Creek and Bald Eagle Creek will be handled in several stages. 

1. Stage 1 Drainage 

Bald Eagle Creek will continue to discharge directly into the west bowl of the 

East Pit. Eagle Creek will be piped under the haul road from the existing 

lower retention area upstream of the Eagle Mountain townsite to a graded 

trapezoidal channel along the northern edge of the roadway. The upper 

existing retention basin will be opened so that runoff will continue to flow 

towards the lower retention area. Spillover onto the roadway will not occur 

as in the existing condition. The side walls of the channel will be rip-rap. 

Rock cut-off walls will be placed as necessary where velocities are erosive. A 

100 year-3 hour peak flow of 4,729 cfs will discharge into the west bowl of the 

East Pit. Stage 1 drainage will be in effect during landfill Phases lA and lB, 

approximately 15 years. 

2. Stage 2 Drainage 

3. 

A perimeter channel will be constructed to intercept Bald Eagle Creek. 

Runoff will be routed along the northern edge of the landfill footprint and 

discharged into a natural watercourse. The channel constructed in Stage 1 will 

be extended to the east, bypassing the west bowl and discharging into the east 

bowl of the East Pit. The east bowl will collect the diverted peak flow as well 

as runoff naturally draining into the east bowl, a 100 year-3 hour peak flow of 

5,689 cfs. 

Landfill Working Face Drainage 

When landfill operations begin in an area, a temporary drainage ditch will be 

established around the up slope perimeter to intercept stormwater runoff and 

route it around the active, or working area. As each area is filled, it will be 
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covered with a low permeability compacted soil cap. Final grading of the 

capped areas will consist of 2:1 (horizontal to vertical) side slopes with an 8-

foot wide bench at each 25-foot height increment and a 25-foot wide bench 

at each 100-foot height increment. Each of these benches will have a v-ditch 

running along its length to intercept runoff. The top of each fill cap area, 

whether at interim or final grade, will form a plateau and be graded to drain 

to the uppermost bench. The bench drains, in turn, will empty into either 

larger v-ditches or drop into pipe systems along the outer edges of the fill 

area. These perimeter ditches or pipes will be sized to carry runoff from the 

graded fill slope areas and convey these flows to either the Eagle Creek 

channel, to the south, or to the Bald Eagle Canyon perimeter ditch, along the 

northern edge of the land fill footprint. Final landfill grading will be designed 

in accordance with Riverside County Grading Ordinances. 

DEVELOPED CONDITION 
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The developed condition hydrology is based on the ultimate drainage plan for the 

Eagle Mountain Landfill Project. Land use in Planning Areas No. 2 and No. 3 can 

be considered industrial. However, offsite tributary areas will remain as undeveloped, 

rocky desert area. 

1. Eagle Creek Drainage 

Eagle Creek and it's 4,310 acre tributary drains west to east towards Planning 

Area No. 2 generating a 100 year peak flow of 3,611 cfs. The two retention 

facilities upstream of Planning Area No. 2 created by the mining operation 

will be utilized. Both of these retention facilities will be modified into flow-by 

detention facilities in order to mitigate peak flows. These facilities will reduce 

the 100 year peak flow draining into Planning Area No. 2 to 2,362 cfs. This 

mitigated peak flow will be conveyed by the graded channel developed for the 

interim stage and routed north of Planning Area No. 2. A trapezoidal channel 

incorporating rip-rap side walls and rock cut-off walls will direct the drainage 

south into and along the western edge of a flow-by detention basin located in 

the southwest corner of Planning Area No. 5. A peak flow of 567 cfs from a 

461 acre tributary area being collected by perimeter drains of the landfill will 

be routed into this same channel and into the flow-by basin addressed above. 

Peak flows will be detained by the basin while lower volume flows are 

conveyed in the adjacent bypass channel. A second detention basin will 

directly follow the previous basin in order to further mitigate peak flows. This 

dual-detention basin system will reduce the 100 year peak flow in the channel 

to 1,529 cfs. The channel will route the drainage along the southern border 

of Planning Area No. 5 and Planning Area No. 4. Planning Area No. 5 is 

comprised of fine tailing basins which contain their own runoff. Therefore, no 

additional acreage drains into the storm channel from this area. Once the 

supply of fine tailings is exhausted, these areas may be considered as possible 

drainage detention facilities. Planning Area No. 4 is also comprised of two 

large basins which contain their own runoff. The southern basin will be 

considered as a possible flow-by detention facility which will discharge into the 

channel. This mitigation facility reduces the peak flow to 469 cfs which will 

be carried under the railroad by a box culvert and then discharged onto an 

8 



2. 

energy dissipating structure designed to reduce velocities at the crossing of the 

MWD Aqueduct to a non-erosive nature. 

Planning Area No. 2 

Currently, a tributary area of 83 acres drains directly onto the operational 

facilities of Planning Area No. 2 from the adjacent hillside generating a peak 

100 year-3 hour flow of 308 cfs. In order to prevent natural runoff from 

contacting landfill operations, this drainage will be collected and conveyed by 

a trapezoidal graded channel parallel to the roadway bordering the southern 

edge of the operations facility. Drainage will be collected from the channel 

by a drop inlet and carried under the railroad by a 54" pipe culvert. Runoff 

will be discharged into an existing storm channel north of the Eagle Mountain 

town site. 

South of the operational facilities in Planning Area No. 2, a tributary of 104 

acres generates 164 cfs draining toward the railroad. A 48" pipe culvert under 

the railroad will be required to convey this runoff to the east. A second 

tributary of 327 cfs generates a l 00 year peak flow of 403 cfs and is conveyed 

under the railroad by an existing 96" diameter pipe. Minor modifications to 

this culvert may be necessary. 

Runoff from the operational facilities in Planning Area No. 2 is comprised of 

70 acres generating a peak 100 year-3 hour flow of 230 cfs. The existing 

channel through the site will convey peak flows toward the railroad. This 

channel will be reshaped and graded. Individual activity areas will be bermed 

in order to contain possible spills in these areas. Controlled outlets installed 

in the berms will allow rainfall drainage to discharge into the channel. Some 

work areas not adjacent to the channel will require drop inlets and piping to 

discharge drainage into the channel. Other non-adjacent work areas will be 

conveyed in the street system, underground pipes or open channels. A 6 foot 

x 4 foot reinforced concrete box will convey drainage under the railroad. 

Runoff from the railroad itself will confluence with the drainage and be 

channeled to the existing thickener structure with a storage capacity of 13. 7 
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3. 

4. 

acre-feet. Drainage will be tested, treated and routed to the storm channel 

or treatment facility as necessary per the applicable provisions of the National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). 

Drainage from the 40 acres east of the railroad in Planning Area No. 2 

currently drain southeast to an existing storm channel. This area will continue 

to drain in this manner. 

Planning Area No. 3 

Planning Area No. 3 will incorporate two main drainage courses flowing 

towards the railroad facilities. The southern watercourse has a tributary of 

430 acres and generates a 100 year-3 hour peak flow of 488 cfs. This drainage 

is conveyed in a graded channel bordering the southern edge of Planning Area 

No. 3 to the railroad facility. The northern tributary of 311 acres generates 

a 100 year-3 hour peak flow of 431 cfs. A graded channel along the western 

edge of the railroad facility will collect the runoff and convey the drainage to 

a point near the center of the railroad yard. Drainage for both streams will 

be conveyed under the railroad by one or more box culverts toward energy 

dissipating structures. These structures will slow velocities to a non-erosive 

nature before crossing the MWD Aqueduct. 

Rain falling on operation facilities east of the railroad facilities in Planning 

Area No. 3 will be routed by concrete lined channel to a detention facility. 

This runoff will be tested, treated and routed to the southern storm channel 

or treatment facility as necessary per the applicable provisions of the National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). 

Planning Area No. 1 

The ultimate landfill configuration will create a series of graded hillsides with 

a ridge line running east to west. Drainage channels will perimeter the landfill 

and collect landfill runoff. A high point created by the landfill, located to the 

northwest, will determine direction of flow in the perimeter channels. 



Channels will be graded and trapezoidal in shape utilizing protective measures 

where velocities are of an erosive nature. 

Rain falling south of the ridge line will be collected by the southern perimeter 

channel. A total of 1487 acres will drain south toward three separate outlets. 

The first outlet will drain into the detention basin in Planning Area No. 5. 

The second point of discharge will drain into the southern channel of Planning 

Area No. 3 and the third outlet will discharge into the northern channel of 

Planning Area No. 3. These acreages will be included in the downstream 

conveyance calculations. 

The ridge of the landfill will create a northern tributary of 1,860 acres 

generating 1,676 cfs. The northern perimeter channel will collect the drainage 

from 723 acres of landfill. This channel will also intercept runoff draining 

toward the landfill, including Bald Eagle Creek. The northern perimeter 

channel shall route this runoff to a flow-by detention basin in the northeast 

corner of Planning Area No. 6. The basin and channel will discharge into an 

existing drainage course. The existing tributary at that point generates a 100-

year peak flow of 1,120 cfs in the pre-mining condition. The flow-by basin will 

mitigate the developed 100 year peak flow to 1,018 cfs, a runoff less than the 

pre-mining condition. 

CONCLUSION 

The ultimate hydrology plan is to re-instate the pre-mining condition watercourses 

when possible. The development of the Kaiser Steel Mining operation, especially the 

creation of the east mining pit, has established a total retention situation for Eagle 

Creek and Bald Eagle Creek. Downstream facilities have not had to be concerned 

with the drainage of Eagle Creek and Bald Eagle Creek since 1975. In filling the 

East Pit, through development of the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project, drainage will 

once again become a concern. Development of the Eagle Mountain town site 

prevents discharge of Eagle Creek to its original location and development of the 

landfill prevents discharge of Bald Eagle Creek at its original location. In redirecting 

these major water courses, peak flows and velocities will be mitigated to less than the 

11 



pre-mining condition at discharge points. The routing of Eagle Creek generates a 

100 year - 3 hour peak flow of 3,788 cfs. After mitigation, the possible 100 year-3 

hour peak flow will be 469 cfs, a reduction of 87%. Redirection of Bald Eagle Creek 

generates a 100 year-3 hour peak flow of 1,676 cfs. After mitigation at the discharge 

point the peak flow will be 1,018 cfs, a reduction of 39%. This discharge enters an 

existing watercourse generating 1,137 cfs in the pre-mining condition, a reduction in 

peak flow will occur due to the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project. 

Two main tributaries cross Planning Area No. 3. In the pre-mining condition, the 

western tributary generated a 100 year - 3 hour peak flow of 674 cfs. The ultimate 

landfill development reduces this flow to 431 cfs, a reduction of 36%. The southern 

tributary incorporates a reduction of 14%, a pre-mining peak flow of 568 cfs as 

compared to 488 cfs in the landfill developed condition. 

In all cases a reduction in peak flow has occurred. The following charts illustrate 

peak flow characteristics in various stages of landfill development at key locations: 
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Existing Condition Developed Condition 
100 year, 3 hour Q 100 year, 3 hour Q 

Drainage Location Pre- Post- Stage 1 Stage 2 Ultimat 
Mining Mining e 

Discharging into West Bowl of East NIA 4729 cfs 4729 cfs 0 cfs NIA 
Pit 

Discharging into East Bowl of East NIA 1120 cfs 1120 cfs 5689 cfs NIA 
Pit 

Exiting Planning Area No. 2 
Operational Facilities 
a. Eagle Creek/Bald Eagle 4967 cfs 298 cfs 0 cfs 0 cfs 0 cfs 

Creek 
b. Site Drainage NIA 298 cfs 538 cfs 538 cfs 538 cfs 

1. Collected NIA NIA 230 cfs 230 cfs 230 cfs 
2. Diverted NIA NIA 308 cfs 308 cfs 308 cfs 

Draining into Location of Eagle 
Mountain Town Site 
a. Eagle Creek/Bald Eagle 4967 cfs 298 cfs 0 cfs 0 cfs 0 cfs 

Creek 
b. Hills West of Townsite 567 cfs 567 cfs 567 cfs 567 cfs 567 cfs 

Exiting Planning Area No. 3 
a. Northern Tributary 674 cfs 132 cfs 132 cfs 132 cfs 431 cfs 
b. Southern Tributary 568 cfs 212 cfs 212 cfs 212 cfs 488 cfs 

100 YEAR, 3 HOUR PEAK FLOWS DRAINING OFFSITE 

Existing Condition Ultimate Developed Future Outlet Point 
Condition 

Drainage Course Pre- Post- Non- Possible Pre- Post-
Mining Mining Mitigated Mitigated Mining Mining 

Flow Flow 

Eagle Creek 3752 cfs 298 cfs 3788 cfs 469 cfs 298 cfs 298 cfs 

Bald Eagle Creek 1409 cfs 0 cfs 1676 cfs 1018 cfs 1137 cfs 317 cfs 

Planning Area No. 3 
Northern Tributary 674 cfs 132 cfs 431 cfs 431 cfs 674 cfs 132 cfs 
Southern Tributary 568 cfs 212 cfs 488 cfs 488 cfs 568 cfs 212 cfs 
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DETENTION BASIN MITIGATION 

Basin Location Total Storage 100 year, 3 hour 100 year, 3 hour 
Capacity Flow Entering Flow Exiting 

Basin Basin 

A West of Planning Area 50 Ac. Ft. 3493 cfs 2429 cfs 
No. 2 

B West of Planning Area 50 Ac. Ft. 2947 cfs 2362 cfs 
No. 2 

E,F South West Corner of 102 Ac. Ft. 2599 cfs 1529 cfs 
Planning Area No. 5 45 Ac. Ft. 

G Planning Area No. 4 346 Ac. Ft. 1527 cfs 469 cfs 

H North East Corner of 33 Ac. Ft. 1676 cfs 1018 cfs 
Planning Area No. 6 

Reduction of velocities is also a major concern when considering the redirection of 

watercourses. Storm channel designs will incorporate rip-rap walls and rock cut-off 

walls when velocities are erosive as well as rip-rap energy dissipators at discharge 

points in order to protect downstream facilities and properties. 

The Drainage Plan will incorporate designs which prevent natural drainage from 

contacting landfill operations. This concept will minimize possible contamination of 

drainage due to landfill operations. Drainage from landfill operational areas will be 

collected and tested for possible contaminants. Runoff will be treated, if necessary, 

and routed into storm channels per applicable provisions of the National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). 

These concerns have been incorporated into the Eagle Mountain Drainage Plan. The 

Plan is designed to minimize adverse effect due to the development of the Eagle 

Mountain Landfill Project and to protect downstream facilities and properties while 

maintaining surface water quality. 

(Reports\31021) 
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Table 14 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Measures of Significance for Hydrocarbons/Ozone 

Agency Level Abbreviation comment 

Hydrocarbon and NOx Emissions Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

South 
South 
South 
South 
South 
EPA 
EPA 

Ozone 

CARB 
CARB 

coast AQMD 
Coast AQMD 
Coast AQMD 
Coast AQMD 
Coast AQMD 

Measurement 

Other Measures 

none 

0 lbs/day AQMD BACT 
0 lbs/day AQMD offsets 

100 tons/year AQMD major NSR 
25 tons/year AQMD major PSD 
25 tons/year AQMD sig incr PSD 

100 tons/year EPA major source 
40 tons/year EPA major mod 

Accuracy and Re2orting Precision 

0.54 pphm 
1 pphm 

0 lbs/day 

ARB accuracy 
ARB reporting 

Zero molecule 

-65-

level above which BACT is reqd. for new/mod facility 
level above which offsets are required 
definition of major stationary source (NSR) 
definition of major stationary source (PSD) 
definition of significant emission increase (PSD) 
definition of major stationary source 
definition of major modification 

ARB measured accuracy of 6.0% times 9 pphm standard 
precision to which ARB reports concentrations 

the zero molecule theory (see text) 

Revised 12/19/91 



Table 15 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Measures of Significance for Oxides of Nitrogen 

Agency Level Abbreviation 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

South Coast AQMD 0 lbs/day AQMD BACT 
South Coast AQMD 0 lbs/day AQMD offsets 
South Coast AQMD 100 tons/year AQMD major NSR 
South Coast AQMD 25 tons/year AQMD major PSD 
South Coast AQMD 25 tons/year AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA 100 tons/year EPA major source 
EPA 40 tons/year EPA major mod 

Concentration Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

South Coast AQMD 10 ug/m3 ann 
EPA 10 ug/m3 ann 
EPA 14 ug/m3 ann 
EPA 1 ug/m3 ann 

Measurement Accuracy and Re2orting 

CARB 
CARB 
CARB 

Other Measures 

none 

0.18 pphm 1-hr 
1 pphm 1-hr 

0.1 pphm ann 

0 lbs/day 

AQMD Class I ann 
EPA Class I ann 
EPA de minimus ann 
EPA sig ann 

Precision 

ARB accuracy lh 
ARB report lh 
ARB report ann 

Zero molecule 

Comment 

level above which BACT is reqd. for new/mod facility 
level above which offsets are required 
definition of major stationary source (NSR) 
definition of major stationary source (PSD) 
definition of significant emission increase (PSD) 
definition of major stationary source 
definition of major modification 

allowable increment for Class I areas (parks) 
significant impact on a Class I area 
level below which ambient monitoring is not required 
significant air quality impact in nonattainment areas 

ARB measured accuracy of 0.7% times 25 pphm standard 
precision to which ARB reports concentrations 
precision to which ARB reports concentrations 

the zero molecule theory (see text) 

-66- Revised 12/19/91 



Table 16 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Measures of Significance for Carbon Monoxide 

Agency Level Abbreviation Comment 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

South Coast AQMD 0 lb/day AQMD BACT 
South coast AQMD 0 lbs/day AQMD offset 
South Coast AQMD 100 tons/year AQMD major NSR 
South Coast AQMD 25 tons/year AQMD major PSD 
South Coast AQMD 25 tons/year AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA 100 tons/year EPA major source 
EPA 100 tons/year EPA major mod 

Concentration Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

EPA 1 ug/m3 24-hr EPA Class I 24h 
EPA 575 ug/m3 8-hr EPA de minimus 
EPA 500 ug/m3 8-hr EPA sig Bh 
EPA 2000 ug/m3 1-hr EPA sig lh 

Measurement Accuracy and ReEorting Precision 

CARB 
CARB 
CARB 

Other Measures 

none 

0.02 ppm 1-hr ARB accuracy lh 
1 ppm 1-hr ARB report lh 

0.1 ppm 8-hr ARB report 8h 

0 lbs/day Zero molecule 

Sh 

level above which BACT is reqd. for new/mod facility 
level above which offsets are required 
definition of major stationary source (NSR) 
definition of major stationary source (PSO) 
definition of significant emission increase (PSD) 
definition of major stationary source 
definition of major modification 

significant impact on a Class I area 
level below 
significant 

which ambient monitoring is not required 
impact in nonattainment areas 

significant impact in nonattainment areas 

ARB measured accuracy of 0.1% times 20 ppm standard 
precision to which ARB reports concentrations 
precision to which ARB reports concentrations 

the zero molecule theory (see text) 

-67- Revised 12/19/91 
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Table 17 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Measures of Significance for Sulfur Dioxide 

Agency Level Abbreviation Comment 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

South coast AQMD 0 lbs/day AQMD BACT 
South Coast AQMD 0 lbs/day AQMD offsets 
South Coast AQMD 100 tons/year AQMD major NSR 
South Coast AQMD 25 tons/year AQMD major PSD 
South Coast AQMD 25 tons/year AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA 100 tons/year EPA major source 
EPA 40 tons/year EPA major mod 

Concentration Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

South Coast AQMD 2 ug/m3 ann 
South Coast AQMD 5 ug/m3 24-hr 
South coast AQMD 25 ug/m3 3-hr 
EPA 2 ug/m3 ann 
EPA 5 ug/m3 24-hr 
EPA 25 ug/m3 3-hr 
EPA 13 ug/m3 24-hr 
EPA 1 ug/m3 ann 
EPA 5 ug/m3 24-hr 
EPA 25 ug/m3 3-hr 

Measurement Accuracy and Re2orting 

CARB 
CARB 

Other Measures 

none 

0.33 pphm 1-hr 
1 pphm 1-hr 

0 lbs/day 

AQMD Class I ann 
AQMD Class I 24h 
AQMD Class I 3h 
EPA Class I ann 
EPA Class I 24h 
EPA Class I 3h 
EPA de minimus 24h 
EPA sig ann 
EPA sig 24h 
EPA sig 3h 

Precision 

ARB accuracy lh 
ARB reporting lh 

Zero molecule 

level above which BACt is reqd. for new/mod facility 
level above which offsets are required 
definition of major stationary source (NSR) 
definition of major stationary source (PSD) 
definition of significant emission increase (PSD) 
definition of major stationary source 
definition of major modification 

allowable increment for Class I areas (parks) 
allowable increment for Class I areas (parks) 
allowable increment for Class I areas (parks) 
allowable increment for Class I areas (parks) 
allowable increment for Class I areas (parks) 
allowable increment for Class I areas (parks) 
level below which ambient monitoring is not required 
significant air quality impact in nonattainment areas 
significant air quality impact in nonattainment areas 
significant air quality impact in nonattainment areas 

ARB measured accuracy of 1.3% times 25 pphm standard 
precision to which ARB reports concentrations 

the zero molecule theory (see text) 

-68- Revised 12/19/91 



Table 18 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Measures of Significance for Fine Particulates (PMlO) 

Agency Level Abbreviation 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

South Coast AQMD 
South Coast AQMD 
South Coast AQMD 
South Coast AQMD 
South Coast AQMD 
EPA 
EPA 

0 lbs/day 
0 lbs/day 

100 ton/year 
25 tons/day 
15 ton/year 

100 tons/year 
15 tons/year 

AQMD BACT 
AQMD offsets 
AQMD major NSR 
AQMD major PSD 
AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA major source 
EPA major mod 

Concentration Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

South Coast AQMD 
South Coast AQMD 
EPA 
EPA 
EPA 
EPA 
EPA 

5 ug/m3 
10 ug/m3 

5 ug/m3 
10 ug/m3 
10 ug/m3 

1 ug/m3 
5 ug/m3 

ann 
24-hr 
ann 
24-hr 
24-hr 
ann 
24-hr 

AQMD Class I ann 
AQMD Class I 24h 
EPA Class I ann 
EPA Class I 24h 
EPA de minimus 24h 
EPA sig ann 
EPA sig 24h 

Measurement Accuracy and Reporting Precision 

CARB 
CARB 
CARB 

Other Measures 

none 

1. 2 ug/m3 24-hr 
1 ug/m3 24-hr 

0.1 ug/m3 ann 

0 lbs/day 

ARB accuracy 24h 
ARB reporting 24h 
ARB reporting ann 

Zero molecule 

-69-

Comment 

level above which BACT is reqd. for new/mod facility 
level above which offsets are required 
definition of major stationary source (NSR) 
definition of major stationary source (PSD) 
definition of significant emission increase (PSD) 
definition of major stationary source 
definition of major modification 

allowable increment for Class I areas (parks) 
allowable increment for Class I areas (parks) 
allowable increment for Class I areas (parks) 
allowable increment for Class I areas (parks) 
level below which ambient monitoring is not required 
definition of a significant air quality impact 
definition of a significant air quality impact 

ARB measured accuracy of 2.4% times 50 ug/m3 std. 
precision to which ARB reports concentrations 
precision to which ARB reports concentrations 

the zero molecule theory (see text) 

Revised 12/19/91 



ATTACHMENT 2 

TABLES AND FIGURES 
CONTAINING DATA REFERRED TO 

IN RESPONSES TO LETTERS OF COMMENT 



Figure FEIR-AQ-1 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Comparison of Rail and Truck Emissions 

Emissions (lbs/1000 ton miles) 
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Figure referenced in ResI_X>nses 0001-90, 0003-5 and 0164-9 



Figure FEIR-AQ-2 

Eagle Mountain Project, with Mitigation 
Emissions Changes Relative to No Project 

Comparison with Existing Emissions - Coachella 
Annual Emissions (1000 tons/year) 
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Figure referenced in Responses 0049-3, 0102-23b and 0117-3 
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Figure FEIR-AQ-3 

Eagle Mountain Project, with Mitigation 
Emissions Changes Relative to No Project 

Annual Emissions (tons/year) 
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Figure referenced in Responses 0049-3 and 0102-23b and 0117-3 



Figure FEIR-AQ-4 

Violations of the California 
24-Hr Particulate Standards (TSP and PM10) 

South Coast Air Basin, 1978-1990 
Violation Days 
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Figure referenced in Response 0147-13 
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Figure FEIR-AQ-5 

Maximum 24-Hour Average PM10 Levels 
in Southern California, 1973-1990 

(3-Year Average) 

PM10 (micrograms per cubic meter) 
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Figure referenced in Resp:mse 0147-13 
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Figure FEIR-AQ--0 

Annual Average PM10 Levels 
in the Coachella Valley, 1973-1990 

(3-Year Average) 
PM1 O (micrograms per cubic meter) 
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Table FEIR-AQ-lA 
Comparison of Project Alternatives 

(tons/yr) 

Pr<~ject NOx co PM10 voe S02 

· Alternatives 

Proposed Project - 3231 1312 419 424 466 
without mitigation 

Proposed Project - 2724 1280 366 406 322 
with mitigation 

Reduced Operation - 2685 1107 356 373 390 
without mitigation 

Reduced Operation - 2273 1077 316 359 272 
with mitigation 

Rail Only - without 2919 1185 357 388 415 
mitigation 

Rail Only - with 2460 1159 312 372 281 
mitigation 

No Project 1008 1729 323 368 142 

Table referenced in Response 0003-12 



Project 
Alternative 

No Project 

Eagle Mtn. 
No Mit . 

Eagle Mtn. 
'with Mit . 

Reduced 
Operation 
No Mit . 

Reduced 
Operation 
'With Mit. 

Rail Only 
No Mit . 

Rail Only 
'With Mit . 

Table FEIR-AQ-lB 
Comparison of Truck VMT and Emissions for 

Project Alternatives 

VMT NOx co PM10 ROG 
(x 106 ) tons/yr tons/yr tons/yr tons/yr 

4 . 0 61 29 9 10 

10 . 9 189 89 27 29 

10 . 9 189 89 27 29 

5.5 94 45 14 15 

5.5 94 45 14 15 

0.0 0 0 0 0 

0.0 0 0 0 0 

Table referenced in ReslX)nse 0003-13 

S02 
tons/yr 

13 

39 

39 

19 

19 

0 

0 



Table FEIR-AQ-2 

·· \ \ .... ••. /qJQ@ Rece;ii4,'fIJd.~j;5iga9~n'J.fra.f1!Ies 
. \ for/ Dust:\ Concrolf /•·····•····· 

Cover trucks during on-road 
hauling and/or maintain a 2-foot 
freeboard height. 

soil binders on site, 
unpaved roads, parking areas. 

off trucks and their wheels 
leaving site. 

Provide paved parking areas. 
Traffic speeds on unpaved road 
surfaces should be reduced to 
less than 15 miles per hour to 
reduce dust emissions. 

Cease site restoration activity 
during Stage 1 and 2 episodes, 
and on days when winds exceed 25 
miles per hour. 

Operate street-sweepers on paved 
roads within the site area. 

paving of 
construction roads. Provide 
chemical stabilization of 
blowsand areas adjacent to paved 
roadways. 

All excavation, grading, and soil 
removal operations should comply 
with DistricC Rule 403. 

No 

Yes 
AQ-19 

No. 

Partial 
AQ-20 

No 

Yes 
AQ-21 

Partial 
AQ-19; 
AQ-20 

Yes 
Appendix 
E, p. 102 

N/A for 
containerized 
waste trucks; 
added in Final 
EIR/EIS for 
cover and liner 
haul trucks 
when operating 
on-site. 

Added in Final 
EIR/EIS for 
trucks which 
have traveled 
on unpaved 
roads. 

Other 
mitigation 
measures 
require wetting 
or dust control 
agents; speed 
restriction not 
practicable. 

Not feasible 
for waste 
disposal 
activities. 

In Final 
EIR/EIS, added 
requirement for 
chemical 
stabilization 
of blowsand 
areas adjacent 
to paved roads. 

Added to list 
of mitigation 
measures in 
Final EIR/EIS 



Table FEIR-AQ-2 (cont.) 

Spread on site, 
unpaved roads, and parking areas; 
reestablish ground cover through 
seeding and watering. 

Work relative to grading, soil 
dumping and dust-generation 
should be suspended during first 
and second stage smog alerts and 

are over 25 miles per 

Sweep streets if dirt is carried 
over to adjacent public 
thoroughfares. Streets should be 
inspected for dirt every day. 

Provide chemical stabilization of 
blowsand areas adjacent to paved 
roadways. Ensure early paving of 
construction roads. 

Provide snow fence windbreaks and 
tree windbreaks. Tree planting 
should be used as wind-barriers 
in areas designated as open space 
to prevent wind erosion and dust. 

Provide paved parking areas. 
Traffic speeds on unpaved road 
surfaces should be reduced to 
less than 15 miles per hour to 
reduce dust emissions. 

Partial 
AQ-18; 
AQ-19; 
AQ-20 

No 

No 

Partial 
AQ-20 

No 

Partial 
AQ-20 

No ground cover 
to reestablish 
at site. 

Not feasible 
for waste 
disposal 
operations. 

Added in Final 
EIR/EIS. 

In Final 
EIR/EIS, added 
requirement for 
chemical 
stabilization 
of blowsand 
areas adjacent 
to paved roads. 

Not feasible 
for the rocky 
terrain and 
exposed areas 
surrounding the 
project site. 

Other 
mitigation 
measures 
require wetting 
or dust control 
agents; speed 
restriction not 
practicable. 

Table referenced in Resp::>nses 0003-29, 31, 33, 34, 43, 58, 0102-25, 0117-4 
0157-22, and 0160-4 



TABLE FEIR·AQ-3 
EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT ESTIMATED EMISSIONS 

FROM GASOLINE AND DIESEL STORAGE AND DISPENSING 

Emission Factor 
Uncontrolled Controlled 

Emission Emission Factor 
Factor Uncontrolled Controlled 

\lorking 
Losses 

Working 
Losses 

Working Breathing Breathing Displacement Displacement Displace. 
Emiss. Losses Emissions Losses Losses 

(lb/1000 gal)(lb/1000 gal) < lbs) (lb/1DOO gal) ( lbs) (lb/1000 gal)(lb/1000 gal) 
Gasoline 

Max. Daily Input 
Max. Daily Output 
Annual Throughput 

Diesel 

Max. Daily Input 
Max. Daily Output 
Annual Throughput 

3,750 gal/day 
100 gal/day 

36,500 gal/yr 

82,500 gal/day 
16,648 gal/day 

6,076,520 gal/yr 

7.3 0.37 

7.3 0.37 

0.022 

0.022 

1.4 0.1 

13.3 1.0 36.5 

1.9 0.3 

136.5 0.019 113.7 

SOURCES: (1) Gasoline factors· AP-42 Table 4.4-7 with 95X control of filling and displacement losses. 
(2) Diesel working losses· AP-42 Page 4.3-8 Equation 2 
(3) Diesel breathing losses· AP-42 Page 4.3-5 Equation 1 
(4) Diesel displacement losses· AP-42 Page 4.4-5 Equation 1 

11.0 
11.0 

0.053 
0.053 

(5) Diesel spillage losses· gasoline factor adjusted for differences In product density and vapor pressure 

0.55 
0.55 

Emissions 
< lbs) 

0.1 
20.1 

0.9 
320.8 

Emission 
Factor Spillage 

Spillage 
(lb/1000 gal) 

0.7 
0.7 

0.002 
0.002 

Facility Total 

Max. Daily 
Annual 

Emiss. 
< lbs) 

0.1 
25.6 

0.03 
10.4 

Total 
Emiss. 
(lbs) 

1.5 
0.1 

95.4 

2.2 
0.9 

581.5 

4.7 
676.9 

NOTES: (1) Daily maxinun gasoline input based on 3/4 of 5000 gallon tank filled at one time. Annual throughput based on pumping 100 gal/day for 365 days/yr. 
(2) Daily maxinun Diesel input based on 3/4 of total storage (110,000 gallons) filled at one time 
(3) Annual throughput based on pu!l>ing 16,650 gal/day, 365 days/yr 
(4) Total Diesel on-site storage of 110,000 gallons allows 6 days of facility operation before refueling of main storage tanks 
(5) Daily breathing emissions for gasoline based on annual losses divided by 365 
(6) Daily working and breathing emissions for Diesel fuel based on annual losses divided by 365 

Table referenced in Resp:mse 0003-36 



Table FEIR-AQ-4 

Emission Reductions Associated with Electrification 

NOx co PHl0 voe S02 

Overhead Crane 

lbs/day 

tons/year 

Pug Hill 

lbs/day 

tons/year 

Total 

lbs/day 182.99 75 .16 13.81 10. 73 14.29 

tons/year 33.39 13. 72 2.52 1.96 2.61 

Table referenced in Responses 0003-44, 0102-27, 0117-6 and 0164-la 



..... ?.:·•• / < .. \ Table FEIR~AQ-5 C .::•·. 

Emissi~n a:au~t:lons Ass~c1~1:ec1?wit:h'.Rilil Electrification 

NOx co PMlO voe S02 

Eagle Mtn. Railway 
(without mitigation) 

lbs/day 2762 1110 116 432 487 

tons/year 504 203 21 79 89 

Eagle Mtn. Railway 
(with mitigation) 

lbs/day 1608 1110 91 432 49 

tons/year 294 203 17 79 9 

Eagle Mtn. Railway 
(with SCR system) 

lbs/day 534 1110 91 432 49 

tons/year 98 203 17 79 9 

Eagle Mtn. Railway 
(using natural gas) 

lbs/day 534 362 1 118 1 

tons/year 98 66 0 21 0 

Table referenced in Responses 0003-44, 0102-27, 0117-6, 0117-7, 0122-2, 
0157-24, and 0164-7 



Source NOx PM10 ROG 

Proposed Project - Truck and 739 37 65 
Train Emissions in Coachella 
Valley 

Existing Vehicle and Train 15,311 2,415 7 , 226 
Emissions - Coachella Valley 
1991 Estimate 

Table referenced in Responses 0001-77 and 0083-1 



Table FEffi-AQ-7 

Comparison of Daily Emissions Between 
the Eagle Mountain and Rail-Cycle Projects 

Ratio Between Ratio Between 
Eagle Mountain Project Daily Waste One-Way Rail 
Total Project Emissions Stream for Haul Trip for Rail-Cycle Project 

Proposed Project With Mitigation(1) Rail-Cycle Rail ·Cycle Total Project Emissions 
( lb/day) Project and Project and C lb/day) 

Eagle Mountain Eagle Mountain 
Activity NOx co PM10 voe S02 Project Project NOx co PM10 voe S02 
--......... - .. ................................. ----------------

Offsite Sources: 

Transfer Stations 1380 596 121 125 107 1.05 (2) N/A 1449 626 127 131 112 

Trains 9728 4399 280 990 1082 1.31 (3) 1.08 (5) 13769 6227 396 1401 1532 

on-Highway Trucks 1035 489 151 162 212 0.00 (4) N/A 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal, Offsite 12143 5484 552 12n 1401 15218 6852 523 1533 1644 

Onsite Sources: 

Onsite Vehicle Exhaust 1600 713 97 103 52 1.05 (2) N/A 1680 749 102 108 55 

Onsite Fugitive Dust 684 1.05 (2) N/A 0 0 718 0 0 

Landfill Gas Flares 1182 816 676 845 310 1.05 (2) N/A 1241 857 710 887 326 

Subtotal, Onsite 2782 1529 1457 948 362 2921 1605 1530 995 380 

PROJECT GRAND TOTAL 14925 7013 2009 2225 1763 18140 8458 2053 2528 2024 

Footnotes: 
(1) From Appendix E, page 132 of Draft EIR/EIS for Eagle Mountain Project assuming 356 days of operation per year 
(2) Ratio between maxinun amount of waste delivered each day to Rail-Cycle Project (21,000 tons/day) and to Eagle Mountain Project (20,000 tons/day) 
(3) Ratio between maxinun amount of waste transported by rail each day to Rail-Cycle Project (21,000 tons/day) and to Eagle Mountain Project (16,000 tons/day) 
(4) Ratio between maxinun amount of waste transported by on-highway truck each day to Rail-Cycle Project (0 tons/day) and to Eagle Mountain Project (4,000 tons/day) 
(5) Ratio between one-way rail transport distance to Rail-Cycle Project (220 miles) and to Eagle Mountain Project (204 miles). 

Distance to Rail-Cycle Project measured from South Pacific LA Transportation Center along Santa Fe track to the Town of Asrboy, San Bernardino County. 
Distance to Eagle Mountain Project measured from South Pacific LA Transportation Center along Southern Pacific and Eagle Mountain track to 
the Town of Eagle Mountain, Riverside County. 

Table referenced in Response 0093-5 



Table FEIR.-AQ-8 

Comparison of Annual Emissions Between 
the Eagle Mountain and Rail-Cycle Projects 

Ratio Between Ratio Between 
Eagle Mountain Project Daily \laste One-\lay Rail 
Total Project Emissions Stream for Haul Trip for Rail-Cycle Project 

Proposed Project \lith Mitigation(1) Rail-Cycle Rail-Cycle Total Project Emissions 
(ton/yr) Project and Project and (ton/yr) 

Eagle Mountain Eagle Mountain 
Activity NOx co PM10 voe S02 Project Project NOx co PM10 voe S02 
·-·----- ----------····- ----------------

Offsite Sources: 

Transfer Stations 252 109 22 23 20 1.05 (2) N/A 265 114 23 24 21 

Trains 1775 803 51 181 197 1.31 (3) 1.08 (5) 2512 1137 72 256 279 

On-Highway Trucks 189 89 27 29 39 0.00 (4) N/A 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal, Offsite 2216 1001 100 233 256 2777 1251 95 280 300 

Onsite Sources: 

Onsite Vehicle Exhaust 292 130 18 19 9 1.05 (2) N/A 307 137 19 20 9 

Onsite Fugitive Dust 125 1.05 (2) N/A 0 0 131 0 0 

Landfill Gas Flares 216 149 123 154 57 1.05 (2) N/A 227 156 129 162 60 

Subtotal, Onsite 508 279 266 173 66 533 293 279 182 69 

PROJECT GRAND TOTAL 2724 1280 366 406 322 3310 1544 375 462 369 

Footnotes: 
(1) From Appendix E, page 132 of Draft EIR/EIS for Eagle Mountain Project 
(2) Ratio between maxinun amount of waste delivered each day to Rail-Cycle Project (21,000 tons/day) and to Eagle Mountain Project (20,000 tons/day) 
(3) Ratio between maxinun amount of waste transported by rail each day to Rail-Cycle Project (21,000 tons/day) and to Eagle Mountain Project (16,000 tons/day) 
(4) Ratio between maxinun amount of waste transported by on-highway truck each day to Rail-Cycle Project (0 tons/day) and to Eagle Mountain Project (4,000 tons/day) 
(5) Ratio between one-way rail transport distance to Rail-Cycle Project (220 miles) end to Eagle Mountain Project (204 miles). 

Distance to Rail-Cycle Project measured from South Pacific LA Transportation Center along Santa Fe track to the Town of Arrboy, San Bernardino County. 
Distance to Eagle Mountain Project measured from South Pacific LA Transportation Center along Southern Pacific and Eagle Mountain track to 
the Town of Eagle Mountain, Riverside County. 

Table referenced in Res:i:onse 0093-5 



Pollutant and Proposed Project Proposed Project Class II 
Averaging Time Without With Mitigation Increment 

Mitigation 

NO2 (annual) 20.5 4.6 25 

SO2 (3-hour) 51.6 26 .7 512 

SO2 (24-hour) 8.8 6.6 91 

SO2 (annual) 1.8 0.7 20 

PM10 (24-hour) 22.8 17.2 37 

PM10 (annual) 2.8 1. 7 19 

Sierra Research 
4/28/92 

Table referenced in Resp::)nse 0147-2 



Pollutant and 
Averaging Time 

N02 (annual) 

S02 (]~hour) 

S02 (24-hour) 

S02 (annual) 

PM10 (24-hour) 

PM10 (annual) 

Sierra Research 
4/28/92 

Reduced Operation 
Alternative 
Without 
Mitigation 

16.4 

41.2 

7.1 

1.5 

18.3 

2.3 

Table referenced in Resp:mses 0147-2 

Reduced Operation Class II 
Alternative Increment 
With Mitigation 

3.7 25 

21.4 512 

5 .3 91 

0.5 20 

13.8 37 

1.3 19 



Pollutant and Rail Only 
Averaging Time Alternative 

Without 
Mitigation 

NO2 (annual) 16.4 

SO2 (3-hour) 41.2 

SO2 (24-hour) 7.1 

SO2 (annual) 1.5 

PM10 (24-hour) 18.3 

PM10 (annual) 2.3 

Sierra Research 
4/28/92 

Table referenced in Response ·Ol47-2 

Rail Only 
Alternative 
With Mitigation 

3.7 

21.4 

5.3 

0.5 

13.8 

1.3 

Class II 
Increment 

25 

512 

91 

20 

37 

19 



Pollutant 

co 

Footnotes: 

I-hour 
Average1 

332 

143 

24-hour 
Average2 

14 

6 

1 From Draft EIR/EIS (App. E, pp. 96, Table 30) 
2 Calculated by dividing 1-hour average by 24 

Annual 
Average3 

4 

2 

3 Calculated by multiplying 24-hour average by 0 . 25 which is the 
ratio of the CARB approved annual conversion factor (0.10) and the 
EPA approved 24-hour conversion factor (0.40) 

Table is referenced in Res:i;x:,nses 0149-1 



Puente Hill BKK Landfill 
Landfill West Covina 
Destruction Destruction 
Eff i ci enc i es Efficiencies 

Pollutant Tested 7/86 Tested 7/86 
------------ -·----------- ----·-------
Vinyl Chloride 96.0% 99.0% 
Benzene 99.0% 99.0% 
Toluene 99.0% 99.0% 
Xylenes 
Methylene Chloride 95.0% 
Chloroform 97.0% 99.0% 
1,2-Dichloroethane 99.0% 
1, 1,1-Trichloroethane 85.0% 99.0% 
Carbon Tetrachloride 99.0% 
Trichloroethylene 99.0% 99.0% 
Perchloroethylene 99.0% 99.0% 

TABLE FEIR-AQ-13 
SUMMARY OF LANDFILL GAS FLARE 

DESTRUCTION EFFICIENCIES 

Puente Hill Puente Hill 
Landfill Landfill 
Destruction Destruction 
Eff i ci enci es Eff ici enci es 
Tested 2/86 Tested 12/87 
.......................... --·------·---

99.0% 99.4% 
99.0% 76.9% 
99.0% 99.8% 

99.4% 

96.0% 99.5% 

86. 0% 99.8% 
96.9% 

99.0% 100.0% 
99.0% 100.0% 

Table referenced in Responses 0001-55, 0164-15 and 0164-16 

Spadra Landfill Milliken Landfill 
Destruction Destruction Average 
Eff i ci enci es Efficiencies Destruction 
Tested 11/87 Tested 7/88 Eff i ci enci es 
--------------- ------------------ ---·---------

99.3% 99.6% 98.7% 
98.5% 98.6% 95.2% 
99.5% 99.5% 99.3% 
97.9% 98.9% 98.7% 

95.0% 
98.1% 97.0% 97.8% 

99.0% 
99.8% 57.5% 87.8% 
99.2% 90.0% 96.3% 

99.7% 99.3% 
99.3% 99.6% 99.3% 

Average= 96.9% 



1-hr CO 

8-hr CO 

1-hr NO2 

Ann NO2 

Ann NO2 
Joshua Tree 

1-hr SO2 

3-hr SO2 

3-hr SO2 
Joshua Tree 

24-hr SO2 

24-hr SO2 
Joshua Tree 

Ann SO2 

Ann SO2 
Joshua Tree 

24-hr PM10 

24-hr PM10 
Joshua Tree 

Ann PM10 

Ann PM10 
Joshua Tree 

Notes: 

23,000 (Cl 186.7 

10,000 (Cl 130.7 

470 (Cl 283.5 

100 (Fl 25.7 

2.5 (Fl 7.7 

655 (Cl 63.9 

1300 (Fl 57.5 

25 (Fl 17.6 

131 (Cl 25.2 

5 (Fl 7.8 

80 (Fl 6.3 

2 (Fl 1.9 

50 (Cl 72.9 

10 (Fl 17.7 

30 (Cl 18.2 

5 (Fl 4.4 

1 . (C) refers to California air quality standards. 
(Fl refers to Federal air quality standards. 

2. Revised modeling reflects the following changes: 
• on-site weather data in place of screening data 

137.8 

57.5 

328.1 

4.6 

0.2 

50.6 

26.7 

3.0 

6.6 

0.4 

0.7 

0.1 

17.2 

1.7 

1.7 

0.1 

• improved treatment of long roads (shorter segments) 
• eight flares rather than a single flare 
• taller flare stack height (50 ft) for improved dispersion 
• more refined grid at Joshua Tree boundary 

Table referenced in Res:EX)nse 0139-53 

-26% 

-56% 

+ 16% 

-82% 

-97% 

-21 % 

-54% 

-83% 

-74% 

-95% 

-89% 

-95% 

-76% 

-90% 

-91 % 

-98% 



Table FEIR·AQ-15 
Coq,arison of Emissions From Eagle Mountain Railway Locomotives 

(16,000 tons/day, 4.7 trips/day) 

Gross Trailing Nlnber of Fuel Use 
System 

Trip Length 
(miles) Weight (tons) Locomotives (gal/KTTM) 

.............................. ... ....................... ----------
Eagle Mountain 

Ferrin to Landfill 52 
Landfill to Ferr1n 52 

Eagle Mountain (unmitigated) 
Emission Factor Clb/1000 gal)C2) 
Emissions (lb/train) 
Emissions (lb/day) 
Emissions (tons/yr) 

Eagle Mountain (mitigated) 
Emission Factor (lb/1000 gal)(3) 
Emissions (lb/train) 
Emissions (lb/day) 
Emissions (tons/yr) 

Eagle Mountain (with SCR) 
Emission Factor (lb/1000 gal)(4) 
Emissions (lb/train) 
Emissions (lb/day) 
Emissions (tons/yr) 

Eagle Mountain (natural gas fuels) 
Emission Factor Clb/MMscf)C5) 
Emissions (lb/train) 
Emissions (lb/day) 
Emissions (tons/yr) 

Footnotes: 

5439 
1939 

NOX co 

403 162 
588 236 

2762 1110 
504 203 

235 162 
342 236 

1608 1110 
294 203 

78 162 
114 236 
534 1110 
98 203 

635 430 
114 n 
534 362 
98 66 

3 
3 

Pollutant 
PM10 voe 

17 63 
25 92 

116 432 
21 79 

13 63 
19 92 
91 432 
17 79 

13 63 
19 92 
91 432 
17 79 

140 
0 25 
1 118 
0 21 

(1) Fuel use converted to MMscf based on 128,943 Btu/gal (value asslned 

4.27 
2.47 

S02 

71 
104 
487 
89 

7 
10 
49 
9 

7 
10 
49 
9 

0 

0 

on page 314, Table 22 of Draft EIR/EIS), and 1050 Btu/scf (value asslned 
in AP-42, Table 3.2-1, Emission Factors for Natural Gas Fired Engines). 

(2) From "Feasibility and Cost Effectiveness of Controlling Emissions from 

Total 

Diesel Engines in Rail, Marine, Construction, Farm and Other Mobile 
Off-Highway Equipment", Radian Corporation (2/88), factors for GE locomotives. 

(3) Emission factors account for retarded injection timing, turbocharging, 
aftercooling, increased injection pressure, improved air flow control, 
and use of low sulfur fuel. 

(4) NOx emission factor equivalent to 2.0 gm/bhp-hr (limit proposed in 
Mitigation Measure AQ-9 of Final EIR/EIS). Remaining emission 
factors identical to Eagle Mountain Railway with mitigation. 

(5) NOx emission factor equivalent to 2.0 gm/bhp·hr (limit proposed in 
Mitigation Measure AQ-9 of Final EIR/EIS). co, voe, and sox emission 
factors from AP-42, Table 3.2-1 (Heavy Duty Natural Gas Fired Engines). 
Table 3.2-1 does not show an emission factor for PM10. Therefore, 
PM10 emission factor from AP-42, Table 1.4-1 (Natural Gas Combustion). 

Fuel Use 
(gal/trip) 
-.... .. --...... -

1209 
249 

1458 

Fuel Use(1) 
(MMscf/trip) 

----------- -, 

0.148 
0.031 
0.179 

Table referenced in Responses 0003-14, 0106-3, 0049-4, 0107-1, 0117-6, 0161-3 and 0164-7 



ATTACHMENT 3 

TABLES SUMMARIZING EMISSION FACTORS 
AND PROCESS RATES USED 
FOR MITIGATED PROJECT 



Table 3-1 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Transfer Station Emissions (Single Station) 

Proposed Project With Mitigation 

Vehicle Type 
------------
Rubber-tired Loader 
Container Handler 
Train Car Spotter 

Vehicle Type 

Rubber-tired Loader 
Container Handler 
Train Car Spotter 

Vehicle Type 

Rubber-tired Loader 
Container Handler 
Train Car Spotter 

Total 

Reference: 

Number 
------

3 
2 
1 

NOx 

234.79 
234.79 
234.79 

NOx 

84.52 
56.35 
8.22 

149.09 

Hr/Day 
------

20 
20 

5 

Fuel 
Gal/Hr Location 

6 All stations 
6 Truck-access stations 
7 Rail-access stations 

Emission Factors 
(lb/1000 gal)* 

co PMlO voe S02 

97.83 15.65 15.65 7.10 
97.83 15.65 15.65 7.10 
97.83 15.65 15.65 7 . 10 

Emissions 
(lb/day) 

co PMlO voe S02 

35.22 5.63 5.63 2.56 
23.48 3.76 3.76 1. 70 

3.42 0.55 0.55 0.25 

62 . 12 9.94 9.94 4. 51 

*"Feasibility and Cost Effectiveness of Controlling Emissions from 
Diesel Engines in Rail, Marine, Construction, Farm and Other Mobile 
Off-Highway Equipment", Radian Corporation (2/88), Table 7-1 converted 
to lbs/1000 gal. based on 0.4 lbs fuel/BHP and 7.1 lbs/gal. fuel. 



Table 3- 2 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Transfer Station Emissions (Total) 

Proposed Project With Mitigation 

Vehicle Type 
------------
Rubber-tired Loader 
Container Handler 
Train Car Spotter 

Vehicle Type 
- -----------
Rubber-tired Loader 
Container Handler 
Train Car Spotter 

Vehicle Type 

Transfer ~ruck/Trailer 

Vehicle Type 

Transfer Truck/Trailer 

Vehicle Type 
---- - -------
Rubber-tired Loader 
Transfer Truck/Trailer 
Container Handler 
Train Car Spotter 

Total 

References: 

Fuel 
Number Hr/Day Gal/Hr 
------ ------ ------

21 20 6 
12 20 6 

2 5 7 

Emission Factors 
(lb/1000 gal)* 

NOx co PMlO voe 

234 . 79 97 . 83 15.65 15.65 
234 . 79 97 . 83 15 . 65 15.65 
234.79 97.83 15 . 65 15 . 65 

Mileage 
Number Per Day 

24 450 

NOx 

15.65 

NOx 

591.67 
372.72 
338.10 
16.44 

1318. 91 

Emission Factors 
(gm/VMT)** 

co PMlO voe 

7 . 40 2.28 2.44 

Emissions 
(lb/day) 

co PMlO voe 

246 . 53 39.44 39.44 
176 . 11 54 . 20 58 . 17 
140.87 22.54 22 . 54 

6.85 1.10 1.10 

570.35 117. 28 121. 25 

S02 

7 . 10 
7.10 
7.10 

S02 

3 . 21 

S02 

17.89 
76.45 
10.22 

0 . 50 

105 . 06 

*Sierra Research projections for emission factors for 1995 off-road equipment 

**California Air Resources Board's EMFAC7D/BURDEN7B models for 1995 
calendar year, Southeast Desert Air Basin 

Revised 12/ 11 /91 



Table 3-3 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Train Emissions - Average Operating Day 

Proposed Project With Mitigation 

Fuel Use Number of 
System (gal/locomotive) Locomotives 
------ ---------------- -----------
Southern Pacific 

Basin to Ferrum 489 4 
Ferrum to Basin 570 2 

Total 

Eagle Mountain 
Ferrum to Landfill 403 3 
Landfill to Ferrum 83 3 

Total 

Pollutant 
NOX co PMlO 

Southern Pacific 
Emission Factor (lb/1000 gal)* 558 226 13 
Emissions (lb/train) 1728 700 40 
Emissions (lb/day) 8120 3289 189 
Emissions (tons/yr) 1482 600 35 

Eagle Mountain 
Emission Factor (lb/1000 gal)" 235 162 13 
Emissions (lb/train) 342 236 19 
Emissions (lb/day) 1609 1110 91 
Emissions (tons/yr) 294 203 17 

Total System 
Emissions (lb/train) 2070 936 60 
Emissions (lb/day) 9728 4399 280 
Emissions (tons/yr) 1775 803 51 

References: 

Fuel Use 
(gal/trip) 
----------

1956 
1140 
3096 

1209 
249 

1458 

voe S02 

38 . 4 71 
119 220 
559 1033 
102 189 

63 7 
92 10 

432 49 
79 9 

211 230 
990 1082 
181 197 

*"Feasibility and Cost Effectiveness of Controlling Emissions from 
Diesel Engines in Rail, Marine, Construction, Farm and Other Mobile 
Off-Highway Equipment", Radian Corporation (2/88), factors for mixed GE 
and EMO locomotives. 

""Feasibility and Cost Effectiveness of Controlling Emissions from 
Diesel Engines in Rail, Marine, Construction, Farm and Other Mobile 
Off-Highway Equipment", Radian Corporation (2/88), factors for GE 
locomotives . 



Table 3-4 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Delivery Truck Emissions 

Proposed Project With Mitigation 

Truck Delivery Rate -
Truck Capacity._-
Trip Length (round trip) -
Total Haul Miles -

On-Highway Trucks NOX 
15.65 

4000 
20 

150 
30000 

co 
7.40 

tons/day 
tons/trip 
miles 
miles/day 

PMlO 
2.28 

voe S02 
2.44 3.21 Emission Factors, gm/VMT* 

Total Emissions, lb/day 
Total Emissions, ton/yr 

1035.32 489.18 150.55 161. 59 212 . 36 
188 . 95 89.28 27.48 29.49 

Reference: 

*California Air Resources Board's EMFAC7D/BURDEN7B models for 1995 
calendar year, Southeast Desert Air Basin 

38.76 



Table 3--.s 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Onsite Mobile Equipment Exhaust Emissions 

Proposed Project With Mitigation 

Emission Factors Emissions 

Fuel Clb/1000 gal)* C lb/day) 

Nl.lllber Hr/Day Gal/Hr NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOX co PM10 voe S02 

CONTAINER HANDLING YARD 

Overhead Crane 4 11 (Electric) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Container Handler 2 10 6 234. 79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7.10 28.17 11. 74 1.88 1.88 0.85 

Nurber Hr/Day Gal/Hr NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 

WASTE HAULING 
Container Hauler 32 10 7 195.66 97.83 9.78 11. 74 7.10 438.27 219.14 21.91 26.30 15.90 

Nurber Hr/Day Gal/Hr NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 

LANDFILL FACE 
Crawler Tractor 10 10 14 234. 79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7 .10 328.70 136.96 21.91 21.91 9.94 

Refuse C~actor 12 10 16 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7 .10 450.79 187.83 30.05 30.05 13.63 

Nurber Hr/Day Gal/Hr NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 

COVER EXCAVATION 
Rubber-Tired Loader 2 10 11 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7 .10 51.65 21.52 3.44 3.44 1.56 

Nurber Hr/Day Gal/Hr NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 

COVER HAULING 
Off-Highway Truck 12.5 7.0 195.66 97.83 9.78 11. 74 7. 10 17.12 8.56 0.86 1.03 0.62 

APPLICATION OF Nurber Hr/Day Gal/Hr NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 

DAILY COVER 
Crawler Tractor 3 10 14 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7 .10 98.61 41.09 6.57 6.57 2.98 



Table 3- S (cont.) 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Onsite Mobile Equipment Exhaust Emissions 

Proposed Project ~ith Mitigation 

Emission Factors Emissions 
Fuel (lb/1000 g;l)* ( lb/day) 

OUST CONTROL AND NUTber Hr/Day Gal/Hr NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 
ROAD MAINTENANCE 
12,000-Gal Tanker 2 11 20 195.66 97.83 9.78 11. 74 7.10 86.09 43.04 4.30 5.17 3.12 
Motor Grader 2 10 7 234. 79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7.10 32.87 13.70 2.19 2.19 0.99 

NUTber Hr/Day Gal/Hr NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 
LINER CONSTRUCTION 

Frontend Loader 8 5 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7 .10 9.39 3.91 0.63 0.63 0.28 
Pugmi II 8 (Electric) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Ounp Truck 8 6 195.66 97.83 9.78 11. 74 7 .10 9.39 4.70 0.47 0.56 0.34 
Crawler Tractor 8 6 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7 .10 11.27 4.70 0.75 0.75 0.34 
COl11)actor 8 6 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7.10 11.27 4.70 0.75 0.75 0.34 

Nl.lnber Hr/Day Gal/Hr NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 
BENCH CLEARING 

Crawler Tractor 8 6 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7.10 20.54 8.56 1 .37 1 .37 0.62 

NUTber Hr/Day Gal/Hr NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 
MISCELLANEOUS 

Backhoe 2 3 234. 79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7.10 1.41 0.59 0.09 0.09 0.04 
Utility Truck 2 5 195.66 97.83 9.78 11. 74 7 .10 1 .96 0.98 0.10 0.12 0.07 
Grader 2 5 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7 .10 2.35 0.98 0.16 0.16 0.07 

GRAND TOT AL, lb/day 1599.9 712.7 97.4 103.0 51. 7 

tons/yr 292.0 130.1 17.8 18.8 9.4 

Reference: 

*"Feasibility and Cost Effectiveness of Controlling Emissions from Diesel Engines in Rail, Marine, Construction, Farm and Other Mobile 
Off-Highway Equipment", Radian Corporation (2/88), Table 7·1 converted to lbs/1000 gal. based on 0.4 lbs fuel/BHP and 7.1 lbs/gal. fuel. 



. Table 3-6 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Fugitive oust Emissions 

Proposed Project ~ith Mitigation 
TSP PM10 PM10 PM10 

Annual Process Emission Control Emission PM10 Emission Emission Emission 

Process Rate Factor* Factor* Rate Factor* Rate Rate Rate 

Activity Rate Units ( lb/unit) (X) (lb/hr) (X) (lb/hr) ( lb/day) (ton/yr) 
- .. ---.. -.. ------------ .. -.. -.. - - ... .. -.... -...... 

~aste Hauling 1433379 VHT 9.50 95X 186.45 0.22 41.02 410.20 74.86 

Cover Excavation 3650 hr 5.7 90X 0.57 0.13 0.08 0.75 0.14 

Cover Processing 2190000 ton 0.27 89" 18. 16 0.52 9.52 95.18 17.37 

Truck Loading 2190000 ton 0.01 ox 6.36 0.50 3.18 31.80 5.80 

Cover Hauling 53945 VHT 16.80 95X 9.93 0.22 2.18 27.31 4.98 

Cover D~ing 2190000 ton 0.01 ox 6.36 0.50 3.18 31.80 5.80 

Cover Spreading 3650 hr 5.7 ox 5.7 0.13 0.75 7.50 1 .37 

Road ~atering 56210 mi 9.38 90X 13.13 0.22 2.89 31.78 5.80 

Road Grading 14600 mi 0.23 SOX 0.45 0.54 0.24 2.44 0.45 

Liner Excavation 2920 hr 34.23 90X 3.42 0.28 0.96 7.70 1.41 

Liner Hauling 43800 VMT 9.38 90X 14.07 0.22 3.10 24.76 4.52 

Bench Clearing 2920 hr 13.10 30X 9.17 0.16 1.48 11.87 2.17 

Backhoe 730 hr 0.04 30X 0.03 0.76 0.02 0.04 0.01 

Utility Truck 730 mi 3.79 90X 0.38 0.22 0.08 0.17 0.03 

Grader 730 hr 0.23 SOX 0. 11 0.54 0.06 0.12 0.02 

~indblown Fugitive Dust 0.18 0.03 

TOTALS 274.3 68.7 683.6 124.8 

*See following Footnotes. 



Table 3-6 (cont.) 

Footnotes 

1. Yaste Hauling, Cover Hauling, Road Uaterlng, Liner Hauling, and Utility Truck Use: The emissi~n factors 
are computed from AP-42 "Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission factors", 11.2.6-1 (Industrial Paved 
Roads), using unpaved entry areas (multiplier : 7), 4 traffic lanes, 6X sl It fraction, 5900 lb/mile 
surface dirt loading, and vehicle weights of 43 (waste hauling, road watering, and liner hauling), 94 
(cover hauling), and 8 (utility truck use) gross tons loaded (for 50¾ of travel) and 18 (waste hauling, 
road watering, and I iner hauling), 44 (cover hauling), and 8 (utility truck use) gross tons empty (for 
SOX of travel). The control efficiency Is computed from EPA-450/3-88-008 "Control of Open fugitive Oust 
Sources" with 0.80 mm/hr evaporation rate, 80 vehicle/hr traffic flow, 60 minute application Interval, 
3.00 gal/yd2 application rate for road watering, or sufficient watering to raise surface moisture content 
from 1¾ to SX, or (from EPA-600/2-87·102 "Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Chemical Dust Suppressants 
on Unpaved Roads) monthly application of 0.30 gallons/yd2 of a 5:1 solution of water and Soil Cement. 
The PH10 conversion factor la from AP·42, 11.2,6·3 (Industrial Paved Roads). 

2. Cover Excavation, Cover Spreading, Liner Excavation, and Bench Clearing: The emission factors are 
computed from AP-42, 8.24·5 (Uestern Surface Coal Hines, bulldozing overburden) with 1.0X (cover 
excavation and cover spreading), 20X (liner excavation), and 2X (bench clearing) silt contents (estimated 
from discussions with facility personnel) and lX (cover excavation, cover spreading, and bench clearing) 
and 4X (liner excavation) moisture contents (estimated). The control factors are estimated from field 
data collected during the excavation of tat lings at a former asbestos mine near Copperopolls, California. 
The PM10 conversion factor Is computed from AP-42, 8.24-5 (Uestern Surface Coal Hines, bulldozing 
overburden). 

3. Cover Processing: The emission factor Is computed as the sum of emission factors for the stationary 
equipment included in the cover processing operation: 0.12 pounds/ton · dump hopper (from AP-42, 8.24-3, 
Metallic Minerals, dry transfer), 0,01 pounds/ton · belt transfer at base of dump hopper (from AP-42, 
11.2.3·3, Aggregate Handling and Storage Piles, with 7.5 mph average wind and 1X moisture content), 0.02 
pounds/ton • cone crusher (from AP-42, 8.19.2·4, Crushed Stone primary crushing at 1.SX moisture 
content), and 0.12 pounds/ton· pile stacker (from AP-42, 8.24·3, Metallic Minerals dry transfer). The 
average wind speed Is taken from ARB's "California Surface Ylnd Climatology" for Desert Center and the 
moisture contents are estimated, The control efficiency Is computed as a composite weighted by emissions 
from each of the stationary sources: SOX· dump hopper (estimated from vendor literature and inipectlon 
of hoppers equipped with hollow cone spray nozzles), 99X · belt transfer and cone crusher (estimated from 
vendor literature and HD-20 "Control of Particulate Emissions" for pulse·J~t baghouses), 95X • pile 
stacker (estimated from vendor literature nnd inspection of stockers with drop height controllers, 



Table 3-6 (cont.) 

footnotes 

midbel t deluge sprays, and head pulley sol id cone nozzles). The PH10 conversion factor is an emission· 
weighted average covering each item of stationary equipment: SOX · dump hopper (from ARB ''Information for 
Applying the State Ambient Air Qua I ity Standards for PM10 to the Permitting of New and Modified 
Stationary Sources"), lOOX - belt transfer and cone crusher (all emissions from baghouse assumed to be 
PH10), 60X · pile stacker (from AP-42, 8.23·4, Metallic Minerals, transfer of material with 4.0¾ moisture 
content). 

4. Truck Loading, Cover Dumping: The emission factors are computed from AP-42, 11.2.3·3 (Aggregate Hand I ing 
and Storage Pl les), with 7.5 mph average wind speed (ARB, Desert Center) and lX moisture content 
(estimated). The PM10 conversion factor is from the ARB PH10 permitting manual. 

5. Road Grading, Backhoe Use, and Miscellaneous Grading: The emission factors are computed from AP-42, 
8.24-5 (Yestern surface Coal Hines, grading) with vehicle speeds of 2 mph (estimated for road and 
miscellaneous grading) and 1 mph (estimated for backhoe use). The control factors are estimated from 
EPA-450/3-88-008 with 0.80 water evaporation rate, 4 vehicle passes per hour, 8 hour water appl I cation 
interval, and 0.15 gallon/yd2 water appl I cation rate for road and miscellaneous grading, and are 
estimated from Inspection of pipeline construction projects for backhoe use. 
Is from AP-42, 8.24-5 (Uestern Surface Coal Mines, grading). 

The PH10 conversion factor 



Table 3-7 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Total Project Emissions 

Proposed Project ~ith Mitigation 
( lb/day) (ton/yr) 

Activity NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 
... - ... --.... -

Offsite Sources: 

Transfer Stations 1319 570 117 121 105 241 104 21 22 19 

Trains 9728 4399 280 990 1082 1775 803 51 181 197 

On-Highway Trucks 1035 489 151 162 212 189 89 27 29 39 

Subtotal, Offsite 12082 5458 548 1273 1399 2205 996 99 232 255 

Onsite Sources: 

Onsite Vehicle Exhaust 1600 713 97 103 52 292 130 18 19 9 

Onsite Fugitive Oust 684 125 

Landfill Gas Flares 1182 816 676 845 310 216 149 123 154 57 

Subtotal, Onsite 2782 1529 1457 948 362 508 279 266 173 66 

PROJECT GRAND TOTAL 14864 6987 2005 2221 1761 2713 1275 365 405 321 

Revised 12/ 11/91 



ATTACHMENT 4 

LEVEL-1 AND -2 VISIBILITY SCREENING ANALYSIS 



Level-1 Visibility Screening Analysis 

Project: Eagle Mountain LFG Flow Rate= 46000 cfm 
66.2 MMcfd 

Control Efficiency - TSP: 
Location: .. Desert . Center, CA 
Distance to nearest Class I area= 3.74 km= x 
Class I area name: Joshua Trees National Monument 

28. 17 lb/hr = 676 lb/day= 0.3066 mton/day = Qpm = PM10 emissions= 
NOX emissions= 
S02 emissions= 

49.26 lb/hr= 1182.3 lb/day= 0.5363 mton/day = Qnox = 
12.92 

Background Visual Range= 
lb/hr= 

110 1cm 

310 lb/day= 0.1406 mton/day = Qso2 = 

123 ton/yr 
216 ton/yr 
57 ton/yr 

sigz = vertical dispersion coefficient for F statility = 1.505(xA0.3663) m for x > 5000 m 
= 0.193CxA0.60n) m for 500 < x < 5000 m 

- NOX: 
- S02: 

0.0¾ 
30.0¾ 

0.0¾ 

(Source: Dispersion Equation Solutions by Calculator: A Guide for Air Pollution Engineers and Scientists, 
Texas Air Control Board, Novenber 1975) 

p = plume dispersion parameter= (2.0x10A8)/C(sigz)(x)] 
Tpm = optical thickness (pm10) = C10x10A(-7)](p)(Qpm) 
Tnox = optical thickness (nox) = [1.7x10A(-7)](p)(Qnox) 
Rvo = background visual range= 110 km 
Taerosol= 

C1 = 
= 

C2 = 
= 

C3 = 
= 

sigz = 
p = 
Ttsp = 
Tnox = 
Taerosol= 

1c1 I = 

1c21 = 

IC31 = 

optical thickness (aerosol)= [1.06x10A(-5)](Rvo)[Qpm+(1.31)(Qso2)l 

plume contrast against sky 
-(Tnox)/(Tpm+Tnox)[1-exp(-Tpm-Tnox)] [exp((-0.78)(X)/(Rvo))] 
plume contrast against terrain 
C1-(1/(C1+1))exp(-Tpm-Tnox))l [expC(-1.56)(x)/(Rvo))l 
change in sky/terrain contrast caused by aerosol 
0.368[1-exp(-Taerosol)l 

28.5 meters 
1875657 
0.5751 
0. 1710 
0.0006 

0.1174 
0.4389 
0.0002 

(Level of Significance= 0.10) 
(Level of Significance= 0.10) 
(Level of Significance= 0.10) 

A Significance Level in excess of 0.10 rec011111ends that additional visibility 
analysis be undertaken. (Source: Workbook for Estimating Visibility 
Irrpairment, EPA-450/4-80-031, November 1980) 



REVISED VISIBILITY ANALYSIS 
FOR THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 

April 1992 

Prepared by: 

Sierra Research, Inc. 
1521 "I" Street 

Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 444-6666 



REVISED VISIBILITY ANALYSIS 
FOR THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 

Summary 

A Level-2 plume visual impact analysis, using the EPA-approved VISCREEN 
model (version 88341), was conducted for the plumes associated with the 
eight Eagle Mountain landfill gas flares. The analysis was conducted in 
order to estimate worst-day visual impacts at Joshua Tree National 
Monument (a "Class I" area). A Level-1 visibility impact analysis, 
conducted for the Draft EIS/EIR, indicated a need for a more 
sophisticated analysis when on-site meteorological data became 
available. The Level-1 analysis assumed a single large flare located 
near the Phase II container handling yard. Changes to the landfill gas 
flares were made after new information regarding the number and 
locations of the flares became available. For the Level-2 analysis, 
emissions from eight separate flares were analyzed rather than emissions 
from a single large flare. The emissions rate for each of the eight 
flares is equivalent to 1/8 of the emission rate used for the single 
large flare in the Level-1 analysis. Two of the eight flares are still 
located near the Phase II container handling yard. A second pair of 
flares is located north of the fine tailing area. A third pair of 
flares is located near the south haul road approximately 2,500 meters to 
the east of the southwest corner of the project. The remaining pair of 
flares is located near the southwest corner of the project boundary. 

Inputs to the Level-2 analysis, consisting of median background visual 
range, worst-case meteorological data, and particle type and size, were 
reviewed carefully. The median background visual range measured in the 
general area of Eagle Mountain was used for the modeling. In accordance 
with the modeling guidance1 , on-site meteorological data were analyzed 
to estimate the worst-case dispersion conditions that occur at least 
one-percent of the time. These measured data were used in place of the 
estimated worst possible dispersion condition as used in Level-1 
screening analyses. A mass median particle size of 0.1 microns derived 
from landfill flare test data was used for the Level-2 analysis rather 
than the Level-1 default value of 2.0 microns. 

It is important to note that this analysis is limited to the question of 
visibility impacts caused by emissions from the landfill flares alone, 
but not to the impacts caused by fugitive dust emissions nor to the 
greater question of regional haze impacts. A model for point-source 
plumes, such as VISCREEN or Level-3 models such as PLUVUE-2, would 

Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening and Analysis, Latimer, 
D.A . , and R.G. Ireson, EPA-450/4-88-015, September 1988 . 
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generally be considered inappropriate for area source emissions such as 
those from the landfill face, tailing piles, or roads. 

Plume Perceptibility 

The ability to distinguish a plume against a background at various 
wavelengths (or perceptibility) is a function of brightness and color 
contrast. The color difference parameter, Delta-E, was developed to 
quantitatively express perceptibility on an evenly-divided scale. Thus, 
given two plumes, a value of Delta-E for plume A which is twice that of 
plume B would indicate plume A would be twice as likely to be noticed 
against a particular background. Given a different background or 
viewing angle with respect to the sun, the values of Delta-E for the 
same two plumes could be radically different. 

The color and brightness scales incorporated in VISCREEN (as well as the 
more refined model, PLUVUE-2) are based on a set of equations known as 
the CIELAB equations. The CIELAB equations are based on the Cube-root 
equations2 , which were combined with the widely-used Adams-Nickerson 
color-difference formula in 1976 by the CIE (Commission Internationale 
l'Eclairage). These equations were developed to promote uniform 
analytical practice among industries as diverse as textiles, plastics, 
and color television3 • Thus, the perceptibility equations used in 
VISCREEN are based on time-tested industrial standards. The equation 
for Delta-E, 

includes three independent variables: L, a, and b. These variables 
refer to -perceived brightness, color hue, and saturation, respectively. 

Perceptibility thresholds have been established to help indicate when a 
diffuse object, such as a plume, will become noticeable against its 
viewing background4 • Perceptibility thresholds vary with the apparent 
size of the object as viewed by the observer, the alertness of the 
observer to the presence of the object to be viewed, and the viewing 
environment, whether in a laboratory or at an outdoors site. The 
VISCREEN model uses contrast thresholds of 0.05 (change in light 
intensity at the green wavelength) and Delta-E thresholds of 2.0 (except 
for plumes with subtended angles less than 0_1° or greater than 5°, for 

2 

3 

4 

Glasser, L.G., A.H. McKinney, G.D. Reilley, and P.O. Schnelle, J. 
Opt. Soc. AM., 48, 736 (1958), and later modified by Reilley at 
the 1967 meeting of the CIE colorimetry committee. 

Robertson, A.R., Color Res. and Appl., 15, 167, 1990. 

Appendix A, Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening and 
Analysis, Latimer, D.A., and R.G. Ireson, EPA-450/4-88-015, 
September 1988. 
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which cases higher thresholds5 are set). These values are meant to be 
estimates of the perceptibility thresholds for a casual observer in the 
field. 

VISCREEN Model Inputs 

The shortest distance between the landfill flares and Joshua Tree 
National Monument is 4.06 kilometers, corresponding to the distance from 
the pair of flares located near the Phase II container handling yard 
directly north to the southern boundary of the Monument. This distance 
was used for the minimum distance between the emissions source and the 
Class I area, and also for the distance between the emissions source and 
the observer. The distance chosen between the emissions source and 
farthest boundary of the Class I area was 21.0 kilometers, corresponding 
to the distance from the flares located near the container handling yard 
to the northern boundary of Joshua Tree National Monument. The angle 
between the plume and the possible locations of the observer was set at 
the default value of 11.25°. The default background ozone concentration 
of 0.04 ppm was used. 

A median background visual range of 72.4 kilometers (45 miles) for the 
general area of Eagle Mountain, rather than the Level-1 screening-level 
background visual range of 110 kilometers, was used for the Level-2 
modeling. This level of background visibility corresponds to median 
1 p.m. visibilities in the general area of Eagle Mountain6 • 

On-site meteorological data were analyzed to estimate the one-percent 
cumulative frequency of worst-case dispersion conditions. These 
measured data were used in the Level-2 analysis rather than simply using 
the worst possible dispersion condition, as was done in Level-1 
screening analyses. The three worst-case dispersion conditions for 
winds from the south, towards Joshua Tree National Monument, at the 
Eagle Mountain project are indicated in a joint frequency table 
(Table 1). Dispersion conditions are ranked in order of severity by 
evaluating the product azu, where az is the Pasquill-Gifford vertical 
diffusion coefficient for the given stability class and minimum downwind 
distance from the source to the Class I area, and u is the maximum wind 
speed for the given wind speed category in the joint frequency table. 
The frequency of occurrence of the winds is based on time-of-day (early 
morning, late morning, afternoon, and after sunset). 

Even though the frequency of occurrence of worst-case dispersion 
conditions for winds from the south in the early-morning hours is rather 
high (3.0% for F stability, 1.0 meter-per-second wind speed), winds from 
the south at that time of day are somewhat rare (nighttime downslope 
winds usually carrying the plume to the east), so the cumulative 
frequency of worst-case winds does not reach one percent (only 0.6%). 

5 

6 

According to Howell, E.R., and R.F. Hess, Vision Res., 18, 369, 
1978. 

Figures 3.5 et al., Visibility in California, Trijonis, J., 
Technology Service Corp., TSC-PD-B612-3, 227 pp. July 1980. 
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However, the one percent cumulative frequency threshold is reached for E 
stability, 1.0 meter-per-second wind speed (the next-to-the-worst · 
dispersion condition). Hence, it was used for the Level-2 screening 
visibility analysis. 

Stability 
and 

Windspeed 
(m/s) 

F,l 

E,l 

F,2 

Table 1 
Worst-Case Meteorological Conditions for 

Plume Visual Impact Calculation. 

Frequency of Occurrence of 
Given Dispersion Condition 
Associated with Worst-Case Frequency and 
Southerly Winds for Given Cumulative 

Time of Day (percent) Frequency (percent) 

az u 
0-6 6-12 12-18 18-24 f cf (m2/s) 

90 3.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0 . 6 0.6 

175 12 . 0 0.6 0.5 2.0 1.5 2 . 1 

180 24.2 0 . 0 0.0 10.1 3.5 5 . 6 

For the Level-2 analysis, the mass median diameter of particles emitted 
by the landfill flares was derived from information contained in a 
variety of sources. As no direct measurement of particle size from such 
sources was found in a review of the literature, the mass median size 
was calculated using data from relevant literature. 

The basic information on particulate characterization is contained in 
the results of a landfill flare source test conducted by the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District at the BKK landfill in West Covina. A 
copy of the particulate summary data sheet are shown in Attachment 4-1, 
Figure 1-1. This test indicates that 91.67% of solid and liquid 
particulate were captured in the water-filled impinger train of the test 
equipment, downstream of the particulate filter. The filter is required 
to have a maximum pore size of 0.3 microns 7 , which indicates that 
91.67% of the particulate emitted was smaller than 0.3 microns [µm]. 

Although the slope of the particle size distribution from landfill 
flares has not been reported, the slope of particle sizes from other 
similar combustion sources has been measured and published. 
Unfortunately, very little size data has been published for gaseous fuel 
sources. A generic size distribution of particles from combustion 
sources, included gas-fired units, is contained in EPA's emission factor 

7 Source Test Manual, South Coast Air Quality Management District, 
March 1989 
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compendium8 • This size distribution, which appears in Attachment 4-1, 
Figure 1-2, shows the log normal slope of the distribution to be 4.83. 

The mass median particle size was backcalculated from the source test 
data point and the generic size distribution slope using a 
log-probability model. The output of this model is displayed in 
Attachment 4-1, Figure 1-3. The model indicates that a mass median 
particle size of 0.0453 µm with a log normal slope of 4.83 will produce 
a size distribution containing 91.67% of mass in particles smaller than 
0.3 µm. 

As the VISCREEN Level-2 model will not accommodate particle sizes 
smaller than 0.1 µm, this was the value used as a default for the 
calculated diameter of 0.0453 µm. 

The mass median diameter of fine, ambient background particles was 
reduced to 0.2 µm from the default value of 0.3 µm, in order to 
correspond better to diameters typical of arid regions as recommended in 
the modeling guidance document. 

VISCREEN Model Results Summary 

Two viewing scenarios are included in the VISCREEN model: 

1. Forward scattering (angle of the sun from the line of sight; 8 
= 10°), which assumes the observer is looking nearly into the 
sun; and 

2. Backward scattering (8 = 140°), which assumes the observer is 
looking away from the sun. 

The nonuniform nature of light scattering by particles indicates that 
these two scenarios are generally the worst cases for evaluating 
visibility impacts. 

In all, four potential visibility scenarios are predicted by the 
VISCREEN model: 

1. Forward scattering with the sky as the background; 

2. Forward scattering with the terrain as the background; 

3. Backward scattering with the sky as the background; and 

4. Backward scattering with the terrain as the background. 

A summary of results from the Level-2 visibility modeling is given in 
Table 2 with the model output shown in Attachment 4-2. The results show 

8 Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, Fourth Edition, 
AP-42, U.S. EPA, September 1985 
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that plume impacts are below the Delta-E and contrast thresholds for 
both forward and backward scattering against sky backgrounds. 
Furthermore, plume impacts are below the Delta-E and contrast thresholds 
for both backward and backward scattering against a terrain background 
for lines of sight within the Class I area. The Eagle Mountain project 
site is not within an integral vista of the Joshua Tree National 
Monument, so modeling results for lines of sight outside the Class I 
area are not considered relevant. 

Background 

Sky 

Sky 

Terrain 

Terrain 

Table 2 
Maximum Visual Impacts 

within Joshua Tree National Monument 

Delta E Contrast 
Type of 
Light Threshold Plume Threshold Plume 

Scattering Level Impact Level Impact 

Forward 2.0 1. 8 0.05 -0.012 

Backward 2.0 1.0 0.05 -0.003 

Forward 2.3 2.1 0.09 0.005 

Backward 2.0 0.9 0.09 0.008 
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ATTACHMENT 4-1 

PARTICULATE SIZE DISTRIBUTION 



Figure 1-1 

18 Page ___ _ 

roum CJJASr AIR QUALITY MANAGEldENr DISI'RICT 

t No. SCP - I ;2.i 

pling Location B IS,K C ec.e. F ~-✓~ ldt(t& ~ 

(Lab Results) 
I Samf:>le r. 1 ll 1 _ 
. Train H u - CA 

Calculated By t,J~ 

Olecked By _J /ll_ , 
OOURCE TEST CALCULATICNS 

1.ARY 

Average Traverse Velocity (Pre-Test) ····················•··•···········-~'~~=-~-~'----fps 
Average Reference Point Velocity (Pre-Test) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• fps 
Average Traverse Velocity (During Test) ••••.•••••••••••••••• A~~~... l<e . al, fps 

Average Stack Temperature lj oO •F J. Sampling Time.............. CoQ min 
Stack Cross SectionalArea .3c.,c..J: ft2 K. Nozzle Cross-Sectional Area Q,QQl3G;, ft2 
Barometric Pressure....... ;;.9 O(p "HgA L. Net Sample Collection...... /~/ mg 
Gas Meter Pressure........ ;L4i

1 
oc, "HgA M. Net Solid Collection ••.••.. ______ mg 

Static Pressure........... ;2.9
1 

Q(p ''RgA N. Water Vapor Condensed...... s=,. ml 
Pitot Correction Factor... 0. S':f 0. Gas Volume Metered......... ,Yt, 9,e,E, def 

Correct Gas Volume Metered (0. x G/29.92) •••••••••••••••••••••••••.....• _=.3=.3=-"-· -P~-:;..___dscf 

ENT MOISTURE - GAS DENSITY 
r 4.64 x N 7 

Percent Water Vapor in Gas Sample l_co. 0464 x N) + p J • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • =t-. .:t '-l -------
Average Molecular Weight: 

\ 
\ 

(Component) (Volume%/ 100) x (1 - /100) x (Molec. Wt.) = (Wt./Mole) 
'..iac:er 1.00 18.0 
Carbon Dioxide Basis 44.0 

Monoxide Dr Basis 28.0 
Dr Basis 32.0 

28.2 

(Sum) 

RATE 

;as Densic:y Correcc:ion Factor -J 28.95/R . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . /. U-0 _....;.._ __ _ 
::-lue Correct: ion Facc:or (A/B).... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . / . r.'"01.."' --'------
lelocity Pressure Correcc:ion Factor ¥ 29.92/H ...... ········· ·· ········-~/~-~O~/-~--

i. 

:orrected Velocity (C x I x S x T x U) • • • . • • . • . . . • • . . . • . • . • • • . . . • • • . . • • /.3 9-¥ fps 
~low Rac:e (V x Ex 60) ••••••••••••••••••...•••••••••...•.•..•••.•••. • ..• --3-~-~--B-o--cfm 

'low R~te '. W x 29~92 x ~~z~ D) .•.••••••••.••••.••....••.•.•... . .•. __ e_3_..3__./ __ scfm 

' low Rac:e [x x Cl - Q/I00)J .................... . ... . ................... __ 1~~-~~S __ dscfm 

.£ CONCENTRATION - EMISSION RATE 

;ample Concentration (0.0154] x L/P) .................................... 0,0s:S'/ gr/dscf 
;ample Conc-entration (54,14) x Z/ Molec. Wt.) ........................ 81.,!f -- -ppm - (dry-) 
;ample Emission Rate (0. 00857 x Y"7z> ............................. ~.... :;s, fA£ fb/hr 

( 
I. )22 X 10-4 X M l< Y ) 

;01 id Emission Ra c:e p · ........................... ·-----~------1 h/h r __ 

(' E X p -x ,. )( ' ()() " --· · ... ·.· .. ---:. --·-



TABLE C.2-2 (continued). 

Category: 2 
Process: Combustion 
Material: Mixed Fuels 

Figure 1-2 

Category 2 covers boilers firing a mixture of fuels, regardless of the 
fuel combination. The fuels include gas, coal, coke, and petroleum. 
Particulate emissions are generated by firing these miscellaneous fuels. 

REFERENCE: 1 

95 ...., 
N 

V'I 90 
0 
w 
I-

80 < 
I-
V'I 

V 70 
I-

60 z ...., 
u 

50 "' ...., 
c.. 
...., 40 
> 
I- 30 
< _, 

20 ::::, 
2:: 
::::, 
u 

10 
1 2 3 4 5 10 

PARTICLE DIAMETER, µm 

Cumulative% 
less than or equal 

Particle to stated size Minimum Maximum Standard 
size, µm (uncontrolled) Value Value Deviation 

l.Oa 23 
2.0a 40 
2.5 45 32 70 
3.0a 50 
4.0a 58 
5.0a 64 
6.0 70 49 84 

10.0 79 56 87 

a Value calculated from data reported at 2.5, 6.0, and 10.0 µm. No 
statistical parameters are given for the calculated value. 

10/86 Appendix C.2 

17 

14 
12 

C.2-9 



Figure 1-3 

PARTICLE SIZE DISTRIBUTION ANALYSIS 04/29/92 

Project: Eagle Mountain 
Material: Landfill Gas Flare Exhaust 

Particle Mean Diameter (MD) 0.0453 microns 
Standard Deviation (SD) - 4.83 nondimensional 

(= D@S0.0%/D@lS.9%) 

Probability Constants: 
Al - 0.319382 A2 - -0.35656 A3 - 1.781478 
A4 - -1.82126 AS - 1.330274 P - 0.231642 

z -
F(Z) -
u -
A -
F' (Z) -
f(Z) -

abs[(lnX - lnMD)/lnSD) 
(1/((2pi)AO.S))eA(-ZA2/2) 
1/(1 + PZ) 
Al*U + A2*UA2 + A3*UA3 + A4*UA4 + AS*UAS 
F(Z)*A (for X <MD); - 1 - F(Z)*A (for X > MD); 
F' (Z2) - F' (Zl) 

Size Range 
(microns) 

From To z F(Z) u A F' (Z) f(Z) 

0 0.05 0.062380 0.398167 0.985756 1.193289 0 . 524872 0.524872 
0.05 0.1 0.502657 0.351597 0.895707 0.874871 0. 692398 0.167526 
0.1 0.15 0.760202 0.298827 0.850272 0.748147 0. 776434 0.084036 

0 . 15 0 . 2 0.942933 0.255764 0.820733 0.675846 0. 827143 0.050709 
0.2 0.25 1.084670 0.221531 0.799198 0.627603 0.860966 0.033824 

0.25 0.3 1.200478 0.194075 0.782423 0.592435 0.885023 0.024057 
0.3 0.4 1. 383209 0.153267 0.757341 0.543497 0.916700 0.031676 
0.4 0.5 1.524946 0.124722 0.738966 0.510224 0.936364 0 . 019664 
0.5 0.6 1.640754 0.103833 0.724602 0.485629 0.949576 0.013212 
0.6 0.8 1.823485 0.075661 0.703039 0.450888 0.965885 0.016309 
0.8 1 1.965222 0 . 057845 0.687178 0.426902 0.975306 0.009421 

1 2 2.405498 0.022101 0.642172 0.365383 0.991925 0.016619 
2 5 2.987512 0.004601 0.591005 0.305685 0 . 998594 0.006669 
5 10 3.427788 0.001121 0.557408 0.271536 0.999696 0.001102 

10 20 3.868064 0.000225 0.527425 0.243995 0.999945 0.000249 
20 so 4.450077 0.000020 0.492411 0.214946 0.999996 0.000051 
so 100 4.890353 0.000003 0.468865 0.197110 0.999999 0.000004 

100 9 . 27805 0.000000 0.317542 0.108282 1.000000 0.000001 



ATTACHMENT 4-2 

VISCREEN MODEL INPUTS AND OUTPUTS 



Visual Effects Screening Analysis for 
Source: LANDFILL FLARES 7 & 8 
Class I Area: JOSHUA TREE NATIONAL HON 

*** User-selected Screening Scenario Results*** 
Emissions for 

Particulates 
NOx (as N02) 
Primary N02 
Soot 

7.03 LB /HR 
12.31 LB /HR 
0.00 LB /HR 
0.00 LB /HR 
0.00 LB /HR Primary S04 

PARTICLE CHARACTERISTICS 
Density Diameter 

1.5 
2.0 
1.5 

======== 
1 
1 
4 

Transport Scenario Specifications: 

Background Ozone: 
Background Visual Range: 
Source-Observer Distance: 
Hin. Source-Class I Distance: 
Max. Source-Class I Distance: 
Pl1.111e-Source-Observer Angle: 
Stability: 5 
Wind Speed: 1.00 m/S 

0.04 ppm 
72.40 km 
4.06 km 
4.06 km 

21.00 km 
11.25 degrees 

R E S U L T S 

Asterisks(*) indicate pllne i~cts that exceed screening criteria 

Maxinin Visual l~cts INSIDE Class Area 
Screening Criteria ARE NOT Exceeded 

Backgrnd Theta Azi 
======== ===== ---

SKY 10. 155. 
SKY 140. 155. 
TERRAIN 10. 84. 
TERRAIN 140. 84. 

Distance Alpha 
======== -----

7.2 14. 
7.2 14. 
4.1 84. 
4.1 84. 

Delta E Contrast 
=========== ============ 
Crit 
==== 
2.00 
2.00 
2.30 
2.00 

Pl1.111e 
-----
1.179 
0.996 
2.136 
0.878 

Crit Pl1.111e 

0.05 -0.012 
0.05 -0.003 
0.09 0.005 
0.09 0.008 



ATTACHMENT 5 

REVISED EMISSION SUMMARY TABLES 



Table 20 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Transfer Station Emissions (Total) 
Proposed Project Without Mitigation . 

Vehicle Type 

Rubber-tired Loader 
Container Handler 
Train Car Spotter 

Vehicle Type 

Rubber-tired Loader 
Container Handler 
Train Car Spotter 

Vehicle Type 
------------
Transfer Truck/Trailer 

Vehicle Type 
------------
Transfer Truck/Trailer 

Vehicle Type 
------------
Rubber-tired Loader 
Transfer Truck/Trailer 
Container Handler 
Train Car Spotter 

Total 

References: 

Number 
------

21 
12 

2 

NOx 

325.18 
325.18 
466.05 

Number 
------

24 

NOx 

(15.65 

NOx 

819.46 
372. 72 
468.26 

32.62 

1693.06 

Fuel 
Hr/Day Gal/Hr 
------ ------

20 6 
20 6 

5 7 

Emission Factors 
(lb/1000 gal)* 

co PMlO voe 

81.00 31. 70 23.48 
81.00 31. 70 23.48 

287.22 49.70 68.87 

Mileage 
Per Day 
-------

450 

Emission Factors 
(gm/VMT)** 

co PMlO voe 

7.40 2.28 2.44 

Emissions 
(lb/day) 

co PMlO voe 

204 .13 79.88 59.17 
176.11 54.20 58.17 
116. 64 45.64 33.81 

20.11 3.48 4.82 

516.98 183.20 155.97 

~ ·· - · 

S02 

33.54 
33.54 
33.30 

S02 

3.21 

S02 

84.51 
76.45 
48.29 

2.33 

211. 58 

*"Feasibility and Cost Effectiveness of Controlling Emissions from 
Diesel Engines in Rail, Marine, Construction, Farm and Other Mobile 
Off-Highway Equipment", Radian Corporation (2/88), Table 7-1 converted 
to lbs/1000 gal. based on 0.4 lbs fuel/BHP and 7.1 lbs/gal. fuel. 

**California Air Resources Board's EMFAC7D/BURDEN7B models for 1995 
calendar year, Southeast Desert Air Basin 

-74 Revised 12/ 11/91 
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Table 28 

Eagle Mountain Project 

Total Project Emissions* 
Proposed Project Without Mitigation 

Cl b/day) 
Activity NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co 
- - - - - -- -

Offs i te Sources: 

Transfer Stations 1693 517 183 156 212 309 94 

~-, 
Trains 10881 4399 306 990 1520 1986 803 

On-Highway Trucks 1035 489 151 162 212 189 89 

Subtotal, Offsite 13609 5405 640 1308 1944 2484 986 

Ons ite Sources: 

Onsite Vehicle Exhaust 2821 946 210 167 291 515 173 

Onsite Fugitive Dust 766 

Landfill Gas Fla res 1182 816 676 845 310 216 149 

Subtotal, Onsite 4003 1762 1652 1012 601 731 322 

PROJECT GRAND TOTAL 17612 7167 2292 2320 2545 3215 1308 

* Reflects measures required to comply with current regulations. 

(ton/yr) 

PM10 voe S02 

33 28 39 

56 181 277 

27 29 39 

116 238 355 

38 30 53 

140 

123 154 57 

301 184 110 

417 422 465 



Table 29 

Maximum Impact of Proposed Eagle Mountain Project 
on Ambient Air Quality 

(without mitigation) 
(all concentrations in micrograms per cubic meter) 

Maximum Maximum Allowable 
Pollutant/ Offsite Maximum Impact at Class I 
Averaging California National Concen- Maximum Cumulative Class I Area 

Time Standards Standards tration Background Impact Area Increment 

co 

1-hour 23,000 40,000 281. 3 10,228* 10,509 
8-hour 10,000 10,000 153.5 4,189* 4,343 

NO2 
I 

I.O 
w 1-hour 470 770.8 84* 855 
I Annual 100 20.5 5* 26 0.3 2.5 

SO2 

1-hour 655 70.7 216" 287 
3-hour 1300 51.6 8.1 25 
24-hour 131 365 8.8 81" 90 0.5 5 
Annual 80 1.8 11" 13 0.1 2 

PMl0 

24-hour 50 150 22.8 210* 233 2.0 10.0 
Annual(arithmetic) 50 2.8 30* 33 0.1 5.0 
Annual(geometric) 30 2.8 22* 25 

Footnotes: 
* Highest values measured onsite during 12-month period (March 1990 - April 1991) 
"Highest values measured in Southeast Desert Air Basin during 3-year period (1988 - 1990) 

Revised 4/27/92 



Landfill Gas Production Rate 46000 
= 66.24 

Gas Collection Efficiency= SOX 
Flare Gas Feed Rate= 36800 
Fugitive Gas Release= 9200 

Max. 
Mole. Cone. 

Toxic Gas lleight (ppb) 

---------
Vinyl Chloride 62.50 12900 
Benzene 78. 11 11000 
Dibromoethane 173.86 6 
Dichloroethane 98.96 552 
Dichloromethane 84.94 43000 
Tetrachloroethene 165.83 53100 
Tetrachloromethane 153.84 16 
Trichloroethane 133.42 580 
Trichloroethylene 131.40 15500 
Trichloromethane 119.39 18 

Table 31 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Landfill Gas Risk 

Maxinn Trace Concentrations 

scfm Maxinn Groundlevel In-pact 
MMscf/day from Unit Emission Rate= 

Unit Emission Rate= 
scfm Ratio of Annual to 
scfm 1-Hour Concentrations= 

Maxinn 
Ground level Unit 

Fugitive Landfill Concentration - Risk 
Emission Rate ug/m3 Value 

( lb/hr) (gm/sec) (1-Hour) (Annual) 1/(ug/m3) 
-- ... - -- - -------.. -------- ---------

1.17 0.15 2.26 0.23 7.8E-05 
1 .25 0.16 2.40 0.24 5.3E-05 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.2E-05 
0.08 0.01 0.15 0.02 2.2E-05 

5.31 0.67 10.22 1.02 1 .OE-06 
12.80 1.61 24.63 2.46 5.SE-07 
0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 4.2E-05 

0.11 0.01 0.22 0.02 1 .6E-05 
2.96 0.37 5.70 0.57 1.3E-06 

0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 5.3E-06 

TOTAL RISK= 

15.27 ug/m3 
1.00 gm/sec 

0.1 

70-Year 
Risk 
---..... ----
1. 76E-05 
1.27E-05 
2.10E-08 
3.36E-07 
1.02E-06 
1.43E-06 
2.89E-08 
3.46E-07 
7.41E-07 
3.19E-09 

3.43E-05 



Landfill Gas Production Rate 
= 

Gas Collection Efficiency= 
Flare Gas Feed Rate= 
Fugitive Gas Release= 

Mole. 
Toxic Gas Weight 
................... 
Vinyl Chloride 62.50 
Benzene 78.11 
Oibromoethane 173.86 
Oichloroethane 98.96 
Oichloromethane 84.94 
Tetrachloroethene 165.83 
Tetrachloromethane 153.84 
Trichloroethane 133.42 
Trichloroethylene 131.40 
Trichloromethane 119.39 

- ----------

46000 
66.24 

SOX 
36800 
9200 

Max. 
Cone. 
(ppb) 

6735 
3160 

4 
242 

7880 
11434 

16 
368 

4078 
11 

Table 32 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Landfill Gas Risk 

Average Trace Concentrations 

scfm Maxinun Groundlevel 1111)8Ct 
MMscf/day from Unit Emission Rate= 

Unit Emission Rate= 
scfm Ratio of Annual to 
scfm 1-Hour Concentrations= 

Maxinun 
Ground level Unit 

Fugitive Landfill Concentration - Risk 
Emission Rate ug/m3 Value 

( lb/hr) (gm/sec) (1-Hour) (Annual) 1/(Ug/m3) 
----........ - ------·· .......................... 

0.61 0.08 1. 18 0.12 7.SE-05 
0.36 0.05 0.69 0.07 5.3E-05 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.2E-05 
0.03 0.00 0.07 0.01 2.2E-05 
0.97 0.12 1.87 0.19 1.0E-06 
2.76 0.35 5.30 0.53 5.SE-07 
0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 4.2E-05 
0.07 0.01 0.14 0.01 1.6E-05 
0.78 0.10 1.50 0.15 1.3E-06 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.3E-06 

TOTAL RISK= 

15.27 ug/m3 
1.00 gm/sec 

0. 1 

70-Year 
Risk 
.. ... --.......... 
9.18E-06 
3.66E-06 
1.40E-08 
1.47E-07 
1.87E-07 
3.0SE-07 
2.89E-08 
2.20E-07 
1.95E-07 
1.95E-09 

1.39E-05 



Table 34 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Effect of Mitigation on Project Emissions 

(tons/year) 

Activity NOx co PMlO voe S02 

Transfer Stations 
Trains 
On-Highway Trucks 
On-Site Vehicle Exhaust 
On-Site Fugitive Dust* 
Landfill Gas Flares* 

Project Total, 
Without Mitigation 

Transfer Stations 
Trains 
On-Highway Trucks 
On-Site Vehicle Exhaust 
On-Site Fugitive Dust* 
Landfill Gas Flares* 

Project Total, 
With Mitigation 

REDUCTION DUE TO MITIGATION: 

Tons 
Percent 

309 
1986 

189 
515 

216 

3215 

241 
1775 

189 
292 

216 

2713 

502 
16% 

Without Mitigation 

94 
803 

89 
173 

149 

1308 

33 
56 
27 
38 

140 
123 

417 

With Mitigation 

104 
803 

89 
130 

149 

1275 

33 
3% 

21 
51 
27 
18 

125 
123 

365 

52 
12% 

28 
181 

29 
30 

154 

422 

22 
181 

29 
19 

154 

405 

17 
4% 

39 
277 

39 
53 

57 

465 

19 
197 

39 
9 

57 

321 

144 
31% 

* Project design incorporated mitigation measures: see text for details. 
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Table 36 

Maximum Impact of Proposed Eagle Mountain Project 
on Ambient Air Quality 

(with mitigation) 
(all concentrations in micrograms per cubic meter) 

Pollutant/ 
Averaging 

Time 
California 
standards 

National 
Standards 

Maximum 
Offsite 
Concen
tration 

Maximum 
Background 

Maximum 
Cumulative 
Impact 

co 

1-hour 
8-hour 

N02 

1-hour 
Annual 

S02 

1-hour 
3-hour 
24-hour 
Annual 

PMlO 

23,000 
10,000 

470 

655 

131 

24-hour 50 
Annual(arithmetic) 
Annual(geometric) 30 

Footnotes: 

40,000 
10,000 

100 

1300 
365 

80 

150 
50 

137.8 
57.5 

328.1 
4.6 

50.6 
26.7 

6.6 
0.7 

17.2 
1.7 
1.7 

10,228* 
4,189* 

84* 
5* 

216" 

81" 
11" 

210* 
30* 
22* 

10,366 
4,247 

412 
10 

267 

88 
12 

227 
32 
24 

Maximum Allowable 
Impact at Class I 
Class I Area 
Area 

0.2 

3.0 
0.4 
0.1 

1. 7 
0.1 

Increment 

2.5 

25 
5 
2 

10.0 
5.0 

* Highest values measured onsite during 12-month period (March 1990 - April 1991) 
,.. Highest values measured in Southeast Desert Air Basin during 3-year period (1988 - 1990) 

Revised 4/27/92 
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Measure of 
Significance 

Table 38 

Assessment of Significance for Ozone 
Eagle Mountain Project 

Level 
Project Without 

Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial 

AQMD BACT/OFFSETS 
AQMD major NSR 
AQMD major PSD 
AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA major source 
EPA major mod 

0 lbs/day 
100 tons/year 

25 tons/year 
25 tons/year 

100 tons/year 
40 tons/year 

2,320 
422 
422 
422 
422 
422 

Ozone Measurement Accuracy and Reporting Precision 

ARB accuracy 
ARB reporting 

Other Measures 

Zero molecule 

0.54 pphm 
1 pphm 

0 lbs/day 2,320 

-140-

Project With 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

2,221 
405 
405 
405 
405 
405 

2,221 

Revised 12/11/91 



Table 39 

Assessment of Significance for Oxides of Nitrogen 
Eagle Mountain Project 

Measure of 
Significance Level 

Project Without 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial 

AQMD BACT/OFFSETS 
AQMD major NSR 
AQMD major PSD 
AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA major source 
EPA major mod 

0 lbs/day 
100 tons/year 

25 tons/year 
25 tons/year 

100 tons/year 
40 tons/year 

17.612 
3,215 
3.215 
3,215 
3,215 
3.215 

Concentration Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

AQMD Class I ann 10 ug/m3 ann 
EPA Class I ann 10 ug/m3 ann 
EPA de minimum ann 14 ug/m3 ann 

Measurement Accuracy and Re12orting 

ARB accuracy lh 0 . 18 pphm 1-hr 
ARB report lh 1 pphm 1-hr 
ARB report ann 0.1 pphm ann 

Other Measures t 

Zero molecule 0 lbs/day 

27 
27 
27 

Precision 

18 
18 
1.4 

17.612 

-141-

Project With 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

14.864 
2. 713 
2. 713 
2. 713 
2. 713 
2. 713 

26 
26 
26 

15 
15 
1.4 

14.864 
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Table 40 

Assessment of Significance for Carbon Monoxide 
Eagle Mountain Project 

Measure of 
Significance Level 

Project Without 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial 

AQMD BACT/OFFSETS 
AQMD major NSR 
AQMD major PSD 
AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA major source 
EPA major mod 

0 lbs/day 
100 tons/year 

25 tons/year 
25 tons/year 

100 tons/year 
40 tons/year 

7,167 
1,308 
1,308 
1,308 
1,308 
1,308 

Concentration Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

EPA Class I 24 hr 
EPA de minimus 8h 

1 ug/m3 24-hr 
575 ug/m3 8-hr 

75 
132 

Measurement Accuracy and Reporting Precision 

ARB accuracy lh 
ARB report lh 
ARB report 8h 

Other Measures 

Zero molecule 

0.02 ppm 1-hr 
1 ppm 1-hr 

0.1 ppm 8-hr 

0 lbs/day 

0.16 
0.16 
0.12 

7,167 

-142-

Project With 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

6,987 
1,275 
1,275 
1,275 
1,275 
1,275 

1.5.. 
131 

0.16 
0.16 
0.12 

6,987 

Revised 12/11/91 



Table 41 

Assessment of Significance for Sulfur Dioxide 
Eagle Mountain Project 

Measure of 
Significance Level 

Project Without 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial 

AQMD BACT/OFFSETS 
AQMD major NSR 
AQMD major PSD 
AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA major source 
EPA major mod 

0 lbs/day 
100 tons/year 

25 tons/year 
25 tons/year 

100 tons/year 
40 tons/year 

2,545 
465 
465 
465 
465 
465 

Concentration Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

AQMD Class I ann 2 ug/m3 ann 
AQMD Class I 24h 5 ug/m3 24-hr 
AQMD Class I 3h 25 ug/m3 3-hr 
EPA Class I ann 2 ug/m3 ann 
EPA Class I 24h 5 ug/m3 24-hr 
EPA Class I 3h 25 ug/m3 3-hr 
EPA de minimus 24h 13 ug/m3 24-hr 

Measurement Accuracy and Re:gorting 

ARB accuracy lh 
ARB reporting lh 

Other Measures 

Zero molecule 

0.33 pphm t l-hr 
1 pphm 1-hr 

0 lbs/day 

l 
26 
64 
l 

26 
64 
~ 

Precision 

2.7 
2 . 7 

Project With 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

1,761 
321 
321 
321 
321 
321 

Q 
25 
2-!i 

Q 
25 
58 
25 

2.4 
2 . 4 

1,761 

.... ....... _. 
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Table 42 

Assessment of Significance for Fine Particulates (PMlO) 
Eagle Mountain Project 

Measure of 
Significance Level 

Project Without 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial 

AQMD BACT/OFFSETS 
AQMD major NSR 
AQMD major PSD 
AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA major source 
EPA major mod 

0 lbs/day 
100 tons/year 

25 tons/year 
25 tons/year 

100 tons/year 
40 tons/year 

2.292 
417 
417 
417 
417 
417 

Concentration Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

AQMD Class I ann 
AQMD Class I 24h 
EPA Class I ann 
EPA Class I 24h 
EPA de minimus 24h 

5 ug/m3 ann 
10 ug/m3 24-hr 

5 ug/m3 ann 
10 ug/m3 24-hr 
10 ug/m3 24-hr 

19 
ll 
19 
77 
77 

Measurement Accuracy and Reporting Precision 

ARB accuracy 24h 
ARB reporting 24h 
ARB reporting ann 

Other Measures 

Zero molecule 

1. 2 ug/m3 24-hr 
1 ug/m3 24-hr 

0.1 ug/ml . ann 

0 lbs/day 

77 
77 
19 

2,292 

-145-

Project With 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

2,005 
365 
365 
365 
365 
365 

18 
TI 
18 
73 
73 

73 
73 
18 

2.005 
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Table 49 

Maximum Impact of Reduced Operations Alternative 
on Ambient Air Quality 

(without mitigation) 
(all concentrations in micrograms per cubic meter) 

Pollutant/ 
Averaging 

Time 

co 

1-hour 
8-hour 

N02 

1-hour 
Annual 

S02 

1-hour 
3-hour 
24-hour 
Annual 

PMlO 

California 
Standards 

23,000 
10,000 

470 

655 

131 

24-hour 50 
Annual(arithmetic) 
Annual(geometric) 30 

Footnotes: 

National 
Standards 

40,000 
10,000 

100 

1300 
365 

80 

150 
50 

Maximum 
Offsite 
Concen
tration 

225.0 
122.8 

616.7 
16.4 

56.6 
41. 2 
7.1 
1.5 

18.3 
2.3 
2.3 

Maximum 
Background 

10,228* 
4,189* 

84* 
5* 

216" 

81" 
11" 

210* 
30* 
22* 

Maximum 
Cumulative 
Impact 

10,453 
4,312 

701 
21 

273 

88 
13 

228 
32 
24 

Maximum Allowable 
Impact at Class I 
Class I Area 
Area 

0.3 

6.5 
0.4 
0.1 

1. 6 
0.1 

Increment 

2.5 

25 
5 
2 

10.0 
5.0 

* Hi ghest values measured onsite during 12 - month period (March 1990 - April 1991) 
"Highest values measured in Southeast Desert Air Basin during 3-year period (1988 - 1990) 
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Table 52 

Maximum Impact of Reduced Operations Alternative 
on Ambient Air Quality 

(with mitigation) 
(all concentrations in micrograms per cubic meter) 

Pollutant/ 
Averaging 

Time 

co 

1-hour 
8-hour 

N02 

1-hour 
Annual 

S02 

1-hour 
3-hour 
24-hour 
Annual 

PMl0 

California 
Standards 

23,000 
10,000 

470 

655 

131 

24-hour 50 
Annual(arithmetic) 
Annual(geometric) 30 

Footnotes: 

National 
Standards 

40,000 
10,000 

100 

1300 
365 

80 

150 
50 

Maximum 
Offsite 
Concen
tration 

110.2 
46.0 

262.5 
3.7 

40.5 
21. 4 
5.3 
0.5 

13.8 
1. 3 
1. 3 

Maximum 
Background 

10,228* 
4,189* 

84* 
5* 

216" 

81" 
11" 

210* 
30* 
22* 

Maximum 
Cumulative 
Impact 

10,338 
4,235 

347 
9 

257 

86 
12 

224 
31 
23 

Maximum Allowable 
Impact at Class I 
Class I Area 
Area 

0.2 

2.4 
0.3 
0.1 

1. 4 
0.1 

Increment 

2.5 

25 
5 
2 

10.0 
5.0 

* Highest values measured onsite during 12-month period (March 1990 - April 1991) 
"Highest values measured in Southeast Desert Air Basin during 3-year period (1989 - 1990) 
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Table 67 

No Project Alternative 
Total Project Emissions 

(lb/day) (ton/yr) 

Activity NOx __m_ PMl0 voe SO2 NOx ~ PMl0 voe SO2 

Transfer Stations 1693 517 183 156 212 309 94 33 28 39 

Trains 0 - o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

on-Highway Trucks 337 159 49 53 69 61 29 9 10 13 

I Onsite Vehicle Exhaust 1722 615 134 111 175 314 112 24 20 32 I-' 
\0 
I-' 
I onsite Fugitive Dust 721 132 

Landfill Gas Flares 1689 8164 676 1689 310 308 1490 123 308 57 

PROJECT GRAND TOTAL 5441 9455 1763 2009 766 992 1725 321 366 141 
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Table 68 

Assessment of Significance for Ozone 
Eagle Mountain Project - No Project Alternative 

Measure of 
Significance Level 

Project Without 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial 

AQMD BACT/OFFSETS 
AQMD major NSR 
AQMD major PSD 
AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA major source 
EPA major mod 

0 lbs/day 
100 tons/year 

25 tons/year 
25 tons/year 

100 tons/year 
40 tons/year 

2,009 
366 
366 
366 
366 
366 

Ozone Measurement Accuracy and Reporting Precision 

ARB accuracy 
ARB reporting 

Other Measures 

Zero molecule 

0.54 pphm 
1 pphm 

0 lbs/day 
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Table 69 

Assessment of Significance for Oxides Nitrogen 
Eagle Mountain Project - No Project Alternative 

Measure of 
Significance Level 

Project Without 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial 

AQMD BACT/OFFSETS 
AQMD major NSR 
AQMD major PSD 
AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA major . source 
EPA major mod 

0 lbs/day 
100 tons/year 

25 tons/year 
25 tons/year 

100 tons/year 
40 tons/year 

5,441 
-2..21 
-2..21 
-2..21 
-2..21 
-2..21 

Concentration Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

AQMD Class I ann 10 ug/m3 ann 
EPA Class I ann 10 ug/m3 ann 
EPA de minimum ann 14 ug/m3 ann 

Measurement Accuracy and Renorting 

ARB accuracy lh 
ARB report lh 
ARB report ann 

Other Measures t 

Zero molecule 

0.18 pphm 1-hr 
1 pphm 1-hr 

0.1 pphm ann 

0 lbs/day 

-194-

27 
27 
27 

Precision 

18 
18 
1.4 

5,441 
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Table 70 

Assessment of Significance for Carbon Monoxide 
Eagle Mountain Project - No Project Alternative 

Mea·sure of 
Significance Level 

Project Without 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial 

AQMD BACT/OFFSETS 
AQMD major NSR 
AQMD major PSD 
AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA major source 
EPA major mod 

0 lbs/day 
100 tons/year 

25 tons/year 
25 tons/year 

100 tons/year 
40 tons/year 

9,455 
1. 725 
1,725 
1,725 
1. 725 
1. 725 

Concentration Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

EPA Class I 24 hr 
EPA de minimus 8h 

1 ug/m3 24-hr 
575 ug/m3 8-hr 

75 
132 

Measurement Accuracy and Reporting Precision 

ARB accuracy lh 
ARB report lh 
ARB report 8h 

Other Measures 
( 

Zero molecule 

0.02 ppm 1-hr 
1 ppm 1-hr 

0.1 ppm 8-hr 

0 lbs/day 

-195-

0.16 
0.16 
0.12 

9,455 
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Table 71 

Assessment of Significance for Sulfur Dioxide 
Eagle Mountain Project - No Project Alternative 

Measure of 
Significance Level 

Project Without 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial 

AQMD BACT/OFFSETS 
AQMD major NSR 
AQMD major PSD 
AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA major source 
EPA major mod 

0 lbs/day 
100 tons/year 

25 tons/year 
25 tons/year 

100 tons/year 
40 tons/year 

766 
141 
141 
141 
141 
141 

Concentration Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

AQMD Class I ann 2 ug/m3 ann 
AQMD Class I 24h 5 ug/m3 24-hr 
AQMD Class I 3h 25 ug/m3 3-hr 
EPA Class I ann 2 ug/m3 ann 
EPA Class I 24h 5 ug/m3 24-hr 
EPA Class I 3h 25 ug/m3 3-hr 
EPA de minimus 24h 13 ug/m3 24-hr 

Measurement Accuracy and Re11orting 

ARB accuracy lh 
ARB reporting lh 

Other Measures 

Zero molecule 

0 . 33 pphm 1-hr 
1 pphm 1-hr 

0 lbs/day 

-196-

1 
2..§. 
64 
1 

26 
64 
2..§. 

Precision 

2.7 
2 . 7 

766 

Revised 12/ 11/91 



Table 72 

Assessment of Significance for Fine Particulate 
Eagle Mountain Project - No Project Alternative 

Measure of 
Significance Level 

Project Without 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial 

AQMD BACT/OFFSETS 
AQMD major NSR 
AQMD major PSD 
AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA major source 
EPA major mod 

0 lbs/day 
100 tons/year 

25 tons/year 
25 tons/year 

100 tons/year 
40 tons/year 

1.763 
321 
]21 
321 
321 
321 

Concentration Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

AQMD Class I ann 
AQMD Class I 24h 
EPA Class I ann 
EPA Class I 24h 
EPA de minimus 24h 

Measurement Accuracy 

ARB accuracy 24h 
ARB reporting ?4h 

• I ARB reporting ann 

Other Measures 

Zero molecule 

5 ug/m3 ann 19 
10 ug/m3 24-hr ll 

5 ug/m3 ann 19 
10 ug/m3 24-hr ll 
10 ug/m3 24-hr 77 

and Re2orting Precision 

1. 2 ug/m3 24-hr 
1 ug/m3 24-hr 

0.1 ug/m3 ann 

0 lbs/day 

-197-

77 
77 
19 

1.763 
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ATTACHMENT 6 

CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS AND 
SUGGESTED MITIGATION MEASURES 



CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 
EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 

Construction of Eagle Mountain Project 

Initial construction of the proposed Eagle Mountain Project is divided 
into four main construction phases: (1) improvement/extension of the 
existing Eagle Mountain Road; (2) construction of Phase I container 
handling facility including refurbishing existing warehouse and shop 
facilities; (3) reconstruction of the existing Eagle Mountain rail line; 
and (4) preparation of the first phase of the landfill . 
Improvement/extension of the existing Eagle Mountain Road will be the 
initial construction phase of the Eagle Mountain Project . After work 
begins on the Eagle Mountain Road improvements, the construction of the 
Phase I container handling facility, reconstruction of the existing 
Eagle Mountain rail line, and landfill construction will begin. The 
following paragraphs discuss each construction phase in more detail and 
describe the heavy equipment associated with construction of the Eagle 
Mountain Project. 

The existing Eagle Mountain Road will be improved during the 
construction of the Eagle Mountain facility. Eagle Mountain Road runs 
north from its intersection with Interstate Highway 10 (approximately 4 
miles west of Desert Center) to the Colorado River Aqueduct Eagle 
Mountain Pumping Plant. This road will be widened and improved to meet 
the design standards of the County of Riverside. This improvement to 
the Eagle Mountain Road will consist of widening the road, adding new 
aggregate base, new pavement, and additional drainage. In addition to 
improving the existing road, this construction phase will include an 
extension to .the Eagle Mountain Road. -The Eagle Mountain Road extension 
will be used to access the landfill from the northern terminus of the 
existing Eagle Mountain Road. The extension will begin from just south 
of the Metropolitan Water District Pumping Station and follow the 
alignment of the old Kaiser Truck Road. It will . then be routed in a 
northerly direction into the container handling facility at the eastern 
edge of the project site. Road construction will initially consist of 
clearing the roadway. Next, the rough earth work will take place to 
bring the roadway up to final grade . Finally, sub-base and aggregate 
base will be laid down before the asphalt concrete is applied. It will 
be necessary to construct stream crossings and add drainage systems to 
portions of the roadway to ensure year round operation. 

In addition, the construction of the Eagle Mountain Road extension will 
also include the construction of the right-of-way for a new rail spur. 
The new rail spur will begin at the existing Eagle Mountain rail line at 
a point southeast of the existing landing strip and terminate in the 
Phase II container handling yard. The new rail spur will be 
approximately 2 miles long and will carry rail traffic to the eastern 



portion of the project site. The first phase of construction will 
involve only the rail right-of-way which will parallel the Eagle 
Mountain Road extension. Further development of the rail spur will not 
occur for several years after the start of the project. Diesel 
scrapers, dump trucks, bulldozers, graders, frontend loaders, backhoes, 
paving machines, and compactors will be used during road and rail spur 
construction (operating approximately 8 hours per day). 

The development of the Eagle Mountain Project will also include the 
construction of the Phase I container handling yard. The container 
handling yard will be used to receive and store containers from trucks 
and trains. Construction of the Phase I container handling yard will 
include the following: (1) renovation of existing buildings for use as 
facilities to repair and maintain landfill equipment and rolling stock; 
(2) construction of a wash facility used to keep haul vehicles, heavy 
equipment, and refuse containers free of debris; (3) construction of 
office facilities; (4) construction of a parallel rail spur at the 
existing terminus of the Eagle Mountain rail line; (5) construction of 
access roads and vehicle parking; and (6) construction of drainage 
systems. Construction of plant structures will consist of clearing 
facility building sites, adding aggregate to bring facility building 
sites to grade, and adding plumbing and electrical systems. Diesel 
bulldozers, scrapers, frontend loaders, compactors, graders, backhoes, 
paving machines, and dump trucks will be used during the construction of 
the Phase I container handling yard (operating approximately 8 hours per 
day). 

Construction of the Eagle Mountain Project will also include 
reconstruction of the existing Eagle Mountain industrial rail line. The 
entire length of the 52 mile long Eagle Mountain industrial rail line 
will be inspected. Only portions of the rail line that need repair will 
be worked on. The reconstruction of these portions of the rail line 
will consist of replacing rails, ties, and ballast. In addition, the 
reconstruction of the rail line will include repair and improvement of 
existing drainage facilities. Diesel scrapers, bulldozers, graders, 
dump trucks, frontend loaders, a rail laying machine, backhoes, and 
compactors will be used to reconstruct the Eagle Mountain rail line 
(operating approximately 8 hours per day). 

Finally, construction of the Eagle Mountain Proj~ct will consist of 
preparation of the landfill to accept refuse. Landfill preparation 
activities will include leveling and grading of certain areas, scaling 
of loose rock, and the construction of protective works to prevent 
damage or injury from falling rock. The main Eagle Mountain South haul 
road will be extended from the Phase II area, widened where necessary, 
and be permanently paved. Permanent drainage works will be installed 
consisting of the construction of dikes, drainage channels, and 
sedimentation basins around certain areas of the landfill. Preliminary 
development of landfill gas and leachate collection and treatment 
facilities will involve the construction of leveled areas to permit the 
installation of tanks and other processing equipment. As with other 
areas of construction within the project, diesel-powered bulldozers, 
graders, and trucks will be used. It should be noted that the 
construction activities associated with the initial preparation of the 
landfill will continue during the operation of the project. 
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Consequently, the emission estimates contained in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Eagle Mountain Project include the 
emissions for this phase of construction . 

A portable asphalt plant and a portable concrete batch plant will be 
operated during the construction phase of the Eagle Mountain Project. 
The temporary plants will be located near the existing Eagle Mountain 
coarse tailing piles. The purpose of these plants is to supply asphalt 
and concrete for road and plant site building construction . Due to the 
remote location of the Eagle Mountain facility, it is necessary to use 
temporary onsite asphalt and concrete batch plants rather than haul 
these materials from existing asphalt and concrete batch plants located 
in Riverside County . 

The improvement/extension of the Eagle Mountain Road and extension of 
the industrial rail line will be the first of the three construction 
phases. The improvements to the Eagle Mountain Road and rail line 
extension are scheduled to take approximately 20 weeks . Within a few 
weeks after construction begins on the Eagle Mountain Road, site 
preparation for the container handling facility, reconstruction of the 
existing industrial rail line, and landfill development will begin. 
Construction of the Phase I container handling facility is scheduled to 
take approximately 90 days to complete . The reconstruction of the 
industrial rail line and landfill development are scheduled to take 
approximately 60 days to complete. Therefore, the maximum emissions 
during construction of the Eagle Mountain facility will occur a few 
weeks after work begins on improving the Eagle Mountain Road when 
construction of the container handling facility, reconstruction of the 
industrial rail line, landfill development, and Eagle Mountain Road 
construction will occur simultaneously . 

Fugitive emissions from the construction of the Eagle Mountain Project 
result from: (1) dust entrained during excavation and grading at the 
construction sites; (2) dust entrained during travel on unpaved haul 
roads and across unpaved construction sites; (3) dust entrained during 
aggregate and soil loading and unloading operations; (4) dust entrained 
from raw material transfer at the portable asphalt and concrete batch 
plants; and (5) wind erosion of areas disturbed during construction 
activities . Heavy equipment exhaust emissions result from: (1) exhaust 
from the heavy equipment used for excavation and . construction; (2) 
exhaust from the water trucks used to control construction dust 
emissions; (3) exhaust from Diesel generators located at the temporary 
asphalt and concrete batch plants; and (4) exhaust from heaters located 
at the temporary asphalt plant. 

Available Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation of Heavy Equipment Emissions 

Exhaust pollutant emissions from the Diesel heavy equipment used during 
project construction will contr i bute to the overall emissions during the 
construction phase of the Eagle Mountain Project . Measures which could 
be taken to mitigate these emi ss i ons include the following : 
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1. operational measures, such as limiting time spent with the 
engine idling by shutting down equipment when not in use; 

2. regular preventive maintenance to prevent emission increases 
due to engine problems ; 

3. use of low sulfur and low aromatic fuel meeting California 
standards for motor vehicle Diesel fuel; 

4. use of turbocharger and intercooled Diesel engines when 
available , with retarded injection timing; 

5. use of low-emitting Diesel engines meeting California 
emissions standards for highway trucks; and/or 

6. electrification of temporary asphalt and concrete batch 
plants 

Operational measures to reduce emissions - Operational measures to 
conserve fuel and reduce emissions include minimizing engine idle 
time and using only the number of machines required for a given volume 
of material handled. Idle time will be minimized by instructing 
equipment operators to shut down their machines rather than letting them 
idle for more than fifteen minutes . Operational managers will be 
instructed to schedule machines and operators to match the anticipated 
material volume. This will help to reduce operating costs and wear and 
tear on equipment as well as emissions. 

Preventive maintenance - All construction equipment should be subject 
to regular preventive maintenance in order to detect and prevent 
mechanical problems which can lead to increased emissions. These 
mechanical problems include clogged air filters, worn or damaged 
turbochargers, and problems with the fuel injection system. Equipment 
operators and supervisors should be instructed to report any evidence of 
excessive smoke or other symptoms so that the equipment can be scheduled 
for maintenance in a timely fashion. 

Low sulfur/low aromatic fuel - California Air Resources Board 
regulations limiting the sulfur and aromatic content of motor vehicle 
Diesel fuel will take effect in 1993. According . to California Air 
Resources Board staff, construction machinery is included in the 
California Air Resources Board's expanded definition of a "motor 
vehicle". Thus, this regulation will require all construction equipment 
to use low-sulfur/low aromatic fuel . Since construction equipment 
engines are technically similar to those used in trucks, the reduction 
in emissions will probably be of the same order as that projected for 
truck engines by California Air Resources Board. The use of low-sulfur 
fuel will reduce S02 emissions by 90%, and will reduce PM10 emissions by 
roughly 0.07 g/BHP-hr, which is roughly 10-20% of anticipated PM10 

emissions. Based on California Air Resources Board's projections for 
truck engines, the reduction in aromatic content should reduce NOx 
emissions by about 4%, and lead to a further 10-20% reduction in PM10 

emissions. 
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Turbocharging/intercooling/retarded injection timing - N0x and 
particulate emissions from Diesel engines can be reduced through a 
combination of turbocharging, intercooling (to the lowest temperature 
practical), and retarded injection timing , especially at high loads. 
Turbocharger and intercooled engines should be chosen for all major 
Diesel equipment used in the construction of the project , unless (a) 
there are no suitable equipment models available with turbocharging and 
intercooling, either as standard equipment or as an available option; or 
(b) the manufacturer demonstrates that the engine achieves similar 
emissions performance by some other means . This latter exception would 
include on-highway certified engines, or engines meeting California Air 
Resources Board emission standards for construction equipment. 

Except in the case of engines which are already emission-controlled (in 
which case injection timing is normally retarded already), all Diesel 
engines in construction equipment should have their fuel injection 
timing adjusted to a retarded setting . The degree of timing retardation 
used should be chosen to reduce N0x as much as possible, while 
minimizing the increase in smoke, PM10 , and V0C emissions due to the 
retarded timing . The optimal degree of timing retardation will vary 
from one engine model to another, and should be selected in consultation 
with the engine manufacturer. 

Use of on-highway engines - In addition to turbocharging , low
temperature intercooling, and retarded injection timing, Diesel engines 
certified to meet California's 1991 emission standards for on-highway 
vehicles will exhibit a number of other emissions-related modifications 
and control technologies . These will generally include electronic 
control of fuel injection timing and quantity, increased fuel injection 
pressure, and optimization of piston and combustion chamber design to 
reduce emissions. These engines will be required to emit no more than 
5.0 g/BHP-hr N0x and 0.25 g/BHP-hr of particulate matter. Achieving 
these targets will require e x tensive engine optimization, so that these 
on-highway certified engines will generally exhibit lower emissions 
overall than off-highway engines retrofitted with specific emissions 
controls. Engines meeting 1994 on-highway standards will achieve even 
lower PM10 emissions, probably through the use of catalytic trap
oxidizers or catalytic converters in conjunction with still more 
advanced emission control technology . 

It may be possible to use these engines (or similar engines utilizing 
nearly the same technology) in construction equipment, such as the 
bulldozers, compactors, loaders, scrapers, and off-highway trucks. This 
will not always be possible, however, due to the important differences 
in duty cycle, torque rise requirements, engine mounting, and cooling 
requirements between construction machinery and on-highway trucks. The 
feasibility of using an on-highway certified engine should be reviewed 
for each piece of construction equipment, and such engines should be 
used unless (1) there is no suitable engine available or (2) the 
mounting and install a tion requi rements, or duty cycle limitations, make 
it infeasible to use any available engines in the specific equipment 
under consideration . 

Electrification -- Replacement of the Diesel engine electric generators 
used for the temporary asphalt plant and concrete batch plant with power 
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supplied directly from the utility grid system would produce virtually a 
100% reduction in exhaust emissions for this equipment. 

Mitigation for Fugitive Dust Impacts 

Fugitive dust emissions due to material handling and the passage of 
vehicles over paved and unpaved roads will contribute to the overall 
emissions during construction of the proposed Eagle Mountain facility. 
Primary sources will include the movement of vehicles over paved and 
unpaved roads, the excavation of soil, the spreading and compaction of 
soil and aggregate, and wind erosion of disturbed areas. 

Road Surfaces - Fugitive dust emissions from unpaved road surfaces 
should be mitigated by either water application or chemical dust 
palliative application . For unpaved roads and parking lots which are 
very temporary, frequent watering should be used to maintain surface 
moisture contents above 4%. At maximum onsite traffic levels and peak 
evaporation rates, the water application rate may reach 3 gallons per 
square yard per hour in order to maintain the 95% control efficiency. 

Chemical dust suppressants applied to the surface of unpaved haul roads 
should be used to control fugitive dust emissions. The solution 
application rate will depend on the type of additive used (i.e., asphalt 
emulsion, petroleum resin, acrylic cement, etc.) and concentration of 
the solution. Research data should be used to select two to four 
commercial products for onsite testing during project startup. 
Demonstration sections of treated roadway should be visually inspected 
on a daily basis to determine the duration of dustless operation. The 
additive which is most cost-effective in maintaining negligible visible 
emissions should be chosen for ongoing project use. The results of the 
field study should also be used to determine the necessary chemical 
reapplication interval. 

Fugitive dust emissions from paved road travel should be mitigated by 
mechanical sweeping of road surface to remove buildup of loose material. 
The paved haul roads should be inspected daily to determine the 
frequency of surface sweeping necessary to minimize dust emissions. In 
addition, chemical stabilization of blow sand areas adjacent to paved 
haul roads should be performed to minimize fugitive dust emission. 

Soil Excavation - Fugitive dust emissions from the excavation of soil 
at the construction sites should be mitigated by prewatering. The 
moisture content which achieves nearly dustless conditions upon 
excavation and loadout of the soil should be used as a standard 
operating practice. 

Temporary Concrete Batch Plant - Fugitive dust emissions from batch 
loading and material transport at the concrete batch plant should be 
mitigated with the installation and operation of spray nozzles or 
filters at all open transfer points. 

Temporary Asphalt Plant - Fugitive dust emissions from batch loading 
and material transport at the asphalt plant should be mitigated with the 
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installation and operation of spray nozzles or filters at all open 
transfer points. 

Wind Erosion - Fugitive dust emissions from wind erosion of inactive 
areas disturbed from construction activities should be mitigated by 
compacting and treating with a chemical dust suppressant or protected 
with a fabric cover. 

Mitigation Measures Recommended during Initial Construction of Project 

Based on the discussion in the preceding section, the following 
mitigation measures are recommended during the initial construction of 
the Eagle Mountain Project. 

Mitigation Measure MC-1: Construction Equipment Operating Procedures 

Mine Reclamation Corporation and its contractors should ensure that 
equipment operators at the project construction site shut down their 
engines if the equipment will be idle for fifteen minutes or longer. 
The number of machines and operators to match the anticipated material 
volumes should be scheduled to avoid excessive queueing. 

Mine Reclamation Corporation should ensure that Diesel-fueled equipment 
at the project construction site receive regular preventive maintenance, 
in accordance with the engine manufacturers' recommendations. This 
maintenance should include daily visual checks for excessive smoke by 
the operations or maintenance staff. Equipment which is observed to 
have excessive opacity, in excess of 20%, should be removed from service 
at the end of the next work shift, and adjusted and/or repaired before 
resuming operation at the construction site. 

Implemented by: 
Monitored by: 

Mine Reclamation Corporation 
SCAQMD 

Mitigation Measure MC-2: Diesel Fuel for Construction Equipment 

All Diesel-fueled equipment at the project construction site should be 
fueled with Diesel fuel that meets the requirements of the California 
Air Resources Board for on-highway motor vehicle -Diesel fuel in the 
South Coast Air Basin. The equipment to use this fuel includes the oil 
fired heaters located at the temporary asphalt plant. Mi~e Reclamation 
Corporation should maintain a record of all Diesel fuel purchases that 
includes a statement by the supplier that the fuel complies with this 
requirement. 

Implemented by: 
Monitored by: 

Mine Reclamation Corporation 
SCAQMD 

Mitigation Measure MC-3: On-Highway Engines for Construction Equipment 

Prior to the initial construction of the proposed project, Mine 
Reclamation Corporation should evaluate the feasibility of operating 
heavy-duty Diesel construction equipment with engines which are 
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certified by the California Air Resources Board for use in on-highway 
trucks. If such engines are available, Mine Reclamation Corporation 
should operate the construction equipment with equivalent on-highway 
engines, unless (1) there is no suitable engine available; or (2) the 
mounting and installation requirements, or duty cycle limitations, make 
it infeasible to use available on-highway engines in that equipment. 

Implemented by: 
Monitored by: 

Mine Reclamation Corporation 
SCAQMD 

Mitigation Measure MC-4: Low NOx Engine Design for Construction 
Equipment 

For any Diesel-fueled construction equipment for which there are no 
suitable on-highway equivalent engines, Mine Reclamation Corporation 
should operate the equipment with engines which are equipped with 
turbochargers and intercoolers (or aftercoolers). In addition, Mine 
Reclamation Corporation should maintain these engines with the fuel 
injection timing retarded to a level recommended by the engine 
manufacturer for reduced NOx emissions, but will not result in excessive 
visible smoke emissions. 

Implemented by: 
Monitored by: 

Mine Reclamation Corporation 
SCAQMD 

Mitigation Measure MC-5: Electrification of Asphalt Plant 

Mine Reclamation Corporation should use an electric version of the 
temporary asphalt plant, unless the distance between a suitable power 
source and the asphalt plant make it infeasible for this equipment. 

Implemented by: 
Monitored by: 

Mine Reclamation Corporation 
SCAQMD 

Mitigation Measure MC-6: Electrification of Concrete Batch Plant 

Mine Reclamation Corporation should use an electric version of the 
temporary concrete batch plant, unless the distance between a suitable 
power source and the concrete batch plant make it infeasible for this 
equipment. 

Implemented by: 
Monitored by: 

Mine Reclamation Corporation 
SCAQMD 

Mitigation Measure MC-7: Unpaved Road and Parking Lot Surfaces 

Mine Reclamation Corporation should apply chemical dust suppressants 
and/or water as a dust suppressant to all unpaved road and parking lot 
surfaces during construction operations. The chemical dust suppressant 
should be selected based on a field evaluation of candidate suppressants 
conducted upon startup of the project. 

Implemented by: 
Monitored by : 

Mine Reclamation Corporation 
SCAQMD 
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Mitigation Measure MC-8 : Paved-Road Travel 

Mine Reclamation Corporation should maintain a 2-foot freeboard height 
and/or cover trucks using offsite paved haul roads. 

Implemented by: 
Monitored by : 

Mine Reclamation Corporation 
SCAQMD 

Mitigation Measure MC-9: Soil/Aggregate Excavation 

Mine Reclamation Corporation should pre-water all areas where 
soil/aggregate excavation will take place. 

Implemented by: 
Monitored by: 

Mine Reclamation Corporation 
SCAQMD 

Mitigation Measure MC-10: Asphalt Plant 

Mine Reclamation Corporation should install and operate water sprays or 
filters on all asphalt plant aggregate open transfer points. 

Implemented by: 
Monitored by: 

Mine Reclamation Corporation 
SCAQMD 

Mitigation Measure MC-11: Concrete Batch Plant 

Mine Reclamation Corporation should install and operate water sprays or 
filters on all concrete batch plant aggregate, sand, and portland cement 
open transfer points . 

Implemented by : 
Monitored by: 

Mine Reclamation Corporation 
SCAQMD 

Mitigation Measure MC-12: Wind Erosion 

As needed Mine Reclamation Corporation should compact and treat with a 
chemical dust suppressant or protect with a fabric cover all inactive 
areas disturbed by construction activities to minimize wind erosion. 

Implemented by: 
Monitored by: 

Mine Reclamation Corporation 
SCAQMD 

Mitigation Measure MC-13: Permanent Road Surfaces 

Mine Reclamation Corporation should periodically clean with mechanical 
sweepers all paved roads used by haul trucks to minimize the buildup of 
loose surface material. 

Implemented by : 
Monitored by: 

Mine Reclamation Corporation 
SCAQMD 

1-9 



Mitigation Measure MC-14: District Rule 403 

Mine Reclamation Corporation should ensure that all excavation, grading, 
and soil removal operations comply with SCAQMD Rule 403. 

Implemented by: 
Monitored by : 

Mine Reclamation Corporation 
SCAQMD 

Mitigation Measure MC-15: Blow Sand Areas 

Mine Reclamation Corporation should chemically stabilize blowsand areas 
adjacent to paved haul roads in the project area . 

Implemented by: 
Monitored by : 

Mine Reclamation Corporation 
SCAQMD 

Estimation of Emissions with Mitigation Measures 

Tables 1-1 through 1-4 show the estimated daily heavy equipment exhaust 
and fugitive dust emissions with recommended mitigation measures. Table 
1-5 shows the total daily emissions associated with construction of the 
Eagle Mountain Project. The data show that the recommended mitigation 
measures have the greatest benefits for reducing emissions of 
particulates, oxides of nitrogen, and sulfur dioxide. The particulate 
reductions are due to recommended dust suppression mitigation measures 
for the excavation areas and unpaved haul roads. The oxides of nitrogen 
reductions are due to the use of low NOx emitting engines in 
construction equipment. The sulfur dioxide reductions are due to the 
use of ultra-low sulfur fuel in all Diesel burning construction heavy 
equipment. The use of this fuel results in associated reductions in 
particulate matter emissions as well. 
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Table 1-1 
Heavy Equipment Exhaust Emissions 

(excluding equipment directly associated with landfill area) 

Emission Factors(3) Emissions 
Equii:xnent Type Nllllber Hr/Day Gal/Hr(1) ( lb/1000 gal) 

NOx co PM HC S02 NOx co 

Bulldozers (CAT. D8N)(2) 7 8 10.0 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7.10 131.48 54.78 
Frontend Loaders 4 8 5.0 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7 .10 37.57 15.65 
Dunp Trucks 16 8 6.0 195.66 97.83 9.78 11. 74 7 .10 150.27 75.13 
Motor Graders 4 8 7.0 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7 .10 52.59 21.91 
CO!ll'actors 4 8 6.0 234. 79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7.10 45.08 18.78 
Backhoes 3 8 3.0 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7.10 16.90 7.04 
Scrapers (CAT. 631E )(2) 18 8 15.5 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7.10 524.05 218.36 
\Jater Trucks 4 8 20.0 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7.10 150.27 62.61 
Paving Machines (CAT. AP-800)(2) 3 8 3.0 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7.10 16.90 7.04 
Rail Laying Machine(4) 8 4.5 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7.10 8.45 3.52 
Asphalt Plant Heaters(5) 8 200 0.036 0.038 0.0032 0.028 0.0146 57.60 60 . .80 
Generators(6) 2 8 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total = 1191.17 545.65 
Footnotes: 
(1) Heavy equipment hourly fuel consunption from Energy Section of Draft EIR for Eagle Mountain Landfill project 
(2) Heavy equipment hourly fuel consunpti on from "Caterpillar Performance Handbook", October 1989, assiining mediiin load factor 
(3) Heavy equii:xnent emission factors based on Sierra Research's 1995 projections for low NOx Diesel engines using 0.05X sulfur fuel 
(4) Heavy equipment hourly fuel consunption from "Caterpillar Performance Handbook", October 1989, assiining mediiin load factor, 

assuning same fuel consunption as for Caterpillar Model 571G pipelayer 
(5) Hourly process rate in terms of tons of asphalt/hr rather than gallons of fuel/hr. Emission factors in terms of lbs/ton 

rather than lb/1000 gal. Emission factors from AP-42, Section 8.1 (Asphaltic Concrete Plants), Tables 8.1-4 and 8.1-5 
assuming a fuel sulfur content of 0.05X and PM10 emissions controlled with a baghouse. 

( lb/day) 
PM 

8.76 
2.50 
7.51 
3.51 
3.00 
1.13 

34.93 
10.02 
1.13 
0.56 
5.12 
0.00 

78.17 

HC S02 

8.76 3.98 
2.50 1.14 
9.02 5.45 
3.51 1.59 
3.00 1.36 
1.13 0.51 

34.93 15.85 
10.02 4.54 
1.13 0.51 
0.56 0.26 

44.80 23.36 
0.00 0.00 

119 .36 58.55 



Table 1-2 
Heavy Equipment Exhaust Emissions 

(equipment directly associated with landfill area) 

Emission Factors Emissions 
(lb/1000 gal)* ( lb/day) 

Number Hr/Day Gal/Hr NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 
SOIL EXCAVATION 

Rubber-Tired Loader 2 10 11 234. 79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7 .10 51.65 21.52 3.44 3.44 1.56 

Number Hr/Day Gal/Hr NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 
SOIL HAULING 

Off-Highway Truck 12.5 7.0 195.66 97.83 9.78 11 .74 7. 10 17.12 8.56 0.86 1.03 0.62 

SOIL SPREADING Number Hr/Day Gal/Hr NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 

Bulldozer 3 10 14 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7. 10 98.61 41.09 6.57 6.57 2.98 

DUST CONTROL AND Number Hr/Day Gal/Hr NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 
ROAD MAINTENANCE 
12,000-Gal Tanker 2 11 20 195.66 97.83 9.78 11. 74 7. 10 86.09 43.04 4.30 5.17 3.12 

t-' Motor Grader 2 10 7 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7. 10 32.87 13.70 2.19 2.19 0.99 I 
t-' 
N 

Number Hr/Day Gal/Hr NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 
LINER CONSTRUCTION 

Frontend Loader 8 5 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7 .10 9.39 3.91 0.63 0.63 0.28 
Pugmill 8 (Electric) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Dump Truck 8 6 195.66 97.83 9.78 11. 74 7 .10 9.39 4.70 0.47 0.56 0.34 
Bulldozer 8 6 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7 .10 11 .27 4.70 0.75 0.75 0.34 
Compactor 8 6 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7 .10 11.27 4.70 0.75 0.75 0.34 

Number Hr/Day Gal/Hr NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 
BENCH CLEARING 

Bulldozer 8 6 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7.10 20.54 8.56 1.37 1.37 0.62 

Number Hr/Day Gal/Hr NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 
MISCELLANEOUS 

Backhoe 2 3 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7. 10 1.41 0.59 0.09 0.09 0.04 
Utility Truck 2 5 195.66 97.83 9.78 11. 74 7.10 1 .96 0.98 0.10 0.12 0.07 
Grader 2 5 234.79 97.83 15.65 15.65 7. 10 2.35 0.98 0. i6 0.16 0.07 

GRAND TOTAL, lb/day 353.9 157.0 21. 7 22.8 11.4 

Reference: 
* Heavy equipment emission factors based on Sierra Research's 1995 projections for low NOx Diesel engines using 0.05% sulfur fuel . 



Table 1-3 
Fugitive Dust Emissions 

(excluding equipment directly associated with landfill area) 

Activity Dai Ly Units Emission(1) TSP PM10/TSP(2) Uncontrolled Control(4) Control led 

Process Factor Emission PM10 Emission Efficiency PM10 Emission 

Rate (lb/unit) Rate Rate CX) Rate 

(lb/day) (lb/day) C lb/day) 

Dunp Truck Hauling 991 VMT 18.41 18245.26 0.36 6568.29 95 328.41 

Scraper Hauling 171 VMT 20.54 3514.06 0.36 1265.06 95 63.25 

Scraper Excavation 144 Hrs 34.23 4929.41 0.28 1380.24 90 138.02 

Bulldozer Excavation 56 Hrs 34.23 1916.99 0.28 536.76 90 53.68 

Frontend Loader Operation 32 Hrs 0.04 1.28 0.77 0.99 30 0.69 

Backhoe Operation 24 Hrs 0,.04 0.96 0.77 0.74 30 0.52 

Grader Operation 32 Hrs 0.23 7.36 0.54 3.97 50 1.99 

Batch Loading Dunp Trucks 7438 Tons 0.003 20.21 0.35 7.07 0 7.07 

Batch Unloading Trucks/Scrapers 14875 Tons 0.003 40.41 0.35 14.14 0 14.14 

___. Concrete Batch Plant 
I Aggregate Bin Loading 155 Tons 0.029 4.50 0.35 1.57 80 0.31 

___. 
.N Portland Cement Bin Loading 25 Tons 0.27 6.75 0.35 2.36 95 0. 12 

Weigh Hopper Loading 180 Tons 0.02 3.60 0.35 1.26 95 0.06 

Mixer Loading 180 Tons 0.04 7.20 · 0.35 2.52 95 0.13 

Asphalt Plant 
Transfer Points(3) 1600 Tons 0.008 13.04 0.35 4.56 95 0.23 

Batch Loading(3) 1600 Tons 0.003 4.35 0.35 1.52 80 0.30 

Wind Erosion 
Road/Rail Extensions 47850 Sq. Ft. 0.010 459.62 0.5 229.81 0 229.81 

Container Handling Facility 76125 Sq. Ft. 0.010 731.22 0.5 365.61 0 365.61 

Rail Reconstruction 34674 Sq. Ft. 0.010 333.06 0.5 166.53 0 166.53 

Total = 1370.89 
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Table 1-3 
(Footnotes) 

Footnotes: 
(1) a. Batch loading and unloading emission factor is c~ted from AP-42, 11.2.3-3 (Aggregate Handling), with 9.3 lfllli average wind speed 

(from onsite monitor) and 4X moisture content 

(2) 

b. Unpaved road travel emission factor is c~ted from AP-42, 11.2.1 (Unpaved Roads), with silt content of 6X, average vehicle speed of 25 lfl)li, 

nunber of days of rainfall equals 20 (from Figure 11.2.1-1), average scraper weight of 67 tons, average dl.ll'f) truck weight of 30 tons 
c. Scraper and Bulldozer spreading/excavation emission factors c~ted from AP-42, 8.24-5 (Bulldozing Overburden) assuning 20¾ silt content and 

4X moisture content. Grader, frontend loader, and backhoe emission factors c~ted from AP-42, 8.24-5 (~estern Surface Coal Mines), 

d. 

e. 

a. 
b. 
C. 

d. 
e. 
f. 

g. 

with vehicle speed of 2 lfllli (for grader), vehicle speed of 1 lfllli (for backhoe and loader). 
Conveyor transfer point emission factor c~ted from AP-42, 11.2.3-3, 1988 (Aggregate Handling and Storage Piles, continous drop), 

average wind speed= 9.3 lfllli (from onsite monitor), assl.lned 4X moisture content 
~ind erosion dust emission factor c~ted from EPA's Control of Open Fugitive Dust Sources, Septerrber 1988, EPA# 450/3-88-008, 
using threshold friction velocity of 0.32 m/sec, roughness height of 0.000731 m (from Table 6-2, disturbed desert), and 
fastest mile wind speed of 24.5 m/s (maxinun one-hour average wind speed recorded by onsite monitor (47.4 lflll,) converted to fastest mile speed) 
Unpaved road PM10 factor from AP-42, 11.2.1 (Unpaved Roads) 
Batch loading and unloading PM10 factor from AP-42, 11.2.3-3 (Aggregate Handling) 
Transfer point PM10 factor from AP-42, 11.2.3-3 (Aggregate Handling) 
The PM10 conversion factor for grader, backhoe, and loader from AP-42, 8.24-5 (~estern Surface Coal Mines, grading) 
The PM10 conversion factor for bulldozer and scraper from AP-42, 8.24-5 (~estern Surface Coal Mines, bulldozing) 
The PM10 conversion factor for wind erosion from EPA's Control of Open Fugitive Dust Sources, Septerrber 1988, EPA# 450/3 -88-008 
Concrete batch plant loading and unloading PM10 factor from AP-42, 11.2.3-3 (Aggregate Handling) 

(3) AssLKning three conveyor transfer points and a single batch loading point for aggregate 
(4) a. Unpaved road travel control efficiency from application of chemical dust suppressant over unpaved road, see "Evaluation of the Effectiveness 

of Chemical Dust Supressants on Unpaved Roads", MRI, Nov. 1987, page 61 
b. Asphalt and concrete batch plant transfer points control efficiency from installation of enclosed transfer points vented 

to baghouse (estimated from vendor literature and MD-20 "Control of Particulate Emissions" for pulse-jet baghouses) 
c. Asphalt and concrete batch plant aggregate bin loading and batch loading control efficiency from inspection of dl.ll'f) hoppers 

equipped with hollow cone spray nozzles 
d. Bulldozer and scraper excavation contol factors are estimated from field data collected during the excavation of tailings 

at a former asbestos mine near Copperopolis, California. 
e. The control factors are estimated from EPA-450/3-88-008 with 0.80 water evaporation rate, 4 vehicle passes per hour, 8 hour 

water application interval, and 0.15 gallon/yd2 water application rate for grading, and are estimated from inspection of pipeline 

construction projects for backhoe and loader. 



Table 1-4 
Fugitive Dust Emissions 

(equipment directly associated with landfill area) 

TSP PH10 
Dai Ly Process Emission Control Emission PH10 Emission 
Process Rate Factor* Factor* Rate Factor* Rate 

Activity Rate Units ( lb/unit) (%) C lb/day) (%) C lb/day) 

------------------- -------- --·----- ·------- -------- -------- -------- --------

Soil/Aggregate Excavation 10 hr 5.70 90% 5.70 0. 13 0.75 
Soil/Aggregate Processing 6000 ton 0.27 89% 181 .59 0.52 95 .18 
Truck Loading 6000 ton 0.01 0% 63.60 0.50 31.80 
Soil/Aggregate Hauling 148 VMT 16.80 95% 124. 13 0.22 27.31 
Soil/Aggregate Dumping 6000 ton 0.01 0% 63.60 0.50 31.80 
Soil/Aggregate Spreading 10 hr 5.70 0% 57.00 0.13 7.50 

Road Watering 154 mi 9.38 90% 144.46 0.22 31.78 
Road Grading 40 mi 0.23 50% 4.53 0.54 2.44 

t--' 
I Liner Excavation 8 hr 34.23 90% 27.39 0.28 7.70 t--' 

V, Liner Hauling 120 VMT 9.38 90% 112 .56 0.22 24.76 

Bench Clearing 8 hr 13.10 30% 73.33 0.16 11.87 

Backhoe 2 hr 0.04 30% 0.06 0.76 0.04 
Utility Truck 2 mi 3.79 90% 0.76 0.22 0.17 
Grader 2 hr 0.23 50% 0.23 0.54 0.12 

Windblown Fugitive Oust 0.18 

TOTAL = 273.4 

*See following Footnotes. 
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Table 1-4 
(Footnotes) 

1. Soil/ Aggregate Hauling, Road Watering, Liner Hauling, and Utility Truck Use: The emission factors are computed from AP-42 "Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission 
Factors·, 11.2.6-1 (Industrial Paved Roads ,), using unpaved entry areas (multiplier = 7), 4 traffic lanes, 6 % silt fraction, 5900 lb/mile surface dirt loading, and vehicle 
weights of 43 tons (road watering, and liner hauling), 94 tons (soil/aggregate hauling), and 8 tons (utility truck use) gross loaded weight (for 50% of travel) and 18 tons (road 
watering, and liner hauling) , 44 Ions (soil/aggregate hauling), and 8 tons (utility truck use) gross empty weight (for 50% of travel) . The control efficiency is computed from 
EPA-450/3-88-008 "Control of Open Fugitive Dust Sources• with 0.80 mm/hr evaporation rate, 80 vehicle/hr traffic flow, 60 minute application interval, 3 .00 gal/yd2 
application rate for road watering, or sufficient watering to raise surface moisture content from I% to 5 % , or (from EPA-600/2-87-102 "Evaluation of the Effectiveness of 
Chemical Dust Suppressants on Unpaved Roads) monthly application of 0.30 gallons/yd2 of a 5: I solution of water and Soil Cement. The PM10 conversion factor is from 
AP-42, 11 .2 .6-3 (Industrial Paved Roads) . 

2. 

3. 

Soil/Aggregate Excavation, Soil/Aggregate Spreading, Liner Excavation, and Bench Clearing: The emission factors are computed from AP-42, 8.24-5 (Western Surface Coal 
Mines, bulldozing overburden) with l .C % (soil/aggregate excavation and spreading), 20% (liner excavation), and 2 % (bench clearing) silt contents (estimated from discussions 
with facility personnel) and I% (soil/aggregate excavation and spreading, and bench clearing) and 4% (liner excavation) moisture contents (estimated) . The control factors 
are estimated from field data collected during the excavation of tailings at a former asbestos mine near Copperopolis, California. The PMI0 conversion factor is computed 
from AP-42, 8.24-5 (Western Surface Coal Mines, bulldozing overburden) . 

Soil/Aggregate Processing : The emission factor is computed as the sum of emission factors for the stationary equipment included in the soil/aggregate processing operation: 
0.12 pounds/ton - dump hopper (from AP-42, 8.24-3 , Metallic Minerals, dry transfer), 0.01 pounds/ton - belt transfer at base of dump hopper (from AP-42, 11.2.3-3, 
Aggregate Handling and Storage Piles, with 7 .5 mph average wind and 1 % moisture content), 0.02 pounds/ton - cone crusher (from AP-42, 8 . 19.2-4, Crushed Stone primary 
crushing at 1.5 % moisture content) , and 0.12 pounds/ton - pile stacker (from AP-42, 8.24-3, Metallic Minerals dry transfer) . The average wind speed is taken from ARB's 
"California Surface Wind Climatology• for Desert Center and the moisture contents are estimated. The control efficiency is computed as a composite weighted by emissions 
from each of the stationary sources: 80% - dump hopper (estimated from vendor literature and inspection of hoppers equipped with hollow cone spray nozzles), 99% - belt 
transfer and cone crusher (estimated from vendor literature and MD-20 "Control of Particulate Emissions• for pulse-jet baghouses), 95 % - pile stacker (estimated from vendor 
literature and inspection of stackers with drop height controllers, midbelt deluge sprays, and head pulley solid cone nozzles) . The PMI0 conversion factor is an emission
weighted average covering each item of stationary equipment: 50% - dump hopper (from ARB "Information for Applying the State Ambient Air Quality Standards for PMI0 
to the Permitting of New and Modified Stationary Sources"), 100% belt transfer and cone crusher (all emissions from baghouse assumed to be PMI0), 60% - pile stacker 
(from AP-42, 8.23-4, Metallic Minerals , transfer of material with 4.0% moisture content) . 

4. Truck Loading, Soil/ Aggregate Dumping: The emission factors are computed from AP-42, 11 .2.3-3 (Aggregate Handling and Storage Piles) , with 7 .5 mph average wind 
speed (ARB, Desert Center) and 1 % moisture content (estimated). The PMl0 conversion factor is from the ARB PMI0 permitting manual. 

5 . Road Grading, Backhoe Use, and Miscellaneous Grading: The emission factors are computed from AP-42, 8.24-5 (Western Surface Coal Mines, grading) with vehicle speeds 
of 2 mph (estimated for road and miscellaneous grading) and I mph (estimated for backhoe use). The control factors are estimated from EPA-450/3-88-008 with 0.80 water 
evaporation rate, 4 vehicle passes per hour, 8 hour water application interval, and 0.15 gallon/yd2 water application rate for road and miscellaneous grading, and are 
estimated from inspection of pipeline conslruction projects from backhoe use. The PMI0 conversion factor is from AP-42, 8.24-5 (Western Surface Coal Mines, grading). 



Table 1-5 
Total Daily Emissions 

(lbs/day) 

Construction Equipment 1133.6 
(excluding equipment 
directly associated 
with landfill area) 

Construction Equipment 353.9 
(equipment directly 
associated with 
landfill area) 

Asphalt and Concrete 0.0 
Batch Plant Generators 

Asphalt Plant Heaters 57.6 

Fugitive Dust 0.0 
(excluding equipment 
directly associated 
with landfill area) 

Fugitive Dust 0 . 0 
(equipment directly 
associated with 
landfill area) 

Total Emissions 1545.1 

484.9 73.1 

157.0 21. 7 

0.0 0.0 

60.8 5.1 

0.0 1370.9 

0.0 273.4 

702.7 1744.2 

1-17 

74.6 35.2 

22.8 11.4 

0.0 0.0 

44.8 23.4 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

142.2 70.0 



ATTACHMENT 7 

ATMOSPHERIC DATA COLLECTED ON SITE 



Table 7-1 

Summary Of Highest Ambient Background 
Pollutant Concentrations Measured At Eagle Mountain 

(April 1990 - March 1991) 

...... /"\ ..... .. ... 

Pollutant Averaging Time Concentration 

Ozone l Hour 255.0 (119 

Carbon Monoxide 1 Hour 10228 

8 Hour 4189 

Nitrogen Dioxide 1 Hour 84 . 2 

Annual Average 4.8 

Sulfur Dioxide 1 Hour * 
3 Hour * 

24 Hour * 
Annual Average * 

Suspended Particulate 24 Hour Ar i thmetic 210.4 
Matter (PM10 ) Mean 

Annual Arithmetic 29.8 
Mean 

Annual Geometric Mean 21. 7 

* S02 not measured at Eagle Mountain 

(µg/m3) · 

ppb) 



WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR EAGLE-MOUNTAIN (1990-1991) 
MONTH= 1 

WIND SPEED AT 10 M HEIGHT (KNOTS) 

SECTOR 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17-20 20+ TOTAL 

N 0.7 0.6 0.0 0.0 0 . 4 0 . 1 0.0 1. 9 
NNE 0.1 0.4 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 6 
NE 0 . 3 0 . 1 0 . 0 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0 . 4 
ENE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0 . 0 
E 0 . 0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 3 
ESE 1. 6 0.6 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 0 . 0 2.2 
SE 3 .4 1. 3 0.0 0.1 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 4.9 
SSE 2.1 1. 3 0.1 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 0 . 0 3 . 6 
s 0.4 0.1 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 0 . 0 0.6 
SSW 0 . 4 0 . 4 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0.9 
SW 1.5 1.0 0.0 0.1 0 . 3 0.0 0.0 3 . 0 
WSW 3.0 4 . 2 1. 3 0.3 0 . 0 0.0 0 . 0 8 . 8 
w 1. 3 7.3 4. 9 2.1 0 . 3 0.1 0 . 0 16 . 1 
WNW 1. 9 4 . 5 2 .4 2 . 5 1. 6 0 . 0 0.0 12.9 
NW 2 . 7 0.9 1. 3 1. 5 1. 2 0.0 0.0 7 . 6 
NNW 1. 3 0 . 1 1. 9 1. 6 1. 6 0 . 4 0 . 0 7 . 1 

TOTAL 21. 0 23.4 12.1 8 . 3 5 . 5 0 . 7 0.0 71 . 0 

CALM(< 2 KNOTS): PERCENT 29 . 0 
TOTAL# OF OBSERVATIONS= 672 

MPV 2/26/92 
WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR EAGLE-MOUNTAIN (1990-1991) 

MONTH= 2 
WIND SPEED AT 10 M HEIGHT (KNOTS) 

SECTOR 2-3 4-6 7-9 10 - 12 13-16 17 - 20 20+ TOTAL 

N 0 . 1 2 . 5 0 . 7 0.1 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 3.6 
NNE 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 
NE 0 . 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0.3 
ENE 0 . 1 0.4 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 6 
E 0 . 1 0.9 0.1 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 1. 2 
ESE 1. 2 2.5 0.3 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 4.0 
SE 3.4 3.3 0.9 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 7.6 
SSE 1. 8 1. 2 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.7 
s 0 . 3 0.7 1. 6 0.3 0 . 3 0.0 0.0 3 . 3 
SSW 0 . 4 0.4 0.7 0 . 0 0 . 1 0 . 0 0 . 0 1. 8 
SW 0.4 0.4 0 . 3 0 . 1 0 . 0 0.0 0 . 0 1. 3 
WSW 1.0 2.5 0 . 6 0 . 9 0 . 3 0 . 0 0 . 0 5 . 4 
w 2 . 2 8 . 2 5 . 8 3 . 3 1. 5 0 . 3 0 . 0 21. 3 
WNW 1. 8 3.1 1. 3 0.7 0.4 0.3 0.1 7 . 9 
NW 6 . 7 3 . 3 0 . 6 0 . 4 0 . 0 0.0 0 . 0 11.0 
NNW 0 . 9 2 . 8 2.5 2 . 4 0 .4 0 . 0 0 . 0 9 . 1 

TOTAL 21. 0 32.4 16 . 2 8.5 3 . 1 0.6 0 . 1 82 . 0 

CALM(< 2 KNOTS): PERCENT= 18 . 0 
TOTAL# OF OBSERVATIONS 672 



MPV 2/26/92 
WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR EAGLE-MOUNTAIN (1990-1991) 

MONTH= 3 
WIND SPEED AT 10 M HEIGHT (KNOTS) 

SECTOR 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17-20 20+ TOTAL 

N 0.8 1.1 0.7 0 . 4 0.3 0.0 0.0 3.2 
NNE 0.8 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1. 3 
NE 0 . 3 0 . 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 
ENE 0.4 0 .4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 
E 0.4 0 .4 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 8 
ESE 0 . 9 2.7 0.8 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 4.4 
SE 1. 5 3.9 1. 9 0.3 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 7.5 
SSE 0.9 1. 9 1. 3 0 . 5 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 4.7 
s 1.1 1.5 1. 3 1.1 0.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 
SSW 0.8 0 . 9 1. 5 0.8 0.9 0.0 0.0 5 . 0 
SW 0.5 0 . 9 0 . 4 0 . 3 0.3 0.0 0.0 2 . 4 
WSW 0 . 1 1. 5 0.4 0 . 7 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 .7 
w 0.7 3 .6 2.7 0.4 0 . 1 0 . 0 0.0 7.5 
WNW 1. 5 3.2 0.8 1. 3 1. 2 0.1 0.0 8.2 
NW 4.4 3.0 1. 5 0.1 0 . 3 0.0 0 . 0 9.3 
NNW 1. 9 1. 7 1. 2 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.0 5 . 5 

TOTAL 17.1 27 . 6 14 . 7 6.2 4.4 0.1 0.0 70.0 

CALM(< 2 KNOTS): PERCENT 30 . 0 
TOTAL# OF OBSERVATIONS= 744 

MPV 2/26/92 
WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR EAGLE-MOUNTAIN (1990-1991) 

MONTH= 4 
WIND SPEED AT 10 M HEIGHT (KNOTS) 

SECTOR 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17-2 0 20+ TOTAL 

N 0.3 1.4 0.7 0.3 0 . 3 0.0 0.0 2.9 
NNE 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0.8 
NE 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0.4 
ENE 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 
E 0.4 1. 0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0 .0 0.0 1.4 
ESE 0.7 2.2 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0 .0 0.0 2.9 
SE 1. 4 2.9 1.1 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0 .0 5.4 
SSE 0.4 1.4 0.7 0 . 6 0.1 0 . 0 0 .0 3.2 
s 0.4 0.7 0.8 1. 7 0 .3 0 . 0 0.0 3 .9 
SSW 0 . 3 1. 5 1. 9 1. 5 0 . 3 0.0 0.0 5.6 
SW 0.3 1. 1 1. 3 0.3 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 2.9 
WSW 0.8 1. 8 0.6 0 .3 0 . 1 0.0 0.0 3.6 
w 0.7 6. 1 5.0 3.5 7.5 1. 3 0 . 0 24.0 
WNW 1. 0 3.9 2.5 3.5 2.9 0.4 0.0 14.2 
NW 2.2 2.8 3.1 1. 4 0.3 0 . 0 0.0 9 . 7 
NNW 1. 9 3 .8 2.4 1. 8 0.6 0.0 0 . 0 10.4 

TOTAL 11 . 7 31.1 20.1 14 .7 12 .4 1. 7 0.0 91. 7 

CALM(< 2 KNOTS): PERCENT 8 .3 
TOTAL# OF OBSERVATIONS= 720 



MPV 2/26/92 
WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR EAGLE-MOUNTAIN (1990-1991) 

MONTH= 5 
WIND SPEED AT 10 M HEIGHT (KNOTS) 

SECTOR 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17-20 20+ TOTAL 

N 0.2 2.1 2.1 1.4 1. 2 0.0 0.0 6.9 
NNE 0.5 1. 9 1. 6 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.9 
NE 0.9 1. 2 0.7 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 
ENE 0.2 0.5 0.7 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 1. 6 
E 0.5 2.3 0.5 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.5 
ESE 1. 9 3.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.1 
SE 0.7 1. 6 0.5 0.2 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 3.0 
SSE 0.0 2.3 0.7 0.9 0.9 0 . 0 0.0 4.9 
s 0.0 1.4 1.4 0.5 0.7 0.0 0.0 3.9 
SSW 0.2 1. 9 0.9 2.1 1. 6 0.2 0,0 6.9 
SW 0.0 1. 9 0.5 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 
WSW 0.0 1. 2 1. 9 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.2 
w 0.0 2.8 2 . 3 3.2 1. 9 0.2 0.0 10.4 
WNW 0.7 6.7 4.2 2.1 0.7 0 . 9 0.0 15.3 
NW 1.4 1.4 3.0 1. 6 2.3 0 . 0 0.0 9.7 
NNW 1. 2 2.5 0.9 1. 4 1. 4 0.2 0.0 7.6 

TOTAL 8.3 34.5 21. 8 16.2 10.6 1. 6 0 . 0 93.1 

CALM(< 2 KNOTS): PERCENT 6.9 
TOTAL# OF OBSERVATIONS= 432 

MPV 2/26/92 
WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR EAGLE-MOUNTAIN (1990-1991) 

MONTH= 6 
WIND SPEED AT 10 M HEIGHT (KNOTS) 

SECTOR 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17-20 20+ TOTAL 

N 0.4 2.2 0.7 0.7 1. 4 0.8 0.4 6.7 
NNE 0 . 0 1. 0 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.4 0.0 3.5 
NE 0.0 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.0 1. 8 
ENE 0.1 0.1 0.0 0 . 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 
E 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
ESE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 
SE 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.0 1. 3 
SSE 0.3 0.3 1. 0 1. 7 1. 4 0.1 0.0 4.7 
s 0.0 1. 0 2.5 2.2 2.2 0.8 0.0 8.8 
SSW 0.1 0.6 1.5 1. 5 1. 1 1. 7 1. 3 7.8 
SW 0.3 0.6 1.1 0.7 1.1 1. 8 4.0 9.6 
WSW 0.0 1.4 1.4 1. 3 1. 0 2.1 2.5 9.6 
w 0.1 0.7 0.8 1. 3 1. 0 1. 3 0.4 5.6 
WNW 0.3 1. 3 1. 0 0.6 1. 3 0.7 0 . 7 5.7 
NW 0.0 1. 3 1. 8 1. 9 4.0 3.9 6.5 19.4 
NNW 0 . 6 1. 3 2.5 1. 7 3.3 2.1 3.8 15.1 

TOTAL 2 . 2 12.1 15 . 7 15.0 19 . 3 16.1 19.6 100.0 

CALM(< 2 KNOTS): PERCENT 0.0 
TOTAL# OF OBSERVATIONS= 720 



MPV 2/26/92 
WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR EAGLE-MOUNTAIN (1990-1991) 

MONTH= 7 
WIND SPEED AT 10 M HEIGHT (KNOTS) 

SECTOR 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17-20 20+ TOTAL 

N 0.5 1. 5 0.7 0.0 0 . 3 0 . 0 0.0 3.0 
NNE 0.1 1. 5 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 1. 9 
NE 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 0 . 0 0.0 0.7 
ENE 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0 . 0 0.0 0.4 
E 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0 . 1 0 . 0 0.1 0.5 
ESE 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0.1 
SE 0.0 0.9 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.1 1. 9 
SSE 0.1 1. 5 0.9 0.7 1. 2 0.7 0.4 5.5 
s 0.0 2.0 2.3 3.8 4.4 1. 7 0.7 14.9 
SSW 0.3 0.9 1.1 2.4 0.5 2.6 1. 3 9.1 
SW 0.4 0.9 0.9 1. 6 3.5 3.2 5.8 16.4 
WSW 0.7 1. 7 0.5 0.8 2.2 2.2 3.8 11. 8 
w 0.3 1. 2 1. 2 1. 5 1. 3 0.9 0 . 5 7.0 
WNW 0.4 1. 7 1. 6 1. 3 1. 9 1. 3 0 . 3 8.6 
NW 0.3 1. 5 1. 2 1. 6 3 . 0 1. 2 0.9 9.7 
NNW 0.1 0.9 1.1 2.7 1. 9 1. 3 0.4 8.5 

TOTAL 3.4 16 . 9 12 .2 16 .9 20.8 15.3 14 . 4 100.0 

CALM(< 2 KNOTS): PERCENT 0.0 
TOTAL# OF OBSERVATIONS = 744 

MPV 2/26/92 
WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR EAGLE-MOUNTAIN (1990-1991) 

MONTH= 8 
WIND SPEED AT 10 M HEIGHT (KNOTS) 

SECTOR 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17-20 20+ TOTAL 

N 1.4 1. 7 0.9 0.5 0.2 0.0 0.0 4 .6 
NNE 1. 3 3. 5 1. 9 0.5 0.2 0.0 0.0 7.4 
NE 1. 3 3.0 3 . 5 0 . 6 0 . 5 0.0 0.0 8.9 
ENE 0.7 1. 7 0.5 0.2 0 .0 0.0 0.0 3.0 
E 1.0 2.0 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.0 0.0 4 . 3 
ESE 1. 3 2 .7 1. 0 0.9 1.4 0.2 0 . 2 7.9 
SE 1. 0 1. 7 1. 3 1.1 1. 6 0 .7 0.2 7.6 
SSE 0.4 0.9 1. 3 1. 5 0.9 0.0 0 . 1 5.1 
s 0.4 2. 3 2.0 2.1 0.6 0.5 0 . 1 8.0 
SSW 0.7 2.0 1. 0 0.2 0. 7 0 .2 0.0 5.0 
SW 1. 0 1. 7 0.8 0.4 0 . 2 0 . 0 0.0 4.2 
WSW 0 . 6 1. 3 1. 3 0 .2 0.2 0.1 0.1 3.7 
w 0.9 2.0 0 . 9 0. 2 0.2 0.0 0 .0 4.1 
WNW 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.4 0 . 0 0.0 3 . 4 
NW 1. 2 1. 7 0.5 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 3.9 
NNW 0.7 2.5 0.5 0.4 0.2 0 .2 0 . 0 4.4 

TOTAL 14.9 31. 5 18 . 6 10.1 7.7 1. 9 0 . 6 85.4 

CALM(< 2 KNOTS): PERCENT 14.6 
TOTAL# OF OBSERVATIONS= 1272 



MPV 2/26/92 
WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR EAGLE-MOUNTAIN (1990-1991) 

MONTH= 9 
WIND SPEED AT 10 M HEIGHT (KNOTS) 

SECTOR 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13 - 16 17- 20 20+ TOTAL 

N 0.7 1. 3 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 1. 9 
NNE 0.4 1.4 0 . 0 0 . 1 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 1. 9 
NE 1. 0 2.1 0.7 0 . 1 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 3.9 
ENE 0.3 0.8 0.3 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 1.4 
E 1. 3 3 . 1 0.6 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 4. 9 
ESE 2.2 6 . 3 2.2 0 . 7 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 11 . 4 
SE 2 . 5 6.1 2.2 0.4 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 11 . 3 
SSE 0.8 1. 3 1. 3 0 . 0 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 3 . 3 
s 0.8 1. 9 1. 7 1.1 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 5.6 
SSW 0 . 8 1. 7 0 . 7 0 . 1 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 3 . 3 
SW 1. 0 1. 3 0 . 3 0 . 3 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 2.8 
WSW 1.4 2.9 1. 5 1.1 0 . 3 0 . 0 0 . 0 7 . 2 
w 1.1 5 . 6 4.2 2 . 6 0.4 0 . 0 0.0 13. 9 
WNW 1. 8 2.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 4.2 
NW 2.1 1. 3 0 . 3 0 . 3 1. 0 0.0 0.0 4.9 
NNW 1.1 0.6 0.6 0 . 1 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 2.4 

TOTAL 19.3 39 . 6 16 . 5 7 . 1 1. 7 0 . 0 0 . 0 84 . 2 

CALM(< 2 KNOTS): PERCENT 15.8 
TOTAL# OF OBSERVATIONS= 720 

MPV 2/2 6/ 92 
WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR EAGLE-MOUNTAIN (1990-1991) 

MONTH= 10 
WIND SPEED AT 10 M HEIGHT (KNOTS) 

SECTOR 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17- 20 20+ TOTAL 

N 0.8 0 .4 0.0 0.1 0.1 0 . 0 0 . 0 1. 5 
NNE 0 . 3 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0 .4 
NE 0.3 0 . 5 0 . 0 0.1 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0.9 
ENE 0.3 0.8 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 1. 1 
E 1. 3 0.5 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0 . 0 0 .0 1. 9 
ESE 3.6 4 . 0 0 . 5 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 8 .2 
SE 4.7 7.9 0.5 0.1 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 13 . 3 
SSE 2 . 3 1.1 0 . 3 0.1 0 . 1 0 . 0 0 . 0 3 . 9 
s 0 . 4 0.5 0.9 0 . 7 0.1 0 . 0 0 . 1 2 . 8 
SSW 0 . 3 0.8 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 1. 6 
SW 1. 2 1. 5 0.7 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 
WSW 0 . 5 1. 5 0 . 5 0 . 1 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 2 .7 
w 1. 3 4.0 3.9 0.9 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 10 .2 
WNW 1. 3 2.3 1. 7 1. 9 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 7. 3 
NW 7.1 0.9 1. 9 0. 7 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 10 .6 
NNW 2 . 7 1. 3 1. 9 1. 5 0 . 5 0 . 0 0.0 7.9 

TOTAL 28.5 28 .4 13 . 3 6. 5 0 .9 0.0 0. 1 77. 7 

CALM ( < 2 KNOTS) : PERCENT 22 . 3 
TOTAL# OF OBSERVATIONS= 744 



MPV 2/26/92 
WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR EAGLE-MOUNTAIN (1990-1991 ) 

MONTH= 11 
WIND SPEED AT 10 M HEIGHT (KNOTS) 

SECTOR 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17-20 20+ TOTAL 

N 0.3 1.4 0 . 1 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 0 . 0 1. 8 
NNE 0.0 0.3 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.3 
NE 0.1 0.6 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 
ENE 0.3 0.1 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 
E 0.1 0.4 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0.6 
ESE 1.1 1. 0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 
SE 2.8 2.2 0 . 1 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.1 
SSE 1. 3 1. 3 0.6 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 0 . 0 3.1 
s 0 . 4 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.8 
SSW 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.6 
SW 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 1.1 
WSW 0.3 0. 7 0.1 0 . 6 0.1 0.0 0 . 0 1. 8 
w 1. 0 4.6 7.9 6 . 4 3 . 1 0 . 3 0 . 0 23 . 2 
WNW 1. 7 5. 1 3.6 3.8 3 . 5 1.1 0.0 18 . 8 
NW 4 . 3 3.6 1. 9 1. 3 1. 3 0 . 3 0 . 0 12.6 
NNW 1. 0 3.9 2.2 1.4 0 . 7 0 . 3 0 . 4 9.9 

TOTAL 15 . 4 26.0 17.1 13 . 5 8 . 6 1. 9 0.4 82.9 

CALM(< 2 KNOTS): PERCENT = 17.1 
TOTAL# OF OBSERVATIONS= 720 

MPV 2/26/92 
WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR EAGLE-MOUNTAIN ( 1990 - 1991) 

MONTH= 12 
WIND SPEED AT 10 M HEIGHT (KNOTS) 

SECTOR 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17-20 20+ TOTAL 

N 0.1 0 . 4 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 5 
NNE 0.3 0.3 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0.5 
NE 0.4 0.1 0 . 1 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 0.7 
ENE 0 . 1 0.1 0.1 0 . 1 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 5 
E 0 . 1 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 1 
ESE 1. 3 0.9 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 2.3 
SE 2.0 1. 6 1.1 0.1 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 4 . 8 
SSE 0.8 0 . 1 0.4 0 . 1 0 . 0 0.0 0 . 0 1. 5 
s 0.3 1. 2 0.4 0 . 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 
SSW 0.3 0.7 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1. 2 
SW 0.7 0.7 0 . 3 0.1 0.0 0 . 3 0 . 0 2 . 0 
WSW 0 . 3 3.8 7.0 2.3 0.7 0.0 0 . 0 14.0 
w 1.5 9 . 5 10.6 6.5 2.3 0.0 0 . 0 30.4 
WNW 1. 6 4. 3 3.4 1. 3 2.3 0.1 0 . 0 13 .0 
NW 2 . 6 2 . 2 1. 2 0 . 9 0.8 0.1 0 . 0 7 . 8 
NNW 2 . 3 1.1 1. 6 0 . 3 0.3 0 . 0 0 . 0 5 . 5 

TOTAL 14.7 27.0 26 . 5 12 . 0 6.3 0 . 5 0 . 0 87 . 0 

CALM(< 2 KNOTS): PERCENT= 13 . 0 
TOTAL# OF OBSERVATIONS= 744 



MPV 2/26/92 
WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR EAGLE-MOUNTAIN (1990-1991) 

QUARTER= 1 
WIND SPEED AT 10 M HEIGHT (KNOTS) 

SECTOR 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17-20 20+ TOTAL 

N 0.6 1.4 0,5 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 2.9 
NNE 0.3 0.3 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 
NE 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 
ENE 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 
E 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 
ESE 1. 2 2.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 
SE 2.7 2.9 1.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7 
SSE 1. 6 1. 5 0.7 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 
s 0.6 0.8 1. 0 0.5 0.4 0.0 0.0 3.4 
SSW 0.6 0.6 0.8 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.0 2.6 
SW 0.8 0.8 0.2 0.2 0 .2 0.0 0.0 2.3 
WSW 1. 3 2.7 0.8 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.0 5.5 
w 1.4 6.3 4.4 1. 9 0.6 0.1 0.0 14.7 
WNW 1. 7 3.6 1. 5 1. 5 1.1 0.1 0.0 9.6 
NW 4.6 2.4 1.1 0.7 0.5 0.0 0.0 9.3 
NNW 1.4 1. 6 1. 9 1.4 0.8 0.1 0.0 7.2 

TOTAL 19.6 27.8 14.3 7.6 4.4 0.5 0.0 74.2 

CALM( < 2 KNOTS): PERCENT= 25.8 
TOTAL# OF OBSERVATIONS= 2088 

MPV 2/26/92 
WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR EAGLE-MOUNTAIN (1990-1991) 

QUARTER= 2 
WIND SPEED AT 10 M HEIGHT (KNOTS) 

SECTOR 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17-20 20+ TOTAL 

N 0.3 1. 9 1. 0 0.7 0.9 0.3 0.2 5.3 
NNE 0.3 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.0 2.8 
NE 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 1. 5 
ENE 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 
E 0.3 0.9 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1. 3 
ESE 0.7 1. 5 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 
SE 0.7 1. 5 0.7 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 3.3 
SSE 0.3 1. 2 0.8 1.1 0.8 0.1 0.0 4.2 
s 0.2 1. 0 1. 6 1. 6 1.1 0.3 0.0 5.8 
SSW 0.2 1. 2 1. 5 1. 7 0.9 0.7 0.5 6.7 
SW 0.2 1.1 1. 0 0.5 0.4 0.7 1. 5 5.5 
WSW 0.3 1. 5 1. 2 0,6 0.4 0.8 1. 0 5.8 
w 0.3 3.3 2.8 2.6 3.7 1. 0 0.2 13.8 
WNW 0.6 3.5 2.3 2.0 1. 8 0.6 0.3 11. 2 
NW 1. 2 1. 9 2.6 1. 7 2.2 1. 5 2.5 13. 5 
NNW 1. 2 2.5 2.1 1. 7 1. 8 0.9 1. 4 11. 6 

TOTAL 7.3 24.6 18.8 15.2 14.6 7 . 2 7.5 95.2 

CALM(< 2 KNOTS): PERCENT = 4.8 
TOTAL# OF OBSERVATIONS= 1872 



MPV 2/ 26/92 
WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR EAGLE- MOUNTAIN (1990-1991) 

QUARTER= 3 
WIND SPEED AT 10 M HEIGHT (KNOTS) 

2-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17-20 20+ TOTAL 

N 1. 0 1.5 0.6 0.2 0.1 0 . 0 0.0 3.5 
NNE 0.8 2.4 0.9 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 4.5 

0.9 2.0 1. 8 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 5 . 3 
0.4 1. 0 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1. 9 
0.8 1. 8 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 3.4 
1. 2 2.9 1.1 0 . 6 0.7 0.1 0.1 6 .7 
1.1 2 . 7 1. 3 0.7 0 . 7 0.4 0.1 7.0 
0.4 1. 2 1. 2 0.9 0 . 8 0.2 0 . 1 4.8 
0.4 2.1 2 . 0 2 . 3 1. 5 0.7 0.2 9.2 
0 . 6 1. 6 1. 0 0.8 0.5 0.8 0.4 5.7 

SW 0.8 1.4 0.7 0.7 1.1 0 . 9 1. 6 7.1 
0.8 1. 8 1.1 0.6 0.8 0.6 1.1 6.8 
0.8 2.7 1. 8 1. 2 0.5 0.3 0.1 7.5 
1. 0 1.4 0.8 0.6 0.7 0.4 0.1 5 . 0 
1. 2 1. 5 0.6 0.7 1.1 0 . 3 0.3 5. 7 
0.7 1. 6 0.7 1. 0 0 . 6 0 . 4 0.1 5 . 0 

12.9 29.7 16 . 3 11 . 1 9 . 7 5 . 0 4 . 2 89 .0 

2 KNOTS): PERCENT 11 . 0 
OF OBSERVATIONS= 2736 

MPV 2/26/92 
WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR EAGLE-MOUNTAIN (1990-1991) 

QUARTER= 4 
WIND SPEED AT 10 M HEIGHT (KNOTS) 

2-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17-20 20+ TOTAL 

0.4 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 1. 3 
0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 0.4 
0.3 0 . 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 
0.2 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 7 
0.5 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 . 9 
2.0 2.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4 . 3 
3.2 3.9 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 7.8 
1.4 0.8 0.4 0.1 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 2.8 
0.4 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 1. 9 
0.3 0.6 0.2 0 . 0 0.0 0.0 0 . 0 1.1 
0.8 0.9 0 . 3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0 . 0 2.2 
0.4 2.0 2.6 1. 0 0.3 0.0 0.0 6.2 
1. 3 6.1 7.5 4.6 1. 8 0 . 1 0.0 21. 2 
1. 5 3.9 2.9 2.3 1. 9 0 . 4 0 . 0 13 . 0 
4.7 2.2 1. 7 1. 0 0.7 0 . 1 0 . 0 10.3 
2.0 2.1 1. 9 1. 0 0.5 0 . 1 0.1 7 . 7 

19.6 27.1 19.0 10.6 5.3 0.8 0.2 82 . 5 

2 KNOTS): PERCENT= 17.5 
OF OBSERVATIONS= 2208 



MPV 2/26/92 
WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR EAGLE-MOUNTAIN (1990-1991) 

ANNUAL REPORT 
WIND SPEED AT 10 M HEIGHT (KNOTS) 

SECTOR 2-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17-20 20+ TOTAL 

N 0.6 1.4 0.5 0 . 3 0 . 3 0 . 1 0 . 0 3.2 
NNE 0.4 1. 0 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.0 0 . 0 2.2 
NE 0 . 5 0.9 0.6 0 . 1 0.1 0.0 0.0 2.3 
ENE 0.3 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1. 0 
E 0.5 0.9 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0 . 0 1. 7 
ESE 1. 3 2 . 2 0.5 0.2 0 .2 0.0 0 .0 4.4 
SE 1. 9 2.8 0.9 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.0 6.3 
SSE 0 . 9 1. 2 0 . 8 0.6 0.4 0 . 1 0.0 4.0 
s 0 .4 1. 2 1. 3 1. 2 0.8 0.3 0.1 5 . 3 
SSW 0.4 1.1 0.9 0.7 0.4 0 .4 0 .2 4.1 
SW 0.7 1.1 0.6 0 . 4 0 . 5 0 .4 0 . 8 4.4 
WSW 0 . 7 2.0 1.4 0 .7 0.4 0.4 0 . 5 6 . 2 
w 0 . 9 4.5 4.0 2.5 1. 5 0.3 0 . 1 13 . 9 
WNW 1. 2 3 . 0 1. 8 1.5 1. 3 0 . 4 0.1 9 . 4 
NW 2.8 2 . 0 1.4 1. 0 1.1 0.4 0 .6 9.3 
NNW 1. 3 1. 9 1. 5 1. 2 0 .9 0.4 0.4 7.6 

TOTAL 14.9 27 . 5 17 . 0 11.0 8.4 3.4 2.9 85 .2 

CALM(< 2 KNOTS): PERCENT 14.8 
TOTAL# OF OBSERVATIONS= 8904 
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AIR DISPERSION MODELING FOR 
THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 

This attachment addresses comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) related to air 
dispersion modeling. When the Draft EIS/EIR was prepared, adequate 
meteorological data were not available to conduct complete air 
dispersion modeling. In lieu of actual meteorological data from the 
project site or nearby stations, screening meteorological data were used 
in the Draft EIS/EIR. Since that time, more than one year of on-site 
meteorological data have been collected, which can be used for 
dispersion modeling. However, as discussed below , the data had to be 
supplemented to account for missing data. 

In addition, some input parameters and modeling approaches were modified 
in the refined dispersion analysis. These are also discussed in this 
section. 

While the output files from the modeling runs are included in this 
attachment, the impact analyses are indicated in other sections of the 
Final EIS/EIR. Criteria pollutant impact analyses are shown in the 
modified tables in Attachment 5, Appendix M of the Final EIS/EIR. The 
revised health risk assessment is discussed in Attachment 9 of 
Appendix M. 

Eagle Mountain: Site Description and Climatology 

The Eagle Mountain landfill will be located at the site of the inactive 
Kaiser Eagle Mountain open pit iron mine, on the eastern slope of the 
Eagle Mountains, about 1.5 miles south of the Joshua Tree National 
Monument boundary in Riverside County, CA. The surface excavation of 
iron ore left three large open pits, extensive tailing deposits, and 
well-developed rail and road access systems on the site's 8,300 acres . 
One of the open pits will gradually be filled with refuse , and the 
terrain in the vicinity of the pit gradually raised , over the 115-year 
lifetime of the project. The small community of Eagle Mountain is 
located just outside the project boundary, towards the south . Farther 
south and east, about 9 and 11 miles respectively, are the towns of Lake 
Tamarisk (population 350) and Desert Center (population 35), which 
straddles Interstate 10. Beyond these small communities, the entire 
area is either sparsely inhabited or devoid of human habitation. 

The terrain in the vicinity of the site is quite variable . Broad 
alluvial plains are bounded by ridges of uplifted Precambrian sediments 
and intrusive granitic outcroppings. To the west of the project site , 
the rugged Eagle Mountains dominate the landscape. The valley of Eagle 
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Creek, which cleaves the Eagle Mountains' eastern flank, establishes the 
approximate southern boundary of the Eagle Mountain landfill. A major 
ridge line isolates the project from Joshua Tree National Monument to 
the north and smaller ridges separate the project from the town of 
Desert Center to the southeast. The valley of Eagle Creek opens out to 
the east and southeast into the Chuckwalla Valley. The Coxcomb 
Mountains lie 8 miles east across the valley. The Chuckwalla Valley 
slopes gently southeast away from the site. Thus, elements of simple 
and complex terrain can be found in the immediate vicinity of the 
project. 

The site is located among some of the hottest and driest areas in the 
state of California. The seasons are generally marked by differences in 
temperature rather than substantial differences in rainfall. Seasonal 
temperature differences are large, characteristic of a continental 
climate. Average monthly temperatures at Eagle mountain range from 
about 54°F in January to 94°F in July. The mean monthly high 
temperature ranges from over 100°F in July to about 60°F in January, 
while the mean monthly low temperature ranges from about 40°F in January 
to about 80°F in July. Average annual precipitation totals 3.26 inches. 

Westerly and northwesterly winds predominate at the Eagle Mountain site. 
Southeasterly flows do occur during the month of August, however, when 
the influence of "monsoonal" flow is felt in the deserts of California. 
The southwestern monsoon brings rains to the plateaus and deserts of 
Arizona and New Mexico, to the Rocky Mountains, and even as far north as 
Canada, during the summer months. The southwestern monsoon occasionally 
brings rain to the California deserts as well, particularly when 
subtropical mesoscale "easterly waves" are active, and especially in the 
month of August. 

Meteorological Monitoring in the Vicinity of Eagle Mountain 

National Weather Service surface meteorological stations are absent in 
the immediate vicinity of the Eagle Mountain project. Surface weather 
data for seventeen hours a day are available at Palm Springs Municipal 
Airport. Surface data are also available at the U.S. Marine Corps air 
base at Twenty-Nine Palms, but the data are often not collected in a 
regular fashion. On some days, data are collected hourly for 24 hours a 
day, particularly during special exercises, but on other days, data are 
not collected at all. 

Mine Reclamation Corporation (MRC) has been conducting on-site 
preconstruction meteorological and ambient air quality monitoring to 
support the modeling impact analysis required for the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) permit process. The first phase of 
meteorological monitoring, supervised by Engineering-Science of 
Pasadena, CA, commenced in April 1990 and ended April 30, 1991. Valid 
wind-direction data were not available until June 1, 1990, however. The 
second phase of meteorological monitoring began on May 1, 1991, and 
supervised by MRC, continues still. 

Standard meteorological variables, such as wind speed, wind direction, 
and temperature are measured for the Eagle Mountain on-site 
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meteorological data collection effort . In order to characterize on-site 
dispersion, it is generally necessary to also gather data on the 
standard deviation of wind direction fluctuations in either the vertical 
(aE), or horizontal (sigma theta; a6 ) directions. Unfortunately, 
electronic problems prevented sigma theta data-gathering until 
November 1, 1990. Thus, on-site meteorological data gathered from 
May 1, 1990 until November l, 1990 (and during sporadic but brief 
intervals since then) do not include measurements of sigma theta . 

Quality Assurance 

Data Systems Services Inc. of San Diego was contracted by MRC to conduct 
quarterly audits of the meteorological monitoring equipment used by 
Engineering-Science at the Eagle Mountain Project. The Ambient 
Monitoring Data Summaries prepared by Engineering-Science indicate that 
four quarterly audits of the monitoring equipment (including 
meteorological monitoring equipment) were conducted at acceptable 
intervals (May 23-24, 1990; September 26-27, 1990; December 19, 1990; 
and May 14, 1991). 

Determination of Stability Class 

In order to characterize dispersion during those intervals when sigma 
theta is not measured, it is necessary to have an alternative scheme to 
infer the degree of turbulence (and resultant Pasquill-Gifford stability 
class for the purpose of modeling). There are four standard methods 
accepted by EPA for determining stability class (listed in order of 
preference): 

• Turner's 1964 method using site-specific data which 
include cloud cover, ceiling height, and surface (10 m) 
wind speed; 

• aE determined from site-specific measurements, modified by 
wind speed; 

• a6 from site-specific measurements modified by wind speed; 
or 

• Modified Turner's 1964 method, using site-specific wind 
speed with cloud cover and ceiling height from a nearby 
National Weather Service (NWS) site. 

The procedure used for analyzing the on-site MRC meteorological data was 
the third method listed above, using the site-specific sigma theta data. 
However, during those periods when sigma theta data were not collected 
(particularly from June 1, 1990 to October 30, 1990), it was necessary 
to use a variant of the fourth method listed above. 

The Turner method determines Pasquill-Gifford stability classes from 
data that are routinely collected at NWS sites. The method estimates 
the effects of net radiation on stability from solar altitude, total 
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cloud cover, and ceiling height. Cloud cover observations are used in 
conjunction with wind speed to determine stability class. According to 
Turner's scheme for determining stability class, 40% cloud cover is a 
critical point in differentiating between stability classes at night. 

One difficulty has been to establish which NWS site is best suited by 
location and observation period to yield the cloud cover and ceiling 
height required to implement the modified Turner procedure. The 
U.S.M.C. air station at Twenty-Nine Palms is closest (45 miles) to Eagle 
Mountain, but as noted above, these observations have a sporadic nature, 
being available for 24-hour intervals at times and not at all at others. 
The Palm Springs airport is only slightly farther away (60 miles) than 
Twenty-Nine Palms, and the data are less sporadic, but they are not 
available for nighttime hours. Other NWS stations in the area, such as 
Blythe and Daggett, suffer the same nighttime data deficiency as Palm 
Springs. Thus, there was a need to rely, at times, on a 24-hour NWS 
station for cloud cover data, despite the fact the NWS station is not 
located in the general area of Eagle Mountain. 

Norton Air Force Base (AFB), in San Bernardino (102 miles from Eagle 
Mountain), was chosen as the backup station for those times when 
appropriate data from Twenty-Nine Palms or Palm Springs were unavailable 
(particularly nighttime). There appear to be no other 24-hour NWS 
stations closer to Eagle Mountain than Norton AFB. George AFB, near 
Victorville, was considered as well, because its high-desert climate 
should be more similar than Norton AFB's climate to Eagle Mountain's 
low-desert climate, but it is even farther away than Norton AFB from 
Eagle Mountain (120 miles). 

Nighttime cloud cover, particularly at an arid site like Eagle Mountain, 
is less likely to be influenced by local storms than it is by mesoscale 
or synoptic-scale weather systems. On an hour-by-hour basis, these 
often fast-moving systems should affect cloud cover at Eagle Mountain 
and Norton AFB at roughly similar times, and in roughly similar amounts. 
Norton AFB cloud cover observations appeared to be satisfactory for 
estimating cloud cover, even at a somewhat distant site such as Eagle 
Mountain, when no other data were available. These three sets of data 
(Palm Springs, Twenty-Nine Palms, and Norton AFB) contained enough 
resources to properly estimate stability classes and to assemble at 
least a one-year meteorological data base for the purpose of modeling at 
the Eagle Mountain site . 

The general cloud cover data protocol is as follows : cloud cover and 
ceiling height are chosen preferentially from these stations in the 
following order, as available: 

• Twenty-Nine Palms U.S.M.C. air station, 

• Palm Springs Municipal Airport, 

• Norton Air Force Base in San Bernardino. 

For all stations, total sky cover, rather than total opaque sky cover, 
is used, as the latter is not measured at Norton AFB . Occasionally 
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after November 1, 1990, particularly over several days in December_ 1990 
and January 1991, site-specific sigma theta data collection was 
interrupted. For those time periods, the modified Turner procedure is 
used in order to establish stability class. 

There is no standard procedure for processing on-site met data into 
model-ready format. The procedure that has been followed for the Eagle 
Mountain data has been to modify the program RAMMET, which is used to 
process standard NW'S data into model-ready format, into a form that can 
process on-site data as well. The continuity checks embedded in the 
original RAMMET program have been disabled, permitting stability class 
to be determined for discontinuous periods where necessary (albeit in 
24-hour blocks). Stability class determination follows the two 
procedures discussed earlier. 

Mixing heights were determined according to the methods described in the 
SHORTZ manual•. These methods are not the same, however, as the 
procedures most commonly used to derive mixing heights (through use of 
the graphs and tables in Holzworth, 1972). Since SHORTZ was the model 
of choice, and since explicit warnings were given in the SHORTZ manual 
not to use mixing heights generated by the CRSTER meteorological 
preprocessor (which is similar to the Holzworth procedure), it seemed 
prudent to follow the exact methods given in the SHORTZ manual. 

Observations Concerning the Met Data Base 

370 days worth of hourly data, in 24-hour blocks, covering the period 
June 1990 - May 1991, and August 1991, are included in the data base. 
Significant parts of the data from June and July 1991 were inadvertently 
lost and could not be recovered. When data are available, data recovery 
is quite _high (sometimes 100% for some variables during any given 
month). Sporadic episodes are evident after October 1990, particularly 
during December 1990 and January 1991, when sigma theta data are 
missing. A total of 38 days are affected (even if only briefly) by 
sigma theta data loss. Stability class determination for those periods 
follows the modified Turner procedure detailed earlier. Three days of 
data were dropped entirely from the data base (January 26-28, 1991) 
because of an unacceptable absence of data. 

Several observations concerning the data base are worth noting. The 
first observation is that stability classes A, B, E, and F, determined 
from the on-site data by the adjusted RAMMET procedure, are somewhat 
less common than originally expected. The site is quite "breezy", and 
turbulent mixing of the lower atmosphere at the site results in frequent 
periods of neutral stability. The second observation is that the 
inclusion of two months of August data tends to bias the data base 
somewhat towards a southeast wind regime, typical of that found late in 
the summer, rather than the more typical west and northwest wind regime. 
Thus long-term pollutant averages calculated from this meteorological 

• "User's Instructions for the SHORTZ and LONGZ Computer Programs, 
Volume I," Bjorklund, J.R., and J.F. Bowers, EPA-903/9-82-004a, 
March 1982, pages 2-7 through 2-11. 
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somewhat higher for receptors located in 
and somewhat lower for receptors located 
than from a bias-free annual data base. 

Joshua Tree 
in the town 
This 

data base might be 
National Monument, 
of Eagle Mountain, 
particular bias in the data base is probably not large, however. 

Types of Emission Sources 

Municipal waste will be transported from various sites in southern 
California by rail via Southern Pacific Railroad's main lines, and by 
truck via existing roadways. For site access, MRC proposes to utilize 
(1) Kaiser's 52-mile industrial rail line, connecting the mine with the 
main line of the Southern Pacific Railroad at Ferrum, California, and 
(2) the reconstructed Eagle Mountain Road and new extension, connecting 
the mine with Interstate 10. At ultimate project development, up to 
20,000 tons of waste per day will be transported to the site, with 
16,000 - 18,000 tons per day being transported by rail and 2,000 - 4,000 
tons per day by truck. 

Emissions generated by operations at the Eagle Mountain site will be 
associated with a number of activities. These activities will involve 
both stationary sources, such as the landfill gas flares, and mobile 
equipment, such as the haul trucks and heavy equipment operated on-site. 
By emission type, on-site sources can be grouped into four classes: 
motor vehicles, fugitive dust sources, fugitive vapor sources, and 
stationary combustion sources. Motor vehicles include on-highway haul 
trucks, and off-highway heavy equipment. Fugitive dust sources include 
short-term construction activities, landfill road use, cover material 
processing, and solid waste covering. Fugitive vapor sources include 
the landfill and the on-site fuel dispensing facility. Stationary 
combustion sources include the landfill gas flares. 

Motor vehicles will generate "tailpipe" emissions, fugitive dust from 
unpaved road travel, and cover material handling. Processing of daily 
cover material will produce particulate emissions as ore tailing or 
overburden are reclaimed by screening and crushing. As the refuse 
begins to decompose, gas will be generated by the anaerobic activity in 
the landfill. The gas will consist primarily of methane and carbon 
dioxide with trace concentrations of other substances either produced by 
the bacterial activity or evaporated from materials disposed of in the 
landfill. The gas will be collected through a series of vertical 
extraction wells and will be disposed of by flaring. Finally, on-site 
refueling of plant vehicles will generate fugitive emissions. 

Choice of Models 

A number of EPA-approved air quality dispersion models are available to 
conduct analyses for both the simple and complex terrain surrounding the 
Eagle Mountain site. The most important considerations for model choice 
for this project are complex terrain and the diverse nature of project 
sources . These sources range from point sources such as the landfill 
gas flares, to area sources such as the landfill working face and 
container handling area, and require the power of both point and area 
source algorithms to be modeled properly. Simple terrain models, such 
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as ISCST, internally truncate terrain at stack height, and thus, they 
are inappropriate for the complex terrain found at Eagle Mountain. Many 
of the standard or recently-developed models usually used for complex 
terrain modeling (COMPLEXl, RTDM·, CTDMPLUS) were explicitly developed 
for point sources such as stacks, and thus, they too are inappropriate 
for modeling the Eagle Mountain landfill project. 

SHORTZ was the one available model that was suitable for both point and 
area sources in regions of simple and complex terrain (and the only 
model approved by California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 
for air toxics assessment of area sources in complex terrain). Thus, 
SHORTZ was chosen for modeling the Eagle Mountain project. 

Model Inputs 

Source and receptor data for the SHORTZ modeling runs were much the same 
as those in the previous SHORTZ modeling runs, described in the 
Draft EIS/EIR. A brief synopsis of relevant model inputs and how they 
varied from inputs used in the Draft EIS/EIR modeling follows. 

Seventeen sources were used for the original modeling: five area sources 
(representing the coarse and fine tailings piles, the landfill face, the 
conveyor system, and the container handling yard), one point source (a 
single lan~fill gas flare), and eleven road segments, modeled as long, 
narrow area sources. For the revised modeling, the emission rates for 
the eleven road segments were reduced approximately 50%. This was done 
after it was discovered that the emission rates for the road segments 
used in the original modeling were based on incorrect haul distances. 
When the haul distances were corrected, the corresponding emission rates 
for each road segment decreased. 

In addition, road segments #l, #3, and #8, and the container handling 
yard, were each divided into four parts with the emission rates for each 
source evenly divided among their individual parts. Dividing the three 
road segments and container handling yard into smaller parts was done 
after it was discovered that SHORTZ handles long area sources improperly 
when a particular receptor lies nearly along the long axis of a narrow 
area source. This particular problem was alleviated by breaking road 
segments #l, #3 and #8 and the container handling yard into smaller 
parts (thereby modeling more realistically). Consistency dictated that 
all long road segments (greater than 500 meters long) should be divided 
similarly. A single coarse-grid model run indicated, however, that no 
change in pollutant concentrations resulted from dividing all long road 
segments into smaller parts, at the expense of significantly longer 
model run times. Thus, only road segments #l, #3, and #8, and the 
container handling yard, were divided into smaller parts for the revised 
modeling. 

Changes to the landfill gas flares were made after new information 
regarding operating parameters, number, and locations of the flares 
became available. The original modeling analysis assumed a single 
large flare located on the east side of the project near the Phase II 
container handling yard . For the revised modeling, emissions from eight 
separate flares were analyzed rather than emissions from a single large 
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flare. The emission rate for each of the eight flares is equivalent to 
1/8 of the emission rate used for the single large flare in the original 
modeling . Two of the eight flares are still located near the Phase II 
container handling yard. A second pair of flares are located north of 
the fine tailing area. A third pair of flares are located near the 
south haul road approximately 2,500 meters to the east of the southwest 
corner of the project. The remaining pair of flares are located near 
the southwest corner of the project boundary. In addition to changes to 
the number and locations of the flares, the stack height for each 
landfill flare was increased from 15 feet to 50 feet, based on 
recommendations from a vendor of flares. 

Finally, for the revised modeling, the landfill working face area source 
was rotated slightly so that its sides were oriented exactly north
south, east-west. 

Several grids were used for receptor locations: a coarse grid (90 
receptors spaced at 1 km x 1 km intervals), and several focused finer 
grids (100 meter x 100 meter intervals). Receptors on the boundaries of 
both the project and Joshua Tree National Monument were included 
together with the evenly-spaced coarse grid receptors for a total of 278 
coarse-grid receptors. The coarse grid spans an area 6000 meters to the 
west, 3000 meters to the east, 2400 meters to the south, and 5600 meters 
to the north of the project's coarse tailings pile. The upper row of 
the coarse grid falls within Joshua Tree National Monument. The 43 
receptors along the Joshua Tree National Monument boundary are spaced 
rather close to one another (200 meters apart) from approximately (-4570 
meters, 4810 meters) to (3130 meters, 5610 meters). The remaining 145 
receptors are spaced along the project boundary at 200 meter intervals. 

Finer grids were used at specific locations on the eastern side 
(particu~arly near the container handling yard) and southwestern side of 
the project boundary, where coarse-grid modeling indicates concentration 
maxima for several criteria pollutants are located. Elevations for the 
coarse and fine grid receptors were derived from a U.S. Geological 
Survey Digital Elevation Model (DEM) tape for the area. Elevations from 
this DEM tape were found to be reliable except in the immediate area of 
the project (the elevation data were measured by topographic surveys 
before the iron ore mine was developed); thus the DEM elevation data 
were supplemented in the vicinity of the project, when required, by a 
topographic map provided by MRC. 

Model Results 

SHORTZ input files (less the meteorological input) are given in 
Attachment 8-1. Output files from the POSTZ postprocessor for the 
SHORTZ runs used to determine whether the project is in compliance with 
criteria pollutant standards are given in Attachment 8-2. Similar input 
and output files used in the health risk assessment are included in 
Attachments 8-3 and 8-4, respectively. SHORTZ input meteorological data 
are summarized in Attachment 7, Appendix M of the Final EIS/EIR, which 
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also includes a summary of the air quality collected at the Eagle 
Mountain site. Modified tables and isopleths showing ambient impacts 
for the proposed project and all_ alternatives are included in Attachment 
5, Appendix M of the Final EIS/EIR ·(Tables 29, 36 , 49, 52) . 

' 
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ATTACHMENT 13 -1 

SHORTZ MODEL INPUT 
FOR THE CRITERIA POLLUTANT ANALYSIS 



2EAGLE MTN· SHORTZ · NOx ·PROPOSED· WITH MITIGATION· COARSE GRID· 1H AVG 

00 00 278 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

-5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 ·5973.4 ·5973.4 ·5973.4 ·5973.4 ·5973.4 
·5973.4 ·4973.4 ·4973.4 ·4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 ·4973.4 
·4973.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4573.4 
-4573.4 ·4573.4 ·4373.4 ·4373.4 -4373.4 ·4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 
-4373.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 ·3973.4 ·3973.I+ ·3973.4 ·3973.4 
·3973.4 ·3973.4 ·3973.4 ·3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 ·3973.4 -3m.4 
-3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 ·3573.4 ·3573.4 ·3573.4 ·3373.4 
-3373.4 -3373.4 ·3273.4 ·3273.4 ·3273.4 ·3173.4 ·3173.4 -3173.4 
·2973.4 ·2973.4 ·2973.4 ·2973.4 ·2973.4 ·2973.4 ·2973.4 ·2973.4 
-2973.4 ·2973.4 ·2973.4 ·2973.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 ·2573.4 
·2573.4 ·2573.4 -2373.4 ·2373.4 ·2373.4 ·2173.4 ·2173.4 ·2173.4 
·1973.4 ·1973.4 ·1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 ·1973.4 ·1973.4 
-1973.4 · 1973.4 ·1973.4 ·1973.4 ·1973.4 ·1973.4 ·1973.4 -1m.4 
-1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 ·1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
·1573.4 -1573.4 ·1573.4 ·1573.4 ·1573.4 ·1573.4 ·1573.4 ·1573.4 
-1373.4 -1373.4 ·1373.4 ·1173.4 ·1173.4 ·1173.4 ·1173.4 ·1173.4 
·1173.4 ·1173.4 ·973.4 ·973.4 ·973.4 ·973.4 ·973.4 ·973.4 
-973.4 ·973.4 ·973.4 ·973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -m.4 -m.4 
-m.4 -m.4 -m.4 ·573.4 ·573.4 -573.4 ·573.4 ·573.4 
·373.4 ·373.4 ·373.4 ·373.4 ·373.4 ·373.4 ·173.4 -173.4 
-173.4 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 

26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 226.6 226.6 226.6 
426.6 426.6 426.6 426.6 626.6 626.6 626.6 826.6 
826.6 826.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 

1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1226.6 1226.6 
1226.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 
1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1826.6 1826.6 
1826.6 1826.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2037.0 
2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2226.6 2226.6 
2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 
2426.6 2426.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 
2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2262.0 2626.6 2826.6 
2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 ·2390.0 ·1390.0 ·390.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 1210.0 410.0 
1210.0 4810.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 1410.0 1610.0 1610.0 
4810.0 10.0 1610.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 
610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 

1610.0 1810.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 
2010.0 4810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

·2390.0 -1390.0 ·390.0 10.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 
3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 
2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 ·1390.0 ·390.0 · 190. 0 10.0 210.0 410.0 610.0 
1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 ·790.0 
-590.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 ·1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 
-590.0 -390.0 ·190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-1190.0 2410.0 4810.0 ·1190.0 ·990.0 -790.0 -590.0 ·390.0 
2410.0 4810.0 ·2390.0 ·1390.0 -390.0 ·190.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 ·190.0 2010.0 
2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 ·190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 
·390.0 · 190 .0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 ·390.0 2410.0 
4810.0 ·2390.0 ·1390.0 -590.0 ·390.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 
2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-790.0 ·590.0 2410.0 4810.0 ·790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 
2410.0 4810.0 ·2390.0 ·1390.0 -790.0 ·390.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 ·790.0 2410.0 
4810.0 ·990.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 · 1190.0 ·990.0 1610.0 
1810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 5010.0 ·1390.0 ·1190.0 
1610.0 5010.0 ·2390.0 ·1390.0 ·390.0 610.0 1410.0 1231.0 
1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 5010.0 5610.0 ·1590.0 610.0 
810.0 1210.0 1410.0 5010.0 -1590.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 

1210.0 5010.0 -1590.0 -1390.0 -390.0 ·190.0 10.0 210.0 
410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 433.0 5010.0 ·1390.0 

-1190. 0 -990.0 -790.0 ·590.0 ·390.0 · 190.0 10.0 5010.0 
-2390.0 ·1390.0 ·390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5010.0 5610.0 5010.0 5210.0 5610.0 6010.0 
798.0 793.0 781.0 852.0 731.0 730.0 728.0 747.0 
625.0 797.0 731.0 652.0 771.0 792.0 904.0 858.0 
570.0 646.0 669.0 666.0 695.0 730.0 730.0 633.0 
722.0 853.0 609.0 554.0 583.0 694.0 756.0 756.0 
856.0 553.0 787.0 828.0 767.0 732.0 548.0 549.0 
722.4 m.o 875.0 914.0 954.0 838.0 686.0 549.0 



755.0 792.0 824.0 839.0 549.0 848.0 852.0 549.0 
799.0 831.0 787.0 841.0 862.0 567.0 841.0 806.0 
661.0 613.0 609.0 601.0 579.1 823.0 784.0 786.0 
865.0 770.0 747.0 642.0 609.0 731.0 724.0 587.0 
732.0 713.0 574.0 726.0 700.0 564.0 675.0 675.0 
487.0 522.0 487.0 526.0 549.0 549.0 547.0 478.5 
768.1 675.0 799.0 696.0 628.0 646.0 597.0 529.0 
497.0 539.0 491.0 668.0 609.0 433.0 459.0 482.0 
487.0 465.0 475.0 505.0 495.0 482.0 648.0 609.0 
427.0 609.0 575.0 423.0 423.0 424.0 425.0 425.0 
610.0 555.0 407.0 411.0 421.0 423.0 387.1 594.4 
610.0 609.0 609.0 551.0 549.0 549.0 420.0 603.0 
610.0 610.0 549.0 417.0 593.0 609.0 610.0 572.0 
410.0 418.0 564.0 594.0 599.0 598.0 402.0 502.0 
609.0 366.0 366.0 384.0 392.0 292.6 501.7 428.0 
489.0 555.0 605.0 609.0 487.0 373.0 426.0 608.0 
365.0 366.0 424.0 575.0 360.0 408.0 548.0 355.0 
372.0 563.0 339.0 346.0 350.0 351.0 320.0 397.8 
363.0 365.0 422.0 541.0 548.0 600.0 344.0 355.0 
585.0 337.0 338.0 346.0 588.0 331.0 332.0 331.0 
331.0 332.0 333.0 337.0 532.0 533.0 325.0 326.0 
321.0 486.0 309.0 320.0 322.0 317.0 313.0 310.9 
312.0 326.7 342.0 440.0 469.0 515.0 313.0 311.0 
310.0 305.0 305.0 438.0 309.0 307.0 304.0 305.0 
305.0 426.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 380.0 301.0 
302.0 302.0 302.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 358.0 
297.0 298.0 300.0 301.0 302.0 303.0 305.0 333.0 
348.0 372.0 338.0 345.0 362.0 373.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.0888 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.0888 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.0888 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.0888 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 12.103-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.6510 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.1480 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.0000 0000 . 0000. 4.0 457. 10. so. 90. 
0006100 0.7760 -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0.7760 -4123 . 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0.7760 -2562 . 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0.7760 -2434 . 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0.7760 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 0.7760 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 0.7760 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0.7760 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0813 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.0813 1903. 1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.0813 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0813 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0.4860 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.2258 551 .3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.2258 919.8 1770.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.2258 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.2258 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.1050 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.4230 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.8520 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.0920 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.1001 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.1001 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191 .5 31. 
0014320 0.1001 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.1001 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.0000 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0000 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.1030 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - NOx - PROPOSED - WITH MITIGATION - FINE GRID 11A1 11 - 1H AVG 

00 00 25 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1873.4 -1873.4 -1873.4 
-1873.4 -1873.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1673.4 
-1673.4 -1673.4 -1673.4 -1673.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1573.4 

10.0 110.0 210.0 310.0 410.0 10.0· 110.0 210.0 
310.0 410.0 10.0 110.0 210.0 310.0 410.0 10.0 
110.0 210.0 310.0 410.0 10.0 110.0 210.0 310.0 
410.0 
549.0 549.0 549.0 548.0 547.0 548.0 549.0 546.0 
534.0 512.0 548.0 549.0 539.0 511.0 491.0 548.0 
543.0 520.0 496.0 487.0 505.0 504.0 495.0 485.0 
482.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.0888 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.0888 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.0888 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.0888 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 12.103-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.6510 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.1480 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.0000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. so. 90. 
0006100 0.7760 -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0.7760 -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0.7760 -2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0.7760 -2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0.7760 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 0.7760 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 0.7760 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0.7760 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0813 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
ooon20 0.0813 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.0813 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0813 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0.4860 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.2258 551.3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.2258 919.8 1770.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.2258 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.2258 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.1050 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.4230 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.8520 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.0920 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.1001 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.1001 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.1001 1290. 7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.1001 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.0000 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0000 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0. 1030 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - NOx - PROPOSED - WITH MITIGATION - COARSE GRID - 24H AVG 

00 00 278 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

-5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 
-5973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 
-4973.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4573.4 
-4573.4 -4573.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 
-4373.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -3973.4 -3973.4' -3973.4 -3973.4 
-3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3m.4 
-3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3373.4 
-3373.4 -3373.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2573.4 
-2573.4 -2573.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1m.4 
-1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1373.4 -1373.4 - 1373.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 
-1173.4 -1173.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 
-973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -m.4 -m.4 
-m.4 -m.4 -m.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 
-373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -173.4 -173.4 
-173.4 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 

26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 226.6 226.6 226.6 
426.6 426.6 426.6 426.6 626.6 626.6 626.6 826.6 
826.6 826.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 

1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1226.6 1226.6 
1226.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 
1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1826.6 1826.6 
1826.6 1826.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2037.0 
2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2226.6 2226.6 
2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 
2426.6 2426.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 
2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2262.0 2626.6 2826.6 
2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 · 4610.0 
5610.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 1210.0 410.0 
1210.0 4810.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 1410.0 1610.0 1610.0 
4810.0 10.0 1610.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 
610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 

1610.0 1810.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 
2010.0 4810.0 201.0.0 2210.0 2410.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 
3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 
2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 610.0 
1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 
-590.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 
-590.0 -390.0 - 190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-1190.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -190.0 2010.0 
2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-390.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -390.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -590.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 
2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-790.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -790.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -990.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 1610.0 
1810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 5010.0 -1390.0 -1190.0 
1610.0 5010.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1410.0 1231.0 
1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 5010.0 5610.0 -1590.0 610.0 
810.0 1210.0 1410.0 5010.0 -1590.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 

1210.0 5010.0 -1590.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 
410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 433.0 5010.0 -1390.0 

-1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 5010.0 
-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5010.0 5610.0 5010.0 5210.0 5610.0 6010.0 
798.0 793.0 781.0 852.0 731.0 730.0 n8.o 747.0 
625.0 797.0 731.0 652.0 771.0 792.0 904.0 858.0 
570.0 646.0 669.0 666.0 695.0 730.0 730.0 633.0 
722.0 853.0 609.0 554.0 583.0 694.0 756.0 756.0 
856.0 553.0 787.0 828.0 767.0 732.0 548.0 549.0 
722.4 m.o 875.0 914.0 954.0 838.0 686.0 549.0 



755.0 792.0 824.0 839.0 549.0 848.0 852.0 549.0 
799.0 831.0 787.0 841.0 862.0 567.0 841.0 806.0 
661.0 613.0 609.0 601.0 579.1 823.0 784.0 786.0 
865.0 no.o 747.0 642.0 609.0 731.0 n4.o 587.0 
732.0 713.0 574.0 n6.o 700.0 564.0 675.0 675.0 
487.0 522.0 487.0 526.0 549.0 549.0 547.0 478.5 
768.1 675.0 799.0 696.0 628.0 646.0 597.0 529.0 
497.0 539.0 491.0 668.0 609.0 433.0 459.0 482.0 
487.0 465.0 475.0 505.0 495.0 482.0· 648.0 609.0 
427.0 609.0 575.0 423.0 423.0 424.0 425.0 425.0 
610.0 555.0 407.0 411.0 421.0 423.0 387.1 594.4 
610.0 609.0 609.0 551.0 549.0 549.0 420.0 603.0 
610.0 610.0 549.0 417.0 593.0 609.0 610.0 5n.o 
410.0 418.0 564.0 594.0 599.0 598.0 402.0 502.0 
609.0 366.0 366.0 384.0 392.0 292.6 501.7 428.0 
489.0 555.0 605.0 609.0 487.0 373.0 426.0 608.0 
365.0 366.0 424.0 575.0 360.0 408.0 548.0 355.0 
372.0 563.0 339.0 346.0 350.0 351.0 320.0 397.8 
363.0 365.0 422.0 541.0 548.0 600.0 344.0 355.0 
585.0 337.0 338.0 346.0 588.0 331.0 332.0 331.0 
331.0 332.0 333.0 337.0 532.0 533.0 325.0 326.0 
321.0 486.0 309.0 320.0 322.0 317.0 313.0 310.9 
312.0 326.7 342.0 440.0 469.0 515.0 313.0 311.0 
310.0 305.0 305.0 438.0 309.0 307.0 304.0 305.0 
305.0 426.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 380.0 301.0 
302.0 302.0 302.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 358.0 
297.0 298.0 300.0 301.0 302.0 303.0 305.0 333.0 
348.0 372.0 338.0 345.0 362.0 373.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.0370 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.0370 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.0370 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.0370 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 4.8660-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.2710 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.0490 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.0000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. 50. 90. 
0006100 o. n6o -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 o.n6o -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 o.n6o -2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 o.n6o -2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 o.n6o 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 o.n6o 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 o.n6o 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 o.n6o 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0343 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.0343 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.0343 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0343 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0.2040 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.0950 551.3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.0950 919.8 1no.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.0950 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.0950 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.0440 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.1790 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.3590 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.0390 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.0425 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.0425 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.0425 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.0425 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.0000 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0000 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.0440 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - NOx - PROPOSED - IJITH MITIGATION - FINE GRID "B2" - 24H AVG 

00 00 25 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2262.0 2262.0 2326.6 2426.6 
2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 
2326 .6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 
2626.6 
410.0 410.0 410.0 410.0 433.0 510.0· 510.0 510.0 
510.0 510.0 610.0 610.0 610.0 610.0 610.0 710.0 
710.0 710.0 710.0 710.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 
810.0 
310.0 307.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 312.0 309.0 304.0 
304.0 305.0 311.0 308.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 311.0 
308.0 306.0 304.0 305.0 310.0 307.0 305.0 304.0 
305.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.0370 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.0370 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.0370 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.0370 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 4.8660-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.2710 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.0490 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.0000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. 50. 90. 
0006100 0.7760 -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0.7760 -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0.7760 -2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0.7760 -2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0.7760 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 0.7760 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 0.7760 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0.7760 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0343 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.0343 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.0343 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0343 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0.2040 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.0950 551.3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.0950 919.8 1770.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.0950 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.0950 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.0440 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.1790 -844 . 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.3590 -030 . 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.0390 983 . 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.0425 1389.3 -598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.0425 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.0425 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.0425 1192. 1 269.8 s.o 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.0000 268 . 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0000 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.0440 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - NOx - PROPOSED - NO MITIGATION - COARSE GRID - 1H AVG 

DO 00 278 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

-5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 
-5973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 
-4973.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4573.4 
-4573.4 -4573.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 
-4373.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -3973.4 -3973.4. -3973.4 -3973.4 
-3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3m.4 
-3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3373.4 
-3373.4 -3373.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2573.4 
-2573.4 -2573.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1m.4 
-1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1373.4 -1373.4 -1373.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 
-1173.4 -1173.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 
-973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -m.4 -m.4 
-m.4 -m.4 -m.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 
-373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -173.4 -173.4 
-173.4 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 

26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 226.6 226.6 226.6 
426.6 426.6 426.6 426.6 626.6 626.6 626.6 826.6 
826.6 826.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 

1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1226.6 1226.6 
1226.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 
1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1826.6 1826.6 
1826.6 1826.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2037.0 
2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2226.6 2226.6 
2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 
2426.6 2426.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 
2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2262.0 2626.6 2826.6 
2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 1210.0 410.0 
1210.0 4810.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 1410.0 1610.0 1610.0 
4810.0 10.0 1610.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 
610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 

1610.0 1810.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 
2010.0 4810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 
3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 
2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 610.0 
1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 
-590.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 
-590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-1190.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -190.0 2010.0 
2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-390.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -390.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -590.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 
2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-790.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -790.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -990.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 1610.0 
1810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 5010.0 -1390.0 -1190.0 
1610.0 5010.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1410.0 1231.0 
1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 5010.0 5610.0 -1590.0 610.0 
810.0 1210.0 1410.0 5010.0 -1590.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 

1210.0 5010.0 -1590.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 
410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 433.0 5010.0 -1390.0 

-1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 5010.0 
-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5010.0 5610.0 5010.0 5210.0 5610.0 6010.0 
798.0 793.0 781.0 852.0 731.0 730.0 n8.o 747.0 
625.0 797.0 731.0 652.0 n1.o 792.0 904.0 858.0 
570.0 646.0 669.0 666.0 695.0 730.0 730.0 633.0 
722.0 853.0 609.0 554.0 583.0 694.0 756.0 756.0 
856.0 553.0 787.0 828.0 767.0 732.0 548.0 549.0 
722.4 m.o 875.0 914.0 954.0 838.0 686.0 549.0 



755.0 792.0 824.0 839.0 549.0 848.0 852.0 549.0 
799.0 831.0 787.0 841.0 862.0 567.0 841.0 806.0 
661.0 613.0 609.0 601.0 579. 1 823.0 784.0 786.0 
865.0 no.o 747.0 642.0 609.0 731.0 724.0 587.0 
732.0 713.0 574.0 726.0 700.0 564.0 675.0 675.0 
487.0 522.0 487.0 526.0 549.0 549.0 547.0 478.5 
768.1 675.0 799.0 696.0 628.0 646.0 597.0 529.0 
497.0 539.0 491.0 668.0 609.0 433.0 459.0 482.0 
487~0 465.0 475.0 505.0 495.0 482.0 648.0 609.0 
427.0 609.0 575.0 423.0 423.0 424.0 425.0 425.0 
610.0 555.0 407.0 411.0 421.0 423.0 387.1 594.4 
610.0 609.0 609.0 551.0 549.0 549.0 420.0 603.0 
610.0 610.0 549.0 417.0 593.0 609.0 610.0 572.0 
410.0 418.0 564.0 594.0 599.0 598.0 402.0 502.0 
609.0 366.0 366.0 384.0 392.0 292.6 501.7 428.0 
489.0 555.0 605.0 609.0 487.0 373.0 426.0 608.0 
365.0 366.0 424.0 575.0 360.0 408.0 548.0 355.0 
372.0 563.0 339.0 346.0 350.0 351.0 320.0 397.8 
363.0 365.0 422.0 541.0 548.0 600.0 344.0 355.0 
585.0 337.0 338.0 346.0 588.0 331.0 332.0 331.0 
331.0 332.0 333.0 337.0 532.0 533.0 325.0 326.0 
321.0 486.0 309.0 320.0 322.0 317.0 313.0 310.9 
312.0 326.7 342.0 440.0 469.0 515.0 313.0 311.0 
310.0 305.0 305.0 438.0 309.0 307.0 304.0 305.0 
305.0 426.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 380.0 301.0 
302.0 302.0 302.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 358.0 
297.0 298.0 300.0 301.0 302.0 303.0 305.0 333.0 
348.0 372.0 338.0 345.0 362.0 373.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.5518 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.5517 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.5518 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.5517 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 19.653-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.9010 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.7240 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.0000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. so. 90. 
0006100 o.n6o -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 o. n6o -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 o.n6o -2s62. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 o.n6o -2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 o.n6o 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 o.n6o 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 o.n6o 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 o.n6o 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 o. 1300 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.1300 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.1300 1694.6 903.0 s.o 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.1300 1590.9 863. 1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0.7650 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.3558 551.3 1636. 1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.3557 919.8 1no.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.3558 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.3557 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.1660 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.7390 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 1. 7120 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.1840 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.1588 1389.3 598. 1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.1587 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.1588 1290. 7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.1587 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.3460 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0880 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.1440 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN· SHORTZ · NOx ·PROPOSED· NO MITIGATION· FINE GRID "B 11 • 1H AVG 

00 00 46 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

2126.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2037.0 2026.6 
2126.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2026.6 2126.6 
2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 
2626.6 2262.0 2262.0 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 
2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 
2626.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 
1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1231.0 1310.0 
1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1410.0 1410.0 
1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 410.0 410.0 410.0 
410.0 433.0 510.0 510.0 510.0 510.0 510.0 610.0 
610.0 610.0 610.0 610.0 710.0 710.0 710.0 710.0 
710.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 
308.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 313.0 
307.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 313.0 308.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.0 307.0 305.0 
305.0 310.9 312.0 309.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 311.0 
308.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 311.0 308.0 306.0 304.0 
305.0 310.0 307.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.5518 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.5517 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.5518 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.5517 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 19.653-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.9010 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.7240 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.0000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. so. 90. 
0006100 o.n6o -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 o.n6o -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 o.n6o -2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 o.n6o -2434. 371. 15.24 4n. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 o.n6o 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 o.n6o 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 o.n6o 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 o.n6o 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.1300 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
ooon20 o. 1300 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.1300 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.1300 1590.9 863. 1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0.7650 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.3558 551.3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.3557 919.8 1no.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.3558 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.3557 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.1660 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.7390 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 1. 7120 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.1840 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.1588 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.1587 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.1588 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.1587 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.3460 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0880 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0. 1440 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - NOX - PROPOSED - NO MITIGATION - COARSE GRID - 24H AVG 

00 00 278 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

-5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 
-5973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 
-4973.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4773.4 -4m.4 -4573.4 
·4573.4 -4573.4 ·4373.4 ·4373.4 ·4373.4 ·4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 
·4373.4 -4173.4 ·4173.4 ·4173.4 ·3973.4 -3973.4" -3973.4 ·3973.4 
·3973.4 ·3973.4 ·3973.4 ·3973.4 ·3973.4 ·3973.4 -3973.4 -3m.4 
-3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 ·3573.4 ·3573.4 -3573.4 ·3373.4 
·3373.4 ·3373.4 ·3273.4 ·3273.4 ·3273.4 ·3173.4 •3173.4 ·3173.4 
·2973.4 ·2973.4 ·2973.4 ·2973.4 ·2973.4 ·2973.4 :..2973.4 ·2973.4 
·2973.4 ·2973.4 ·2973.4 ·2973.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 ·2573.4 
-2573.4 ·2573.4 ·2373.4 -2373.4 ·2373.4 -2173.4 •2173.4 ·2173.4 
·1973.4 ·1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 ·1973.4 -1973.4 ~1973.4 ·1973.4 
·1973.4 ·1973.4 ·1973.4 -1973.4 ·1973.4 ·1973.4 •1973.4 -1m.4 
-1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 ·1573.4 .:..1573_4 ·1573.4 
·1573.4 ·1573.4 ·1573.4 ·1573.4 ·1573.4 ·1573.4 -1573.4 ·1573.4 
·1373.4 -1373.4 ·1373.4 ·1173.4 ·1173.4 ·1173.4 ""'1173.4 ·1173.4 
·1173.4 ·1173.4 ·973.4 ·973.4 ·973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 
·973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -m.4 -m.4 
-m.4 -m.4 -m.4 ·573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 
·373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -173.4 -173.4 
·173.4 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 

26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 226.6 ; 226.6 226.6 
426.6 426.6 426.6 426.6 626.6 626.6 626.6 826.6 
826.6 826.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 

1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1226.6 1226.6 
1226.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 
1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1826.6 1826.6 
1826.6 1826.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2037.0 
2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2226.6 2226.6 
2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 
2426.6 2426.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 
2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 ~262.0 2626.6 2826.6 
2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 1210.0 410.0 
1210.0 4810.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 1410.0 1610.0 1610.0 
4810.0 10.0 1610.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 
610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 

1610.0 1810.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 
2010.0 4810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

·2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 
3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 
2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 610.0 
1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 ·790.0 
·590.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 
·590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 

·1190.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 ·990.0 -790.0 ·590.0 ·390.0 
2410.0 4810.0 ·2390.0 -1390.0 ·390.0 -190 .0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -190.0 2010.0 
2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 ·190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 
·390.0 ·190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -390.0 2410.0 
4810.0 ·2390.0 -1390.0 -590.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 
2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 ·590.0 2410.0 4810.0 
·790.0 ·590.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 
2410.0 4810.0 ·2390.0 ·1390.0 -790.0 ·390.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -990.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 ·1190.0 ·990.0 1610.0 
1810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 5010.0 -1390.0 -1190.0 
1610.0 5010.0 ·2390.0 ·1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1410.0 1231.0 
1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 5010.0 5610.0 ·1590.0 610.0 
810.0 1210.0 1410.0 5010.0 -1590.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 

1210.0 5010.0 ·1590.0 -1390.0 ·390.0 · 190.0 10.0 210.0 
410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 433.0 5010.0 -1390.0 

-1190.0 ·990.0 ·790.0 -590.0 ·390.0 ·190.0 10.0 5010.0 
·2390.0 ·1390.0 ·390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5010.0 5610.0 5010.0 5210.0 5610.0 6010.0 
798.0 793.0 781.0 852.0 731.0 730.0 728.0 747.0 
625.0 797.0 731.0 652.0 n1.o 792.0 904.0 858.0 
570.0 646.0 669.0 666.0 695.0 730.0 730.0 633.0 
722.0 853.0 609.0 554.0 583.0 694.0 756.0 756.0 
856.0 553.0 787.0 828.0 767.0 732.0 548.0 549.0 
722.4 m.o 875.0 914.0 954.0 838.0 686.0 549.0 



755.0 792.0 824.0 839.0 549.0 848.0 852.0 549.0 
799.0 831.0 787.0 841.0 862.0 567.0 841.0 806.0 
661.0 613.0 609.0 601.0 579.1 823.0 784.0 786.0 
865.0 no.o 747.0 642.0 609.0 731.0 n4.o 587.0 
732.0 713.0 574.0 n6.o 700.0 564.0 675.0 675.0 
487.0 522.0 487.0 526.0 549.0 549.0 547.0 478.5 
768.1 675.0 799.0 696.0 628.0 646.0 597.0 529.0 
497.0 539.0 491.0 668.0 609.0 433.0 459.0 482.0 
487.0 465.0 475.0 505.0 495.0 482.0· 648.0 609.0 
427.0 609.0 575.0 423.0 423.0 424.0 425.0 425.0 
610.0 555.0 407.0 411.0 421.0 423.0 387.1 594.4 
610.0 609.0 609.0 551.0 549.0 549.0 420.0 603.0 
610.0 610.0 549.0 417.0 593.0 609.0 610.0 5n.o 
410.0 418.0 564.0 594.0 599.0 598.0 402.0 502.0 
609.0 366.0 366.0 384.0 392.0 292.6 501.7 428.0 
489.0 555.0 605.0 609.0 487.0 373.0 426.0 608.0 
365.0 366.0 424.0 575.0 360.0 408.0 548.0 355.0 
3n.o 563.0 339.0 346.0 350.0 351.0 320.0 397.8 
363.0 365.0 422.0 541.0 548.0 600.0 344.0 355.0 
585.0 337.0 338.0 346.0 588.0 331.0 332.0 331.0 
331.0 332.0 333.0 337.0 532.0 533.0 325.0 326.0 
321.0 486.0 309.0 320.0 322.0 317.0 313.0 310.9 
312.0 326.7 342.0 440.0 469.0 515.0 313.0 311.0 
310.0 305.0 305.0 438.0 309.0 307.0 304.0 305.0 
305.0 426.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 380.0 301.0 
302.0 302.0 302.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 358.0 
297.0 298.0 300.0 301.0 302.0 303.0 305.0 333.0 
348.0 372.0 338.0 345.0 362.0 373.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.2483 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.2482 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.2483 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.2482 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 7.8400-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.3760 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.2410 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.0000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. 50. 90. 
0006100 0.TT60 ·4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0.TT60 -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0.TT60 ·2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0.TT60 -2434. 371. 15.24 4n. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0.TT60 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 o.n6o 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 o.n6o 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0.TT60 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0545 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.0545 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.0545 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0545 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0.3220 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0. 1495 551.3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.1495 919.8 1no.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.1495 182. 7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.1495 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.0700 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.3100 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.7180 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 o.ono 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.0667 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.0668 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.0667 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.0668 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.1480 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0380 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.0610 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - NOx - PROPOSED - NO MITIGATION - FINE GRID "B2" - 24H AVG 

00 00 31 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2262.0 2262.0 2326.6 2426.6 
2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 
2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 
2626.6 
410.0 410.0 410.0 410.0 433.0 510.0 510.0 510.0 
510.0 510.0 610.0 610.0 610.0 610.0 610.0 710.0 
710.0 710.0 710.0 710.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 
810.0 
310.0 307.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 312.0 309.0 304.0 
304.0 305.0 311.0 308.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 311.0 
308.0 306.0 304.0 305.0 310.0 307.0 305.0 304.0 
305.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.2483 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.2482 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.2483 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.2482 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 7.8400-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.3760 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.2410 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.0000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. 50. 90. 
0006100 0.7760 -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0.7760 -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0.7760 -2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0.7760 ·2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0.7760 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 0.7760 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1 .8288 
0006700 0.7760 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0.7760 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0545 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.0545 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.0545 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0545 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0.3220 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.1495 551.3 1636. 1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.1495 919.8 1770.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0. 1495 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.1495 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.0700 ·655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.3100 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.7180 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.0770 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.0667 1389.3 -598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.0668 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.0667 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.0668 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.1480 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0380 ·139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.0610 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - PM10 - PROPOSED - WITH MITIGATION - COARSE GRID - 24H AVG 

00 00 278 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

-5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 
-5973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 
-4973.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4573.4 
-4573.4 -4573.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 
-4373.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -3973.4 -3973.4" -3973.4 -3973.4 
-3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3m.4 
-3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3373.4 
-3373.4 -3373.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 ·2973.4 -2973.4 
-2973.4 ·2973.4 ·2973.4 ·2973.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2573.4 
-2573.4 -2573.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 ·1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 ·1973.4 ·1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1m.4 
-1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 ·1573.4 ·1573.4 ·1573.4 -1573.4 
-1373.4 -1373.4 -1373.4 ·1173.4 ·1173.4 ·1173.4 ·1173.4 -1173.4 
-1173.4 -1173.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 
-973.4 ·973.4 ·973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -m.4 -m.4 
-m.4 -m.4 -m.4 ·573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 
-373 .4 -373.4 -373.4 ·373.4 ·373.4 -373.4 -173.4 ·173.4 
-173.4 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 

26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 226.6 226.6 226.6 
426.6 426.6 426.6 426.6 626.6 626.6 626.6 826.6 
826.6 826.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 

1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1226.6 1226.6 
1226.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 
1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1826.6 1826.6 
1826.6 1826.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2037.0 
2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2226.6 2226.6 
2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 
2426.6 2426.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 
2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2262.0 2626.6 2826.6 
2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 ·390.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 1210.0 410.0 
1210.0 4810.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 1410.0 1610.0 1610.0 
4810.0 10.0 1610.0 4810.0 -2390.0 ·1390.0 ·390.0 10.0 
610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 

1610.0 1810.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 
2010.0 4810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 
3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 
2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 610.0 
1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 
-590.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 ·990.0 -790.0 
-590.0 ·390.0 ·190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-1190.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 ·590.0 -390.0 
2410.0 4810.0 ·2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 ·190.0 2010.0 
2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-390.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 ·390.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 ·590.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 
2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-790.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -790.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 ·790.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -990.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 ·1190.0 -990.0 1610.0 
1810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 5010.0 -1390.0 -1190.0 
1610.0 5010.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1410.0 1231.0 
1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 5010.0 5610.0 -1590.0 610.0 
810.0 1210.0 1410.0 5010.0 -1590.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 

1210.0 5010.0 -1590.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 
410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 433.0 5010.0 -1390.0 

-1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 5010.0 
-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5010.0 5610.0 5010.0 5210.0 5610.0 6010.0 
798.0 793.0 781.0 852.0 731.0 730.0 728.0 747.0 
625.0 797.0 731.0 652.0 771.0 792.0 904.0 858.0 
570.0 646.0 669.0 666.0 695.0 730.0 730.0 633.0 
722.0 853.0 609.0 554.0 583.0 694.0 756.0 756.0 
856.0 553.0 787.0 828.0 767.0 732.0 548.0 549.0 
722.4 m.o 875.0 914.0 954.0 838.0 686.0 549.0 



755.0 792.0 824.0 839.0 549.0 848.0 852 . 0 549.0 
799.0 831.0 787.0 841.0 862.0 567.0 841.0 806 .0 
661.0 613.0 609.0 601.0 579.1 823.0 784.0 786.0 
865.0 no.o 747.0 642.0 609.0 731.0 724.0 587.0 
732.0 713.0 574.0 n6.o 700.0 564.0 675.0 675.0 
487.0 522.0 487.0 526.0 549.0 549.0 547.0 478.5 
768.1 675.0 799.0 696.0 628.0 646.0 597.0 529.0 
497.0 539.0 491.0 668.0 609.0 433.0 459.0 482.0 
487.0 465.0 475.0 sos.a 495.0 482.0· 648.0 609.0 
427.0 609.0 575.0 423.0 423.0 424.0 425.0 425.0 
610.0 555.0 407.0 411.0 421.0 423.0 387.1 594.4 
610.0 609.0 609.0 551.0 549.0 549.0 420.0 603.0 
610.0 610.0 549.0 417.0 593.0 609.0 610.0 sn.o 
410.0 418.0 564.0 594.0 599. 0 598 .0 402.0 502.0 
609.0 366.0 366.0 384.0 392.0 292.6 501.7 428.0 
489.0 555.0 605.0 609.0 487.0 373.0 426.0 608.0 
365.0 366.0 424.0 575.0 360.0 408.0 548.0 355.0 
3n.o 563.0 339.0 346.0 350.0 351.0 320.0 397.8 
363.0 365.0 422.0 541.0 548.0 600.0 344.0 355.0 
585.0 337.0 338.0 346.0 588.0 331.0 332.0 331.0 
331.0 332.0 333.0 337.0 532.0 533.0 325.0 326.0 
321.0 486.0 309.0 320.0 322.0 317. 0 313.0 310.9 
312.0 326.7 342.0 440.0 469.0 515 . 0 313.0 311.0 
310.0 305.0 305.0 438.0 309.0 307.0 304 . 0 305.0 
305.0 426.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 380.0 301.0 
302.0 302.0 302.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 358.0 
297.0 298.0 300.0 301.0 302.0 303.0 305.0 333.0 
348.0 3n.o 338.0 345.0 362.0 373.0 

.683 366.7 
0001 120 0.0025 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.0025 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111 . 300. 164. 
0001320 0. 0025 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
·0001420 0. 0025 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 0.5940-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.1890 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0. 0440 1478.8 - 102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.5000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. so. 90. 
0006100 0. 4434 -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0. 4434 -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0. 4434 -2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0. 4434 -2434. 371. 15.24 4n. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0.4434 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
,0006600 0. 4434 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 0. 4434 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0. 4434 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0313 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.0313 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.0313 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0313 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0.1800 1380. 1360. 5.0 38'1. 30. 1083. 342 . 
0009120 0.0838 551.3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.0838 919.8 1no.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.0838 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.0838 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.0390 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0. 1630 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.3160 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0. 0340 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0. 0375 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31 . 
0014220 0.0375 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0. 0375 1290. 7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0. 0375 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.0000 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0000 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.0290 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - PM10 - PROPOSED · l,IITH MITIGATION · FINE GRID 11811 - 24H AVG 

00 00 46 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

2126.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2037.0 2026.6 
2126.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2026.6 2126.6 
2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 
2626.6 2262.0 2262.0 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 
2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 2326.6" 2426.6 2526.6 
2626.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 
1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1231.0 1310.0 
1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1410.0 1410.0 
1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 410.0 410.0 410.0 
410.0 433.0 510.0 510.0 510.0 510.0 510.0 610.0 
610.0 610.0 610.0 610.0 710.0 710.0 710.0 710.0 
710.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 
308.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 313.0 
307.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 313.0 308.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.0 307.0 305.0 
305.0 310.9 312.0 309.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 311.0 
308.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 311.0 308.0 306.0 304.0 
305.0 310.0 307.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.0025 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.0025 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.0025 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.0025 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 0.5940-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0. 1890 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.0440 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.5000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. so. 90. 
0006100 0.4434 -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0.4434 -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0.4434 -2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0.4434 -2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0.4434 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 0.4434 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 0.4434 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0.4434 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0313 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.0313 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.0313 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0313 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0.1800 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.0838 551.3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.0838 919.8 1no.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.0838 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.0838 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.0390 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.1630 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.3160 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.0340 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.0375 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.0375 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.0375 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.0375 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.0000 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0000 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.0290 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - PM10 - PROPOSED - NO MITIGATION - COARSE GRID - 24H AVG 

00 00 278 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

-5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 
-5973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 
-4973.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4573.4 
-4573.4 -4573.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 
-4373.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -3973.4 -3973.4- -3973.4 -3973.4 
-3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3m.4 
-3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3373.4 
-3373.4 -3373.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2573.4 
-2573.4 -2573.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1m.4 
-1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1373.4 -1373.4 -1373.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 
-1173.4 -1173.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 
-973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -m.4 -m.4 
-m.4 -m.4 -m.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 
-373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -173.4 -173.4 
-173.4 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 

26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 226.6 226.6 226.6 
426.6 426.6 426.6 426.6 626.6 626.6 626.6 826.6 
826.6 826.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 

1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1226.6 1226.6 
1226.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 
1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1826.6 1826.6 
1826.6 1826.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2037.0 
2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2226.6 2226.6 
2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 
2426.6 2426.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 
2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2262.0 2626.6 2826.6 
2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 1210.0 410.0 
1210.0 4810.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 1410.0 1610.0 1610.0 
4810.0 10.0 1610.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 
610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 

1610.0 1810.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 
2010.0 4810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 
3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 
2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 610.0 
1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 
-590.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 
-590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-1190.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -190.0 2010.0 
2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-390.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -390.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -590.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 
2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-790.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -790.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -990.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 1610.0 
1810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 5010.0 -1390.0 -1190.0 
1610.0 5010.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1410.0 1231.0 
1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 5010.0 5610.0 -1590.0 610.0 
810.0 1210.0 1410.0 5010.0 -1590.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 

1210.0 5010.0 -1590.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 
410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210. 0 433.0 5010.0 -1390.0 

-1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 5010.0 
-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5010.0 5610.0 5010.0 5210.0 5610.0 6010.0 
798.0 793.0 781.0 852.0 731.0 730.0 728.0 747.0 
625.0 797.0 731.0 652.0 n1.o 792.0 904.0 858.0 
570.0 646.0 669.0 666.0 695.0 730.0 730.0 633.0 
722.0 853.0 609.0 554.0 583.0 694.0 756.0 756.0 
856.0 553.0 787.0 828.0 767.0 732.0 548.0 549.0 
722.4 m.o 875.0 914.0 954.0 838.0 686.0 549.0 



755.0 792.0 824.0 839.0 549.0 848.0 852.0 549.0 
799.0 831.0 787.0 841.0 862.0 567.0 841.0 806.0 
661.0 613.0 609.0 601.0 579.1 823.0 784.0 786.0 
865.0 no.o 747.0 642.0 609.0 731.0 724.0 587.0 
732.0 713.0 574.0 726.0 700.0 564.0 675.0 675.0 
487.0 522.0 487.0 526.0 549.0 549.0 547.0 478.5 
768.1 675.0 799.0 696.0 628.0 646.0 597.0 529.0 
497.0 539.0 491.0 668.0 609.0 433.0 459.0 482.0 
487.0 465.0 475.0 505.0 495.0 482.0· 648.0 609.0 
427.0 609.0 575.0 423.0 423.0 424.0 425.0 425.0 
610.0 555.0 407.0 411.0 421.0 423.0 387.1 594.4 
610.0 609.0 609.0 551.0 549.0 549.0 420.0 603.0 
610.0 610.0 549.0 417.0 593.0 609.0 610.0 572.0 
410.0 418.0 564.0 594.0 599.0 598.0 402.0 502.0 
609.0 366.0 366.0 384.0 392.0 292.6 501.7 428.0 
489.0 555.0 605.0 609.0 487.0 373.0 426.0 608.0 
365.0 366.0 424.0 575.0 360.0 408.0 548.0 355.0 
372.0 563.0 339.0 346.0 350.0 351.0 320.0 397.8 

C 363.0 365.0 422.0 541.0 548.0 600.0 344.0 355.0 
585.0 337.0 338.0 346.0 588.0 331.0 332.0 331.0 
331.0 332.0 333.0 337.0 532.0 533.0 325.0 326.0 
321.0 486.0 309.0 320.0 322.0 317.0 313.0 310.9 
312.0 326.7 342.0 440.0 469.0 515.0 313.0 311.0 
310.0 305.0 305.0 438.0 309.0 307.0 304.0 305.0 
305.0 426.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 380.0 301.0 
302.0 302.0 302.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 358.0 
297.0 298.0 300.0 301.0 302.0 303.0 305.0 333.0 
348.0 372.0 338.0 345.0 362.0 373.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.0193 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.0193 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.0193 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.0193 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 0.9030-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.2070 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.0630 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.5000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. 50. 90. 
0006100 0.4434 -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0.4434 -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0.4434 -2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0.4434 -2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0.4434 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 0.4434 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 0.4434 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0.4434 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0328 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.0327 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111. 5 249. 
0007320 0.0328 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111. 5 249. 
0007420 0.0327 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0. 1890 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.0878 551.3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 o.08n 919.8 1no.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.0878 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 o.08n -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.0410 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.1990 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.4910 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.0530 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.0393 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.0392 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.0393 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.0392 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.1090 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0280 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.0290 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - PM10 - PROPOSED - NO MITIGATION - FINE GRID 11811 - 24H AVG 

00 00 46 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

2126.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2037.0 2026.6 
2126.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2026.6 2126.6 
2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 
2626.6 2262.0 2262.0 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 
2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 
2626.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 
1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1231.0 1310.0 
1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1410.0 1410.0 
1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 410.0 410.0 410.0 
410.0 433.0 510.0 510.0 510.0 510.0 510.0 610.0 
610.0 610.0 610.0 610.0 710.0 710.0 710.0 710.0 
710.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 
308.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 313.0 
307.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 313.0 308.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.0 307.0 305.0 
305.0 310.9 312.0 309.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 311.0 
308.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 311.0 308.0 306.0 304.0 
305.0 310.0 307.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.0193 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.0193 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.0193 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.0193 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 0.9030-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.2070 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.0630 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.5000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. 50. 90. 
0006100 0.4434 -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0.4434 -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0.4434 -2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0.4434 -2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0.4434 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 

006600 0.4434 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 0.4434 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0.4434 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0328 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.0327 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.0328 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0327 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0. 1890 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.0878 551.3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.0877 919.8 1770.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.0878 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.0877 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
010020 0.0410 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 

0011020 0. 1990 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.4910 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
!0013020 0.0530 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.0393 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.0392 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.0393 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.0392 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0. 1090 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0. 0280 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.0290 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - CO - PROPOSED - WITH MITIGATION - COARSE GRID - 1H AVG 

00 00 278 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

-5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 
-5973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 
-4973.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4573.4 
-4573.4 -4573.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 
-4373.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -3973.4 -3973.4. -3973.4 -3973.4 
-3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3m.4 
-3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3373.4 
-3373.4 -3373.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2573.4 
-2573.4 -2573.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1m.4 
-1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1373.4 -1373.4 -1373.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 
-1173.4 -1173.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 
-973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -m.4 -m.4 
-m.4 -773.4 -m.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 
-373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -173.4 -173.4 
-173.4 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 

26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 226.6 226.6 226.6 
426.6 426.6 426.6 426.6 626.6 626.6 626.6 826.6 
826.6 826.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 

1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1226.6 1226.6 
1226.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 
1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1826.6 1826.6 
1826.6 1826.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2037.0 
2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2226.6 2226.6 
2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 
2426.6 2426.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 
2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2262.0 2626.6 2826.6 
2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0, 2610.0 3610.0 · 4610.0 
5610.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 1210.0 410.0 
1210.0 4810.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 1410.0 1610.0 1610.0 
4810.0 10.0 1610.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 
610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 

1610.0 1810.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 
2010.0 4810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 
3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 
2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 610.0 
1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 
-590.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 
-590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-1190.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -190.0 2010.0 
2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-390.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -390.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -590.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 
2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-790.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -790.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -990.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 1610.0 
1810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 5010.0 -1390.0 -1190.0 
1610.0 5010.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1410.0 1231.0 
1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 5010.0 5610.0 -1590.0 610.0 
810.0 1210.0 1410.0 5010.0 -1590.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 

1210.0 5010.0 -1590.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 
410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 433.0 5010.0 -1390.0 

-1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 5010.0 
-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5010.0 5610.0 5010.0 5210.0 5610.0 6010.0 
798.0 793.0 781.0 852.0 731.0 730.0 728.0 747.0 
625.0 797.0 731.0 652.0 n1.o 792.0 904.0 858.0 
570.0 646.0 669.0 666.0 695.0 730.0 730.0 633.0 
722.0 853.0 609.0 554.0 583.0 694.0 756.0 756.0 
856.0 553.0 787.0 828.0 767.0 732.0 548.0 549.0 
722.4 773.0 875.0 914.0 954.0 838.0 686.0 549.0 



755.0 792.0 824.0 839.0 549.0 848.0 852.0 549.0 
799.0 831.0 787.0 841.0 862.0 567.0 841.0 806.0 
661.0 613.0 609.0 601.0 579. 1 823.0 784.0 786.0 
865.0 770.0 747.0 642.0 609.0 731.0 724.0 587.0 
732.0 713.0 574.0 726.0 700.0 564.0 675.0 675.0 
487.0 522.0 487.0 526.0 549.0 549.0 547.0 478.5 
768.1 675.0 799.0 696.0 628.0 646.0 597.0 529.0 
497.0 539.0 491.0 668.0 609.0 433.0 459.0 482.0 
487.0 465.0 475.0 505.0 495.0 482.Ci 648.0 609.0 
427.0 609.0 575.0 423.0 423.0 424.0 425.0 425.0 
610.0 555.0 407.0 411.0 421.0 423.0 387.1 594.4 
610.0 609.0 609.0 551.0 549.0 549.0 420.0 603.0 
610.0 610.0 549.0 417.0 593.0 609.0 610.0 572.0 
410.0 418.0 564.0 594.0 599.0 598.0 402.0 502.0 
609.0 366.0 366.0 384.0 392.0 292.6 501.7 428.0 
489.0 555.0 605.0 609.0 487.0 373.0 426.0 608.0 
365.0 366.0 424.0 575.0 360.0 408.0 548.0 355.0 
372.0 563.0 339.0 346.0 350.0 351.0 320.0 397.8 
363.0 365.0 422.0 541.0 548.0 600.0 344.0 355.0 
585.0 337.0 338.0 346.0 588.0 331.0 332.0 331.0 
331.0 332.0 333'.0 337.0 532.0 533.0 325.0 326.0 
321.0 486.0 309.0 320.0 322.0 317.0 313.0 310.9 
312.0 326.7 342.0 440.0 469.0 515.0 313.0 311.0 
310.0 305.0 305.0 438.0 309.0 307.0 304.0 305.0 
305.0 426.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 380.0 301.0 
302.0 302.0 302.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 358.0 
297.0 298.0 300.0 301.0 302.0 303.0 305.0 333.0 
348.0 372.0 338.0 345.0 362.0 373.0 

.683 366.7 
001120 0. 0370 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
001220 0. 0370 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
001320 0. 0370 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
001420 0. 0370 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
002020 5. 0530-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
003020 0. 2710 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
004020 0.0620 1478.8 ·102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
005020 0.0000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. 50. 90. 
006100 0.5357 -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
006200 0.5358 -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
006300 0.5357 ·2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
006400 0.5358 -2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
006500 0.5357 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
006600 0.5358 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
006700 0.5357 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
006800 0.5358 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
007120 0.0405 1799.0 -943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
007220 0.0405 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
007320 0.0405 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
007420 0.0405 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
008020 0.2410 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
009120 0.1117 551.3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
009220 0.1118 919.8 1770.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
009320 0.1117 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
009420 0.1118 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
010020 0.0520 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
011020 0.2100 ·844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
012020 0.4220 ·030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
013020 0.0450 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
014120 0.0500 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
014220 0.0500 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
014320 0.0500 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
014420 0. 05 00 1192. 1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
015020 0.0000 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
016020 0.0000 ·139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
017020 0.0500 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - CO - PROPOSED - ~ITH MITIGATION - FINE GRID - 1H AVG 

00 00 46 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1873.4 -1873.4 -1873.4 
-1873.4 -1873.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1673.4 
-1673.4 -1673.4 -1673.4 -1673.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1573.4 2126.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2037.0 
2026.6 2126.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2026.6 
2126.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 

10.0 110.0 210.0 310.0 410.0 10.0 110.0 210.0 
310.0 410.0 10.0 110.0 210.0 310.0 410.0 10.0 
110.0 210.0 310.0 410.0 10.0 110.0 210.0 310.0 
410.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1231.0 

1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1410.0 
1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 
549.0 549.0 549.0 548.0 547.0 548.0 549.0 546.0 
534.0 512.0 548.0 549.0 539.0 511.0 491.0 548.0 
543.0 520.0 496.0 487.0 505.0 504.0 495.0 485.0 
482.0 308.0 305.0 305 . 0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 
313.0 307.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 313.0 
308.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.0370 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.0370 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.0370 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.0370 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 5.0530-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.2710 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.0620 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.0000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. 50. 90. 
0006100 0.5357 -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0.5358 -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0.5357 -2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0.5358 -2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1 .8288 
0006500 0.5357 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 0.5358 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 0.5357 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0.5358 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0405 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.0405 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.0405 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0405 1590.9 863. 1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0.2410 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.1117 551.3 1636. 1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.1118 919.8 1no.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.1117 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.1118 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.0520 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.2100 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.4220 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.0450 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.0500 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.0500 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.0500 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.0500 1192. 1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.0000 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0000 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.0500 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - CO - PROPOSED - NO MITIGATION - COARSE GRID - 1H AVG 

00 00 278 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

-5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 
-5973.4 ·4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 
-4973.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4573.4 
-4573.4 ·4573.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 
-4373.4 ·4173.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -3973.4 -3973.4- -3973.4 -3973.4 
-3973.4 ·3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3m.4 
-3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3373.4 
-3373.4 ·3373.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2573.4 
-2573.4 -2573.4 -2373.4 ·2373.4 -2373.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973 .4 
-1973.4 · 1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973 .4 -1m.4 
-1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1573.4 ·1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1373.4 ·1373.4 -1373.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 
-1173.4 ·1173.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 
-973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -m.4 -m.4 
-m.4 -m.4 -m.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 ·573.4 -573 .4 
-373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -173.4 -173.4 
-173.4 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 

26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 226.6 226.6 226.6 
426.6 426.6 426.6 426.6 626.6 626.6 626.6 826.6 
826.6 826.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 

1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1226.6 1226.6 
1226.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 
1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1826.6 1826.6 
1826.6 1826.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2037.0 
2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2226.6 2226.6 
2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 
2426.6 2426.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 
2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2262.0 2626.6 2826.6 
2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 

-2390.0 ·1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 ' 4610.0 
5610.0 - 2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 1210.0 410.0 
1210.0 4810.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 1410.0 1610.0 1610.0 
4810.0 10.0 1610.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 
610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 

1610.0 1810.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 
2010.0 4810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 - 1390.0 -390.0 10.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 
3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 
2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 ··1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 610.0 
1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 
-590.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 
-590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-1190.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -190.0 2010.0 
2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 
·390.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -390.0 2410.0 
4810.0 ··2390.0 -1390.0 -590.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 
2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 ·590.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-790.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -790.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -990.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 1610.0 
1810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 5010.0 -1390.0 -1190.0 
1610.0 5010.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1410.0 1231.0 
1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 5010.0 5610.0 -1590.0 610.0 
810.0 1210.0 1410.0 5010.0 -1590.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 

1210.0 5010.0 ·1590.0 -1390.0 ·390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 
410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 433.0 5010.0 -1390.0 

-1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 ·390.0 -190.0 10.0 5010.0 
-2390.0 ·· 1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5010.0 5610.0 5010.0 5210.0 5610.0 6010.0 
798.0 793.0 781.0 852.0 731.0 730.0 728.0 747.0 
625.0 797.0 731.0 652.0 TT1 .0 792.0 904.0 858.0 
570.0 646.0 669.0 666.0 695.0 730.0 730.0 633.0 
722.0 853.0 609.0 554.0 583.0 694.0 756.0 756.0 
856.0 553.0 787.0 828.0 767.0 732.0 548.0 549.0 
722.4 773.0 875.0 914.0 954.0 838.0 686.0 549.0 



755.0 792.0 824.0 839.0 549.0 848.0 852.0 549.0 
799.0 831.0 787.0 841.0 862.0 567.0 841.0 806.0 
661.0 613.0 609.0 601.0 579.1 823.0 784.0 786.0 
865.0 no.o 747.0 642.0 609.0 731.0 724.0 587.0 
732.0 713.0 574.0 726.0 700.0 564.0 675.0 675.0 
487.0 522.0 487.0 526.0 549.0 549.0 547.0 478.5 
768.1 675.0 799.0 696.0 628.0 646.0 597.0 529.0 
497.0 539.0 491.0 668.0 609.0 433.0 459.0 482.0 
487.0 465.0 475.0 505.0 495.0 482.0· 648.0 609.0 
427.0 609.0 575.0 423.0 423.0 424.0 425.0 425.0 
610.0 555.0 407.0 411.0 421.0 423.0 387.1 594.4 
610.0 609.0 609.0 551.0 549.0 549.0 420.0 603.0 
610.0 610.0 549.0 417.0 593.0 609.0 610.0 572.0 
410.0 418.0 564.0 594.0 599.0 598.0 402.0 502.0 
609.0 366.0 366.0 384.0 392.0 292.6 501.7 428.0 
489.0 555.0 605.0 609.0 487.0 373.0 426.0 608.0 
365.0 366.0 424.0 575.0 360.0 408.0 548.0 355.0 
372.0 563.0 339.0 346.0 350.0 351.0 320.0 397.8 
363.0 365.0 422.0 541.0 548.0 600.0 344.0 355.0 
585.0 337.0 338.0 346.0 588.0 331.0 332.0 331.0 
331.0 332.0 333.0 337.0 532.0 533.0 325.0 326.0 
321.0 486.0 309.0 320.0 322.0 317.0 313.0 310.9 
312.0 326.7 342.0 440.0 469.0 515.0 313.0 311.0 
310.0 305.0 305.0 438.0 309.0 307.0 304.0 305.0 
305.0 426.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 380.0 301.0 
302.0 302.0 302.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 358.0 
297.0 298.0 300.0 301.0 302.0 303.0 305.0 333.0 
348.0 372.0 338.0 345.0 362.0 373.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.2040 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.2040 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.2040 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.2040 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 7.2920-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.2250 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.2880 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.0000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. 50. 90. 
0006100 0.5357 -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0.5358 -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0.5357 -2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0.5358 -2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0.5357 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 0.5358 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 0.5357 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0.5358 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0362 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.0363 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.0362 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0363 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0.2120 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.0987 551.3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.0988 919.8 1no.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.0987 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.0988 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.0460 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.2050 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.4760 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.0510 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.0440 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.0440 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.0440 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.0440 1192. 1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.0950 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0240 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.0390 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN· SHORTZ · CO· PROPOSED· NO MITIGATION· FINE GRID 118211 • 1H AVG 

00 00 25 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2262.0 2262.0 2326.6 2426.6 
2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 
2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 
2626.6 
410.0 410.0 410.0 410.0 433.0 510.0· 510.0 510.0 
510.0 510.0 610.0 610.0 610.0 610.0 610.0 710.0 
710.0 710.0 710.0 710.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 
810.0 
310.0 307.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 312.0 309.0 304.0 
304.0 305.0 311.0 308.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 311.0 
308.0 306.0 304.0 305.0 310.0 307.0 305.0 304.0 
305.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0. 2040 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0. 2040 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0. 2040 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0. 2040 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 7. 2920-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0. 2250 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0. 2880 1478.8 ·102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0. 0000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. so. 90. 
0006100 0. 5357 ·4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0. 5358 ·4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0. 5357 ·2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0. 5358 ·2434. 371. 15.24 4n. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0. 5357 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 0. 5358 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 0. 5357 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0. 5358 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0. 0362 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.0363 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0. 0362 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0363 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0. 2120 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0. 0987 551.3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.0988 919.8 1no.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0. 0987 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0. 0988 ·185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.0460 ·655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.2050 ·844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.4760 ·030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.0510 983. 258. s.o 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.0440 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.0440 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.0440 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.0440 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.0950 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0240 ·139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.0390 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - SOX - PROPOSED - ijITH MITIGATION - COARSE GRID - 1-HR AVG 

00 00 278 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

-5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973 .4 -5973.4 
-5973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 
-4973.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4573.4 
-4573.4 -4573.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 
-4373.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 
-3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3m.4 
-3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3573.4 -3573 .4 -3573.4 -3373.4 
-3373.4 -3373.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2573.4 
-2573 .4 -2573.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 
-1973 .4 -1973 .4 -1973.4 -1973 .4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1m.4 
-1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1373.4 -1373.4 -1373.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 
-1173.4 -1173.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 
-973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -m.4 -m.4 
-m.4 -m.4 -m.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 
-373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -173.4 -173.4 
-173.4 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 

26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 226.6 226.6 226.6 
426.6 426.6 426.6 426.6 626.6 626.6 626.6 826.6 
826.6 826.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 

1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1226.6 1226.6 
1226.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 
1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1826.6 1826.6 
1826.6 1826.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2037.0 
2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2226.6 2226.6 
2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 
2426.6 2426.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 
2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2262.0 2626.6 2826.6 
2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 

-2390.0 -1390. 0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 1210.0 410.0 
1210.0 4810.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 1410.0 1610.0 1610.0 
4810.0 10.0 1610.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 
610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 

1610.0 1810.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 
2010.0 4810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 
3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 
2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10;0 210.0 410.0 610.0 
1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 
-590.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 
-590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-1190.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -190.0 2010.0 
2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-390.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -390.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -590.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 
2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-790.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -790.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -990.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 1610.0 
1810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 5010.0 -1390.0 -1190.0 
1610.0 5010.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1410.0 1231.0 
1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 5010.0 5610.0 -1590.0 610.0 
810.0 1210.0 1410.0 5010.0 -1590.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 

1210.0 5010.0 -1590.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 
410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 433.0 5010.0 -1390.0 

-1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 5010.0 
-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5010.0 5610.0 5010.0 5210.0 5610.0 6010.0 
798.0 793.0 781.0 852.0 731.0 730.0 728.0 747.0 
625.0 797.0 731.0 652.0 771.0 792.0 904.0 858.0 
570.0 646.0 669.0 666.0 695.0 730.0 730.0 633.0 
722.0 853.0 609.0 554.0 583.0 694.0 756.0 756.0 
856.0 553.0 787.0 828.0 767.0 732.0 548.0 549.0 
722 .4 m.o 875.0 914.0 954.0 838.0 686.0 549.0 



755.0 792.0 824.0 839.0 549.0 848.0 852.0 549.0 
799.0 831.0 787.0 841.0 862.0 567.0 841.0 806.0 
661.0 613.0 609.0 601.0 579.1 823.0 784.0 786.0 
865.0 770.0 747.0 642.0 609.0 731.0 n4.o 587.0 
732.0 713.0 574.0 726.0 700.0 564 . 0 675.0 675.0 
487.0 522.0 487.0 526.0 549.0 549.0 547.0 478.5 
768.1 675.0 799.0 696.0 628.0 646.0 597.0 529.0 
497.0 539.0 491.0 668.0 609.0 433.0 459.0 482.0 
487.0 465.0 475.0 505.0 495.0 482.0· 648.0 609.0 
427.0 609.0 575.0 423.0 423.0 424.0 425.0 425.0 
610.0 555.0 407.0 411.0 421.0 423.0 387.1 594.4 
610.0 609.0 609.0 551.0 549.0 549.0 420.0 603.0 
610.0 610.0 549.0 417.0 593.0 609.0 610.0 5n.o 
410.0 418.0 564.0 594.0 599.0 598.0 402.0 502.0 
609.0 366.0 366.0 384.0 392.0 292.6 501.7 428.0 
489.0 555.0 605.0 609.0 487.0 373.0 426.0 608.0 
365.0 366.0 424.0 575.0 360.0 408.0 548.0 355.0 
372.0 563.0 339.0 346.0 350.0 351.0 320.0 397.8 
363.0 365.0 422.0 541.0 548.0 600.0 344.0 355.0 
585.0 337.0 338.0 346.0 588.0 331.0 332.0 331.0 
331.0 332.0 333.0 337.0 532.0 533.0 325.0 326.0 
321.0 486.0 309.0 320.0 322.0 317.0 313.0 310.9 
312.0 326.7 342.0 440.0 469.0 515.0 313.0 311.0 
310.0 305.0 305.0 438.0 309.0 307.0 304.0 305.0 
305.0 426.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 380.0 301.0 
302.0 302.0 302.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 358.0 
297.0 298.0 300.0 301.0 302.0 303 . 0 305.0 333.0 
348.0 372.0 338.0 345.0 362.0 373.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.0027 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.0028 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.0027 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.0028 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 0.3670-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.0200 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.0040 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.0000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. so. 90. 
0006100 0.2032 -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130 . 58 1.8288 
0".)06200 0.2033 -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
.;bo63oo 0.2032 -2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0.2033 -2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0.2032 1318 . 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 0.2033 1438 . 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 0.2032 1565 . 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0.2033 1569. 733 . 15.24 335. 1158 . 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0030 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.0030 1903. 1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.0030 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0030 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0.0170 1380 . 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.0080 551.3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.0080 919.8 1770.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.0080 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.0080 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.0040 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.0150 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.0310 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.0030 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.0037 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366 . 30. 191 .5 31. 
0014220 0.0038 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.0037 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.0038 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.0000 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0000 ·139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.0040 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - SOX - PROPOSED - WITH MITIGATION - FINE GRID - 1-HR AVG 

00 00 68 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 
-2m.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 
-2573.4 -2573.4 -2573.4 -2573.4 
-2373.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 
-2173.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 
-1873.4 -1873.4 -1873.4 -1873.4 
-1m.4 -1m.4 -1673.4 -1673.4 
-1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-290.0 -190.0 -90.0 10.0 
-290.0 -190.0 -90.0 10.0 
-290.0 -190.0 -90.0 10.0 
-290.0 -190.0 -90.0 10.0 
-290.0 -190.0 -90.0 10.0 
-290.0 -190.0 -90.0 10.0 

10.0 110.0 210.0 310.0 
310.0 410.0 10.0 110.0 
110.0 210.0 310.0 410.0 
627.9 594.4 560.8 601.0 
624.8 612.6 609.6 609.0 
640.1 621.8 597.4 587.0 
646.2 603.5 573.0 574.0 
624.8 609.6 563.9 564.0 
510.0 526.0 548.0 549.0 
548.0 549.0 546.0 534.0 
511.0 491.0 548.0 543.0 
504.0 495.0 485.0 482.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.0027 2145.2 543.6 
0001220 0.0028 2227.9 255.2 
0001320 0.0027 2062.6 832.0 
0001420 0.0028 1979.8 1120.4 
0002020 0.3670-1039.3 1105.0 
0003020 0.0200 0000. 0000. 
0004020 0.0040 1478.8 -102.7 
0005020 0.0000 0000. 0000. 
0006100 0.2032 -4234. 227. 
0006200 0.2033 -4123. 185. 
0006300 0.2032 -2562. 354. 
0006400 0.2033 -2434. 371. 
0006500 0.2032 1318. 152. 
0006600 0.2033 1438. 169. 
0006700 0.2032 1565. 573. 
0006800 0.2033 1569. 733. 
0007120 0.0030 1799.0 943.0 
0007220 0.0030 1903.1 982.9 
0007320 0.0030 1694.6 903.0 
0007420 0.0030 1590.9 863.1 
0008020 0.0170 1380. 1360. 
0009120 0.0080 551.3 1636.1 
0009220 0.0080 919.8 1770.2 
0009320 0.0080 182.7 1501.9 
0009420 0.0080 -185.8 1367.8 
0010020 0.0040 -655. 1231. 
0011020 0.0150 -844. 983. 
0012020 0.0310 -030. 536. 
0013020 0.0030 983. 258. 
0014120 0.0037 1389.3 598.1 
0014220 0.0038 1487.9 762.2 
0014320 0.0037 1290.7 433.9 
0014420 0.0038 1192.1 269.8 
0015020 0.0000 268. 298. 
0016020 0.0000 -139. 139. 
0017020 0.0040 1509. 387. 

5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
4.0 

15.24 
15.24 
15.24 
15.24 
15.24 
15.24 
15.24 
15.24 

5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 

-2873.4 
-2673.4 
-2473.4 
-2273.4 
-2073.4 
-1973.4 
-1873.4 
-1673.4 

-290.0 
-290.0 
-290.0 
-290.0 
-290.0 
110.0 
410.0 
210.0 

615.7 
649.2 
640.1 
624.8 
624.8 
549.0 
512.0 
520.0 

312. 111. 
312. 111. 
312. 111. 
312. 111. 
457. 380. 
457. 200. 
366. 140. 
457. 10. 
579. 1158. 
549. 1158. 
479. 1158. 
472. 1158. 
351. 1158. 
340. 1158. 
335. 1158. 
335. 1158. 
320. 30. 
320. 30. 
320. 30. 
320. 30. 
381. 30. 
457. 30. 
457. 30. 
457. 30. 
457. 30. 
518. 30. 
457. 30. 
396. 30. 
335. 30. 
366. 30. 
366. 30. 
366. 30. 
366. 30. 
411. 30. 
457. 30. 
320. 30. 

-2873.4 
-2673.4 
-2473.4 
-2273.4 
-2073.4" 
-1973.4 
-1m.4 
-1673.4 

-190.0 
-190.0 
-190.0 
-190.0 
-190.0 
210.0 

10.0 
310.0 

609.6 
630.9 
595.9 
609.6 
609.6 
549.0 
548.0 
496.0 

300. 
300. 
300. 
300. 
650. 
380. 
360. 
so. 

130.58 
130.58 
130.58 
130.58 
130.58 
130.58 
130.58 
130.58 
111.5 
111.5 
111.5 
111.5 
1083. 
452.3 
452.3 
452.3 
452.3 
330. 
460. 

1733. 
352. 

191.5 
191.5 
191.5 
191.5 
1093. 
393. 
925. 

-2873.4 
-2673.4 
-2473.4 
-2273.4 
-2073.4 
-1973.4 
-1m.4 
-1673.4 

-90.0 
-90.0 
-90.0 
-90.0 
-90.0 
310.0 
110.0 
410.0 

606.6 
609.6 
582.2 
557.8 
563.9 
548.0 
549.0 
487.0 

164. 
164. 
164. 
164. 
90. 
90. 
90. 
90. 

-2873.4 
-2673.4 
-2473.4 
-2273.4 
-2073.4 
-1973.4 
-1m.4 
-1573.4 

10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 

410.0 
210.0 
10.0 

533.4 
563.9 
554.7 
502.9 
518.2 
547.0 
539.0 
505.0 

1.8288 
1 .8288 
1.8288 
1.8288 
1.8288 
1.8288 
1.8288 
1.8288 

249. 
249. 
249. 
249. 
342. 
250. 
250. 
250. 
250. 
263. 
186. 
105. 
112. 
31. 
31. 
31. 
31. 

268. 
135. 

4. 



SOX - PROPOSED· WITH MITIGATION - COARSE GRID - 24-HR AVG 

00 00 278 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

-5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 
-5973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 
-4973.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4573.4 
-4573.4 -4573.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 
-4373.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -3973.4 -3973.4- -3973.4 -3973.4 
-3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3m.4 
-3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3373.4 
-3373.4 -3373.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2573.4 
-2573.4 -2573.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1m.4 
-1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1373.4 -1373.4 -1373.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 
-1173.4 -1173.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 
-973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -m.4 -m.4 
-m.4 -m.4 -m.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 
-373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -173.4 -173.4 
-173.4 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 

26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 226.6 226.6 226.6 
426.6 426.6 426.6 426.6 626.6 626.6 626.6 826.6 
826.6 826.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 

1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1226.6 1226.6 
1226.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 
1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1826.6 1826.6 
1826.6 1826.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2037.0 
2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2226.6 2226.6 
2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 
2426.6 2426.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 
2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2262.0 2626.6 2826.6 
2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 1210.0 410.0 
1210.0 4810.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 1410.0 1610.0 1610.0 
4810.0 10.0 1610.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 
610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 

1610.0 1810.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.p 
2010.0 4810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 
3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 
2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 610.0 
1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 
-590.0 210.0 410.0 2410 .0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 
-590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-1190.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -190.0 2010.0 
2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-390.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -390.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -590.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 
2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-790.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -790.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -990.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 1610.0 
1810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 5010.0 -1390.0 -1190.0 
1610.0 5010.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1410.0 1231.0 
1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 5010.0 5610.0 -1590.0 610.0 
810.0 1210.0 1410.0 5010.0 -1590.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 

1210.0 5010.0 -1590.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 
410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 433.0 5010.0 -1390.0 

-1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 5010.0 
-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5010.0 5610.0 5010.0 5210.0 5610.0 6010.0 
798.0 793.0 781.0 852.0 731.0 730.0 728.0 747.0 
625_0 797.0 731.0 652.0 771.0 792.0 904.0 858.0 
570.0 646.0 669.0 666.0 695.0 730.0 730.0 633.0 
722.0 853.0 609.0 554.0 583.0 694.0 756.0 756.0 
856.0 553.0 787.0 828.0 767.0 732.0 548.0 549.0 
722.4 m.o 875.0 914.0 954.0 838.0 686.0 549.0 



755.0 792.0 824.0 839.0 549.0 848.0 852.0 549.0 
799.0 831.0 787.0 841.0 862.0 567.0 841.0 806.0 
661.0 613.0 609.0 601.0 579.1 823.0 784.0 786.0 
865.0 no.a 747.0 642.0 609.0 731.0 724.0 587.0 
732.0 713.0 574.0 726.0 700.0 564.0 675.0 675.0 
487.0 522.0 487.0 526.0 549.0 549.0 547.0 478.5 
768.1 675.0 799.0 696.0 628.0 646.0 597.0 529.0 
497.0 539.0 491.0 668.0 609.0 433.0_ 459.0 482.0 
487.0 465.0 475.0 505.0 495.0 482.0 648.0 609.0 
427.0 609.0 575.0 423.0 423.0 424.0 425.0 425.0 
610.0 555.0 407.0 411.0 421.0 423.0 387.1 594.4 
610.0 609.0 609.0 551.0 549.0 549.0 420.0 603.0 
610.0 610.0 549.0 417.0 593.0 609.0 610.0 572.0 
410.0 418.0 564.0 594.0 599.0 598.0 402.0 502.0 
609.0 366.0 366.0 384.0 392.0 292.6 501.7 428.0 
489.0 555.0 605.0 609.0 487.0 373.0 426.0 608.0 
365.0 366.0 424.0 575.0 360.0 408.0 548.0 355.0 
372.0 563.0 339.0 346.0 350.0 351.0 320.0 397.8 
363.0 365.0 422.0 541.0 548.0 600.0 344.0 355.0 
585.0 337.0 338.0 346.0 588.0 331.0 332.0 331.0 
331.0 332.0 333.0 337.0 532.0 533.0 325.0 326.0 
321.0 486.0 309.0 320.0 322.0 317.0 313.0 310.9 
312.0 326.7 342.0 440.0 469.0 515.0 313.0 311.0 
310.0 305.0 305.0 438.0 309.0 307.0 304.0 305.0 
305.0 426.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 380.0 301.0 
302.0 302.0 302.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 358.0 
297.0 298.0 300.0 301.0 302.0 303.0 305.0 333.0 
348.0 372.0 338.0 345.0 362.0 373.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.0010 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.0010 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.0010 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.0010 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 0.1470-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.0080 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.0010 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.0000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. 50. 90. 
0006100 0.2032 -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0.2033 -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0.2032 -2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0.2033 -2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0.2032 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 0.2033 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 0.2032 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0.2033 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0012 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111. 5 249. 
0007220 0.0013 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.0012 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0013 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0.0070 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.0035 551.3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.0035 919.8 1TT0.2 5.0 457. 30. 452 .3 250 . 
0009320 0.0035 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.0035 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250 . 
0010020 0.0020 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.0060 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.0130 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.0010 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352 . 112. 
0014120 0.0015 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.0015 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.0015 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.0015 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.0000 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0000 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.0020 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30 . 925 . 4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - SOX - PROPOSED - \.IITH MITIGATION - FINE GRID "A" - 24-HR AVG 

00 00 68 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 
-2m.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 
-2573.4 -2573.4 -2573.4 -2573.4 
-2373.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 
-2173.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 
-1873.4 -1873.4 -1873.4 -1873.4 
-1m.4 -1m.4 -1673.4 -1673.4 
-1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-290.0 -190.0 -90.0 10.0 
-290.0 -190.0 -90.0 10.0 
-290.0 -190.0 -90.0 10.0 
-290.0 -190.0 -90.0 10.0 
-290.0 -190.0 -90.0 10.0 
-290.0 -190.0 -90.0 10.0 

10.0 110.0 210.0 310.0 
310.0 410.0 10.0 110.0 
110.0 210.0 310.0 410.0 
627.9 594.4 560.8 601.0 
624.8 612.6 609.6 609.0 
640.1 621.8 597.4 587.0 
646.2 603.5 573.0 574.0 
624.8 609.6 563.9 564.0 
510.0 526.0 548.0 549.0 
548.0 549.0 546.0 534.0 
511.0 491.0 548.0 543.0 
504.0 495.0 485.0 482.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.0010 2145.2 543.6 
0001220 0.0010 2227.9 255.2 
0001320 0.0010 2062.6 832.0 
0001420 0.0010 1979.8 1120.4 
0002020 0.1470-1039.3 1105.0 
0003020 0.0080 0000 . 0000. 
0004020 0.0010 1478.8 -102.7 
0005020 0.0000 0000 . 0000. 
0006100 0.2032 -4234 . 227. 
0006200 0.2033 -4123 . 185. 
0006300 0.2032 -2562 . 354. 
0006400 0.2033 -2434 . 371. 
0006500 0.2032 1318. 152. 
0006600 0.2033 1438. 169. 
0006700 0.2032 1565 . 573. 
0006800 0.2033 1569. 733. 
0007120 0.0012 1799.0 943.0 
0007220 0.0013 1903. 1 982.9 
0007320 0.0012 1694.6 903.0 
0007420 0.0013 1590.9 863.1 
0008020 0.0070 1380. 1360. 
0009120 0.0035 551.3 1636.1 
0009220 0.0035 919.8 1770.2 
0009320 0.0035 182.7 1501.9 
0009420 0.0035 -185.8 1367.8 
0010020 0.0020 -655. 1231. 
0011020 0.0060 -844. 983. 
0012020 0.0130 -030. 536. 
0013020 0.0010 983. 258. 
0014120 0.0015 1389.3 598.1 
0014220 0.0015 1487.9 762.2 
0014320 0.0015 1290.7 433.9 
0014420 0.0015 1192.1 269.8 
0015020 0.0000 268. 298. 
0016020 0.0000 -139. 139. 
0017020 0.0020 1509. 387. 

5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
4.0 

15.24 
15.24 
15.24 
15.24 
15.24 
15.24 
15.24 
15.24 

5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 

-2873.4 
-2673.4 
-2473.4 
-2273.4 
-2073.4 
-1973.4 
-1873.4 
-1673.4 

-290.0 
-290.0 
-290.0 
-290.0 
-290.0 
110.0 
410.0 
210.0 

615.7 
649.2 
640.1 
624.8 
624.8 
549.0 
512.0 
520.0 

312. 111. 
312. 111. 
312. 111. 
312. 111. 
457. 380. 
457. 200. 
366. 140. 
457. 10. 
579. 1158. 
549. 1158. 
479. 1158. 
472. 1158. 
351. 1158. 
340. 1158. 
335. 1158. 
335. 1158. 
320. 30. 
320. 30. 
320. 30. 
320. 30. 
381. 30. 
457. 30. 
457. 30. 
457. 30. 
457. 30. 
518. 30. 
457. 30. 
396. 30. 
335. 30. 
366. 30. 
366. 30. 
366. 30. 
366. 30. 
411. 30. 
457. 30. 
320. 30. 

-2873.4 
-2673.4 
-2473.4 
-2273.4 
-2073.4 
-1973.4 
-1m.4 
-1673.4 

-190.0 
-190.0 
-190.0 
-190.0 
-190.0 
210.0 
10.0 

310.0 

609.6 
630.9 
595.9 
609.6 
609.6 
549.0 
548.0 
496.0 

300. 
300. 
300. 
300. 
650. 
380. 
360. 
so. 

130.58 
130.58 
130.58 
130.58 
130.58 
130.58 
130.58 
130.58 
111.5 
111.5 
111. 5 
111.5 
1083. 
452.3 
452.3 
452.3 
452.3 
330. 
460. 

1733. 
352. 

191.5 
191.5 
191.5 
191.5 
1093. 
393. 
925. 

-2873.4 
-2673.4 
-2473.4 
-2273.4 
-2073.4 
-1973.4 
-1m.4 
-1673.4 

-90.0 
-90.0 
-90.0 
-90.0 
-90.0 
310.0 
110.0 
410.0 

606.6 
609.6 
582.2 
557.8 
563.9 
548.0 
549.0 
487.0 

164. 
164. 
164. 
164. 
90. 
90. 
90. 
90. 

-2873.4 
-2673.4 
-2473.4 
-2273.4 
-2073.4 
-1973.4 
-1m.4 
-1573.4 

10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 

410.0 
210.0 
10.0 

533.4 
563.9 
554.7 
502.9 
518.2 
547.0 
539.0 
505.0 

1.8288 
1.8288 
1.8288 
1.8288 
1.8288 
1.8288 
1.8288 
1.8288 

249. 
249. 
249. 
249. 
342. 
250. 
250. 
250. 
250. 
263. 
186. 
105. 
112. 
31. 
31. 
31. 
31. 

268. 
135 . 

4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - SOX - PROPOSED - NO MITIGATION - COARSE GRID - 1-HR AVG 

00 00 278 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

-5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 
-5973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 
-4973.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4573.4 
-4573.4 -4573.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 
-4373.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -3973.4 -3973.4. -3973.4 -3973.4 
-3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3m.4 
-3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3373.4 
-3373.4 -3373.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2573.4 
-2573.4 -2573.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1m.4 
-1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1373.4 -1373.4 -1373.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 
-1173.4 -1173.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 
-973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -m.4 -m.4 
-m.4 -m.4 -m.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 
-373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -173.4 -173.4 
-173.4 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 

26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 226.6 226.6 226.6 
426.6 426.6 426.6 426.6 626.6 626.6 626.6 826.6 
826.6 826.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 

1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1226.6 1226.6 
1226.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 
1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1826.6 1826.6 
1826.6 1826.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2037.0 
2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2226.6 2226.6 
2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 
2426.6 2426.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 
2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2262.0 2626.6 2826.6 
2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 · 4610.0 
5610.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 1210.0 410.0 
1210.0 4810.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 1410.0 1610.0 1610.0 
4810.0 10.0 1610.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 
610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 

1610.0 1810.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 
2010.0 4810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 
3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 
2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 610.0 
1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 
-590.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 
-590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-1190.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 
2410.0 4810.0 ·2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -190.0 2010.0 
2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-390.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -390.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -590.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 
2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-790.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -790.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -990.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 1610.0 
1810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 5010.0 -1390.0 -1190.0 
1610.0 5010.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1410.0 1231.0 
1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 5010.0 5610.0 -1590.0 610.0 
810.0 1210.0 1410.0 5010.0 -1590.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 

1210.0 5010.0 -1590.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 
410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 433.0 5010.0 -1390.0 

-1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 5010.0 
-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5010.0 5610.0 5010.0 5210.0 5610.0 6010.0 
798.0 793.0 781.0 852.0 731.0 730.0 728.0 747.0 
625.0 797.0 731.0 652.0 771.0 792.0 904.0 858.0 
570.0 646.0 669.0 666.0 695.0 730.0 730.0 633.0 
722.0 853.0 609.0 554.0 583.0 694.0 756.0 756.0 
856.0 553.0 787.0 828.0 767.0 732.0 548.0 549.0 
722.4 m.o 875.0 914.0 954.0 838.0 686.0 549.0 



755.0 792.0 824.0 839.0 549.0 848.0 852.0 549.0 
799.0 831.0 787.0 841.0 862.0 567.0 841.0 806.0 
661.0 613.0 609.0 601.0 579.1 823.0 784.0 786.0 
865.0 no.o 747.0 642.0 609.0 731.0 n4.o 587.0 
732.0 713.0 574.0 n6.o 700.0 564.0 675.0 675.0 
487.0 522.0 487.0 526.0 549.0 549.0 547.0 478.5 
768.1 675.0 799.0 696.0 628.0 646.0 597.0 529.0 
497.0 539.0 491.0 668.0 609.0 433.0_ 459.0 482.0 
487.0 465.0 475.0 505.0 495.0 482.0 648.0 609.0 
427.0 609.0 575.0 423.0 423.0 424.0 425.0 425.0 
610.0 555.0 407.0 411.0 421.0 423.0 387.1 594.4 
610.0 609.0 609.0 551.0 549.0 549.0 420.0 603.0 
610.0 610.0 549.0 417.0 593.0 609.0 610.0 sn.o 
410.0 418.0 564.0 594.0 599.0 598.0 402.0 502.0 
609.0 366.0 366.0 384.0 392.0 292.6 501. 7 428.0 
489.0 555.0 605.0 609.0 487.0 373.0 426.0 608.0 
365.0 366.0 424.0 575.0 360.0 408.0 548.0 355.0 
372.0 563.0 339.0 346.0 350.0 351.0 320.0 397.8 
363.0 365.0 422.0 541.0 548.0 600.0 344.0 355.0 
585.0 337.0 338.0 346.0 588.0 331.0 332.0 331.0 
331.0 332.0 333.0 337.0 532.0 533.0 325.0 326.0 
321.0 486.0 309.0 320.0 322.0 317.0 313.0 310.9 
312.0 326.7 342.0 440.0 469.0 515.0 313.0 311.0 
310.0 305.0 305.0 438.0 309.0 307.0 304.0 305.0 
305.0 426.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 380.0 301.0 
302.0 302.0 302.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 358.0 
297.0 298.0 300.0 301.0 302.0 303.0 305.0 333.0 
348.0 372.0 338.0 345.0 362.0 373.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.0445 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.0445 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.0445 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.0445 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 2.0050-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.0930 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.0690 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.0000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. so. 90. 
0006100 0.2032 -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0.2033 -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0.2032 -2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0.2033 -2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0.2032 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 0.2033 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 0.2032 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0.2033 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0142 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.0143 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.0142 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0143 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0.0840 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.0390 551.3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.0390 919.8 1no.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.0390 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.0390 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.0180 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.0810 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.1880 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.0200 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.0175 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.0175 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.0175 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.0175 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.0380 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0100 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.0160 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - SOX - PROPOSED - NO MITIGATION - FINE GRID "B" - 1-HR AVG 

00 00 46 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

2126.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2037.0 2026.6 
2126.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2026.6 2126.6 
2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 
2626.6 2262.0 2262.0 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 
2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 
2626.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 
1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1231.0 1310.0 
1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1410.0 1410.0 
1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 410.0 410.0 410.0 
410.0 433.0 510.0 510.0 510.0 510.0 510.0 610.0 
610.0 610.0 610.0 610.0 710.0 710.0 710.0 710.0 
710.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 
308.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 313.0 
307.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 313.0 308.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.0 307.0 305.0 
305.0 310.9 312.0 309.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 311.0 
308.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 311.0 308.0 306.0 304.0 
305.0 310.0 307.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.0445 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.0445 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.0445 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.0445 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 2.0050-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.0930 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.0690 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.0000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. so. 90. 
0006100 0.2032 -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0.2033 -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0.2032 -2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0.2033 -2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0.2032 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 0.2033 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 0.2032 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0.2033 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0142 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.0143 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.0142 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0143 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111. 5 249. 
0008020 0.0840 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.0390 551.3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.0390 919.8 1770.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.0390 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.0390 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.0180 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.0810 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.1880 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.0200 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.0175 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.0175 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0 .0175 1290. 7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.0175 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.0380 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0100 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.0160 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



AGLE MTN - SHORTZ - SOX - PROPOSED - NO MITIGATION - COARSE GRID· 24-HR AVG 

00 00 278 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

-5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 
-5973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 
-4973.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4573.4 
-4573 .4 -4573.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4. -4373.4 -4373.4 
-4373.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 
-3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3m.4 
-3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3373.4 
-3373.4 -3373.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2573.4 
-2573.4 -2573.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973 .4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 
-1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1m.4 
-1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573 .4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1373.4 -1373.4 -1373.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 
-1173.4 -1173.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 
-973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -m.4 -m.4 
-m.4 -m.4 -m.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 
-373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -173.4 -173.4 
-173.4 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 

26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 226.6 226.6 226.6 
426.6 426.6 426.6 426.6 626.6 626.6 626.6 826.6 
826.6 826.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 

1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1226.6 1226.6 
1226.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1626. 6 1626.6 1626.6 
1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1826.6 1826.6 
1826.6 1826.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2037.0 
2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2226.6 2226.6 
2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 
2426.6 2426.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 
2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2262.0 2626.6 2826.6 
2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 1210.0 410.0 
1210.0 4810.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 1410.0 1610.0 1610.0 
4810.0 10.0 1610.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 
610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 

1610.0 1810.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 
2010.0 4810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 
3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 
2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 610.0 
1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 
-590.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 
-590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-1190. 0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -190.0 2010.0 
2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-390.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -390.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -590.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 
2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-790.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 
2410.0 4810 . 0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -790.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -990.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 1610.0 
1810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 5010.0 -1390.0 -1190.0 
1610.0 5010.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1410.0 1231.0 
1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 5010.0 5610.0 -1590.0 610.0 
810.0 1210.0 1410.0 5010.0 -1590.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 

1210.0 5010.0 -1590.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 
410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 433.0 5010.0 -1390.0 

-1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 5010.0 
-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5010.0 5610.0 5010.0 5210.0 5610.0 6010.0 
798.0 793.0 781.0 852.0 731.0 730.0 728.0 747.0 
625.0 797.0 731.0 652.0 771.0 792.0 904.0 858.0 
570.0 646.0 669.0 666.0 695.0 730.0 730.0 633.0 
722.0 853.0 609.0 554.0 583.0 694.0 756.0 756.0 
856.0 553.0 787.0 828.0 767.0 732.0 548.0 549.0 
722.4 m.o 875.0 914.0 954.0 838.0 686.0 549.0 



755.0 792.0 824.0 839.0 549.0 848.0 852.0 549.0 
799.0 831.0 787.0 841.0 862.0 567.0 841.0 806.0 
661.0 613.0 609.0 601.0 579.1 823.0 784.0 786.0 
865.0 no.a 747.0 642.0 609.0 731.0 724.0 587.0 
732.0 713.0 574.0 726.0 700.0 564.0 675.0 675.0 
487.0 522.0 487.0 526.0 549.0 549.0 547.0 478.5 
768.1 675.0 799.0 696.0 628.0 646.0 597.0 529.0 
497.0 539.0 491.0 668.0 609.0 433.0 459.0 482.0 
487.0 465.0 475.0 505.0 495.0 482.0 648.0 609.0 
427.0 609.0 575.0 423.0 423.0 424.0 425.0 425.0 
610.0 555.0 407.0 411.0 421.0 423.0 387.1 594.4 
610.0 609.0 609.0 551.0 549.0 549.0 420.0 603.0 
610.0 610.0 549.0 417.0 593.0 609.0 610.0 572.0 
410.0 418.0 564.0 594.0 599.0 598.0 402.0 502.0 
609.0 366.0 366.0 384.0 392.0 292.6 501.7 428.0 
489.0 555.0 605.0 609.0 487.0 373.0 426.0 608.0 
365.0 366.0 424.0 575.0 360.0 408.0 548.0 355.0 
372.0 563.0 339.0 346.0 350.0 351.0 320.0 397.8 
363.0 365.0 422.0 541.0 548.0 600.0 344.0 355.0 
585.0 337.0 338.0 346.0 588.0 331.0 332.0 331.0 
331.0 332.0 333.0 337.0 532.0 533.0 325.0 326.0 
321.0 486.0 309.0 320.0 322.0 317.0 313.0 310.9 
312.0 326.7 342.0 440.0 469.0 515.0 313.0 311.0 
310.0 305.0 305.0 438.0 309.0 307.0 304.0 305.0 
305.0 426.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 380.0 301.0 
302.0 302.0 302.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 358.0 
297.0 298.0 300.0 301.0 302.0 303.0 305.0 333.0 
348.0 372.0 338.0 345.0 362.0 373.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.0200 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.0200 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.0200 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.0200 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 0.7970-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.0390 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.0230 1478.8 ·102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.0000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. so. 90. 
0006100 0.2032 ·4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0.2033 ·4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0.2032 ·2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0.2033 -2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0.2032 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 0.2033 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 0.2032 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0.2033 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0060 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.0060 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.0060 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0060 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0.0350 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.0165 551.3 1636. 1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.0165 919.8 1no.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.0165 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.0165 ·185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.0080 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.0340 ·844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.0790 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.0080 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.0072 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.0073 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.0072 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.0073 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.0160 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0040 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.0070 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - SOX - PROPOSED - NO MITIGATION - FINE GRID "B11 - 24-HR AVG 

00 00 46 36 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

2126.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2037.0 2026.6 
2126.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2026.6 2126.6 
2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 
2626.6 2262.0 2262.0 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 
2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 
2626.6 2226.6 2326.6 2426.6 2526.6 2626.6 
1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1210.0 1231.0 1310.0 
1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1310.0 1410.0 1410.0 
1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 1410.0 410.0 410.0 410.0 
410.0 433.0 510.0 510.0 510.0 510.0 510.0 610.0 
610.0 610.0 610.0 610.0 710.0 710.0 710.0 710.0 
710.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 810.0 
308.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 313.0 
307.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 313.0 308.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.0 307.0 305.0 
305.0 310.9 312.0 309.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 311.0 
308.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 311.0 308.0 306.0 304.0 
305.0 310.0 307.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 

.683 366.7 
0001120 0.0200 2145.2 543.6 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001220 0.0200 2227.9 255.2 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001320 0.0200 2062.6 832.0 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0001420 0.0200 1979.8 1120.4 5.0 312. 111. 300. 164. 
0002020 0.7970-1039.3 1105.0 5.0 457. 380. 650. 90. 
0003020 0.0390 0000. 0000. 5.0 457. 200. 380. 90. 
0004020 0.0230 1478.8 -102.7 5.0 366. 140. 360. 90. 
0005020 0.0000 0000. 0000. 4.0 457. 10. 50. 90. 
0006100 0.2032 -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0.2033 -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0.2032 -2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0.2033 -2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0.2032 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 0.2033 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 0.2032 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0.2033 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0007120 0.0060 1799.0 943.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007220 0.0060 1903.1 982.9 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007320 0.0060 1694.6 903.0 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0007420 0.0060 1590.9 863.1 5.0 320. 30. 111.5 249. 
0008020 0.0350 1380. 1360. 5.0 381. 30. 1083. 342. 
0009120 0.0165 551.3 1636.1 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009220 0.0165 919.8 1770.2 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009320 0.0165 182.7 1501.9 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0009420 0.0165 -185.8 1367.8 5.0 457. 30. 452.3 250. 
0010020 0.0080 -655. 1231. 5.0 518. 30. 330. 263. 
0011020 0.0340 -844. 983. 5.0 457. 30. 460. 186. 
0012020 0.0790 -030. 536. 5.0 396. 30. 1733. 105. 
0013020 0.0080 983. 258. 5.0 335. 30. 352. 112. 
0014120 0.0072 1389.3 598.1 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014220 0.0073 1487.9 762.2 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014320 0.0072 1290.7 433.9 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0014420 0.0073 1192.1 269.8 5.0 366. 30. 191.5 31. 
0015020 0.0160 268. 298. 5.0 411. 30. 1093. 268. 
0016020 0.0040 -139. 139. 5.0 457. 30. 393. 135. 
0017020 0.0070 1509. 387. 5.0 320. 30. 925. 4. 



ATTACHMENT 8 - 2 

SHORTZ MODEL OUTPUT 
FOR THE CRITERIA POLLUTANT ANALYSIS 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MODEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN - POSTZ HIS OUTPUT - NOX - 04/15/92 - MPV 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 1 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: *********************-********************************************************* 

ISW( 1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW( 4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(7) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,0=NO) 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(13) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(16) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH -5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(19) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(22) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ISW(24) .BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
91 

5 
92 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 2 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
----------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ -------- ----

-5973. -2390. 798. 24.24(120,19) 14.58(151, 9) 12.85(106, 8) 7.82(137, 8) 5. 23( 79, 9) 
-5973. -1390. 793. 12.78( 51, 3) 10.47(103,17) 9.36( 93,17) 7.71(106, 7) 7.58(149, 8) 
-5973. -390. 781. 54.99( 7,22) 29.08( 68, 6) 22.19( 77, 7) 21.61(124, 8) 17. 13( 75, 7) 
-5973. 610. 852. 31.40( 74, 6) 12.50( 92, 8) 11.16(111, 8) 10.95( 77, 8) 10 .90( 97,17) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 14.36( 74, 4) 12.66( 70, 7) 11.79( 77, 19) 11.42( 125, 17) 10 .63( 70, 9) 
-5973. 2610. 730. 18.98(135, 8) 17 .84( 82, 8) 14.87(126, 8) 14.72( 74, 1) 14 . 25( 74, 8) 
-5973. 3610. 728. 36.93( 98,19) 23.32( 92, 7) 21.96(139, 18) 9.85( 96, 7) 9.84(148, 9) 
-5973. 4610. 747. 38.67( 74, 4) 27.38(151, 8) 26.51( 70, 7) 19.99(140, 8) 19 .45( 70, 8) 
-5973. 5610. 625. 35.47( 74, 2) 18.43( 84,23) 15.45(129, 18) 15.42(140, 7) 13 .50(120,18) 
-4973. -2390. 797. 17.25(106, 7) 11.92(137, 8) 11.13(108, 8) 9.62(114, 8) 8.78( 71,16) 
-4973. -1390. 731. 45.58(120,19) 24.22(106, 8) 20.29(151, 9) 20.00( 74, 5) 13 .36( 50, 4) 
-4973. -390. 652. 52.59( 7,22) 29.91(120, 19) 25.60(151, 9) 25.41(117, 7) 24 .56( 68, 6) 
-4973. 1610. 771. 27.27(100,19) 24.36(107,19) 17.36( 70, 9) 16.86( 95, 8) 16 .63( 77, 6) 
-4973. 2610. 792. 30.50(112,19) 28.93(135, 8) 28.26(126, 8) 24 .99( 88, 8) 19. 76(136, 9) 
-4973. 3610. 904. 23.83( 70, 8) 23.57(146,17) 20.93( 96, 8) 19.48(122,18) 17. 11(105,18) 



-4973. 4610. 858. 22.91(129,18) 18.96(120,18) 15.66( 94,19) 13.37(122,18) 12.05(134, 9) 
-4973. 5610. 570. 20.07(145,18) 18.12(140, 7) 13.01( 132, 18) 11.91(120, 18) 11.82(109, 8) 
-4m. 410. 646. 88.65( 95,19) 69.41(112,19) 61.44(135, 8) 60.76(126, 8) 54.76( 88, 8) 
-4m. 610. 669. 87.01( 74, 4) 78.94(151, 8) 67.75( 70, 7) 66.14( 44, 4) 66.10(100, 18) 
-4773. 810. 666. 82.35( 77, 5) 71.89( 74, 6) 67.34(354, 6) 42.74( 44,23) 42.08( 74, 2) 
-4m. 1010. 695. 78.63( 74, 6) 63.97( 77, 5) 55.95( 74, 1) 42.67( 45,24) 42.22(132, 18) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 42.53(100,19) 35.07(107,19) 28.17( 82, 7) 27.21( 74, 6) 24.01 ( 144, 17) 
-4773. 1210. 730. 42.53(100, 19) 35.07(107,19) 28. 17( 82, 7) 27.21( 74, 6) 24.01(144, 17) 
-4573. 410. 633. 183.79( 98, 19) 111 .-00 ( 123, 15) 104.94( 94, 8) 103.55(113, 9) 98.17< n,21> 
-4573. 1210. 722. 35.57( 5,21) 35.15( 37,22) 29.79( 74, 6) 27.08(148, 17) 25.90(153, 8) 
-4573. 4810. 853. 22.96(120,18) 15.41(145,18) 14.79(104, 8) 13.58(109, 8) 13.04( 94, 19) 
-4373. 10. 609. 151.24( 50, 4) 109.60( 61,22) 106.13(107, 5) 102.44( 1,16) 98.49( 1, 17) 
-4373. 210. 554. 48.24( 77, 5) 44.15( 72,20) 41.55(107, 2) 40.09( 77, 7) 39.93(354, 6) 
-4373. 410. 583. 77.18( 93, 19) 69.83( 25,16) 65.67( 74, 17) 65.52( 39,14) 64.96( 66, 19) 
-4373. 1410. 694. 23.43(104, 4) 21.31(125, 17) 21.16( 77,19) 20.78( 75,20) 19.66(150, 17) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 25.61( 70, 9) 22.35( 68,20) 21.65( 92, 8) 20.59( 69, 7) 19.60( 88, 9) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 25.61( 70, 9) 22.35( 68,20) 21.65( 92, 8) 20.59( 69, 7) 19.60( 88, 9) 
-4373. 4810. 856. 23. 93( 145, 18) 19.07(120,18) 15.97(104, 8) 15.86(109, 8) 14.52(132,18) 
-4173. 10. 553. 77.73( 7,22) 49.21(149, 1) 48.61( 1,11) 44.56(107, 3) 39.84( 27, 17) 
-4173. 1610. 787. 30.41( 68,20) 29.45( 70, 9) 26.53( 92, 8) 22.80( 69, 7) 22.63( 74, 4) 
-4173. 4810. 828. 30.16(145, 18) 23.80( 132, 18) 16.22(109, 8) 15.35(150, 9) 15.12(104, 8) 
-3973. -2390. 767. 17.24(114, 8) 16.31(115, 8) 15.39(352, 6) 13.09( 74, 5) 12.76( 79, 8) 
-3973. -1390. 732. 55.43(117, 7) 35.26( 51, 3) 27.15( 61,22) 22.03(106, 7) 21.15( 92, 6) 
-3973. -390. 548. 108.80( 96,23) 54.89( 46, 3) 43.34(102, 2) 38.41(149, 1) 30.93(103, 17) 
-3973. 10. 549. 82.91(149, 1) 75.32( 7,22) 45.86( 57, 3) 44.87( 48, 7) 43.52( 3, 4) 
-3973. 610. 722. 104. 75( 28,20) 101.34(133, 1) 99.19( 37,23) 98.78( 51, 1) 98.35(366, 6) 
-3973. 1610. m. 41.44( 68,20) 33.98( 70, 9) 32.56( 92, 8) 25.09(120,22) 25.06( 82, 8) 
-3973. 2610. 875. 51.89(139, 18) 27.63(146, 17) 23.20( 94, 8) 22.81( 148, 9) 20.46(136, 17) 
-3973. 3610. 914. 34.12(129, 18) 28.54(122,18) 26.99(120,18) 23.45( 70, 8) 21.04( 106, 18) 
-3973. 4610. 954. 33.28(145,18) 27.66(132,18) 18.06(136,18) 17.99( 98,18) 16.24(104, 8) 
-3973. 4810. 838. 31.11(145, 18) 30.97(132,18) 22.23(136, 18) 22.15( 98,18) 17.33(150, 9) 
-3973. 5610. 686. 23.52( 74, 1) 22.46(100, 19) 15.55( 82, 7) 14.33( 98,18) 14.31(136,18) 
-3m. 10. 549. 111.06(149, 1) 74.48( 7,22) 43.82( 68, 6) 42.95(107, 3) 36.31( 34,20) 
-3m. 1610. 755. 54.92( 68,20) 39.81( 92, 8) 39.27( 70, 9) 32.82( 82, 8) 27.26(366, 6) 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 3 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COOROINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(OAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-3m. 1810. 792. 67.05( 68,20) SO.OB( 82, 8) 43.89( 92, 8) 37.38( 70, 9) 35.62(135, 8) 
-3773. 2010. 824. 48.13(126, 8) 40.17( 82, 8) 38.17( 88, 8) 37.71(136, 9) 36.21( 95, 19) 
-3m. 4810. 839. 32.36(132,18) 26.02(136,18) 26.00( 145, 18) 25.95( 98,18) 16.68(150, 9) 
-3573. 10. 549. 124.47(149, 1) 100.14( 7,22) 76.25(107, 3) 52.55( 68, 6) 40.88( 75, 7) 
-3573. 2010. 848. 48.80( 88, 8) 42.71(136, 9) 37.37( 95, 19) 36.66( 82, 8) 32 .42( 122, 17) 
-3573. 4810. 852. 26.91(132, 18) 24.24(136,18) 24.20( 98,18) 22.10(100, 19) 17.14(145, 18) 
-3373. 10. 549. 118.25(149, 1) 84.88( 96,23) 49.49(103,17) 45.10( so, 6) 44.29( 7,22) 
-3373. 2010. 799. 65.82(112,19) 64.69(135, 8) 63.64(126, 8) 57.57( 88, 8) 46.72(139,18) 
-3373. 4810. 831. 35. 73( 100, 19) 22.67( 82, 7) 22.20(107,19) 18.88(147,17) 17.57( 98,18) 
-3273. 2010. 787. 67.95(112, 19) 64.38(126, 8) 63.45( 98,19) 63.42(135, 8) 60.21( 88, 8) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 107.48( 98,19) 81.68(139, 18) 43.59( 96, 7) 39.56(146,17) 36.82( 148, 9) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 62.26(146, 17) 56.69(139,18) 50.66( 96, 8) 46.59( 70, 8) 37.64(105, 18) 
-3173. 10. 567. 216.38( 96,23) 130.81( 46, 3) 129.68(102, 2) 70.06(103, 17) 68.09( 93,17) 
-3173. 2410. 841. 89 .44( 96, 7) 67.35(146, 17) 62.30( 70, 8) 57.58( 96, 8) 51.33(122, 18) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 40.35(100, 19) 28.36( 77, 6) 28.30(107,19) 26.15( 95, 8) 22.73( 82, 7) 
-2973. -2390. 661. 50.64( 3, 1) 49.48( 74, 5) 42.31( 74, 3) 22.14( 52, 4) 22.14( 69, 3) 
-2973. -1390. 613. 57.41(352, 1) 37.08( 74, 3) 30.08( 68,21) 25.51(114, 8) 25.18(115, 8) 
-2973. -390. 609. 90.30(107, 5) 85.47(117, 7) 76.88(120,19) 71.16( 61,22) 66.54( 50, 4) 
-2973. 10. 601. 164.06( 96,23) 146.56(120,19) 99.99(106, 8) 91.73(151, 9) 84.65(102, 2) 
-2973. 610. 579. 106.26( 77, 7) 95.44( 7,22) 93.56(107, 4) 92.94( 64, 2) 83.59(107,20) 
-2973. 1610. 823. 97.31( 68,20) 83.49( 82, 8) n. 75C 92, 8> 66.34( 70, 9) 60.17( 74, 8) 
-2973. 2410. 784. 133.52( 74, 4) 125.54(151, 8) 109.33( 70, 7) 96.08(140, 8) 92.54( 70, 8) 
-2973. 2610. 786. 140.55( 74, 4) 111. 79( 70, 7) 87.29(151, 8) 85.39(122,18) 79.18( 70, 8) 
-2973. 3610. 865. 53.53(132, 18) 52.15(145, 18) 40.89(136,18) 40. 74( 98, 18) 31.44(150, 9) 
-2973. 4610. 770. 42.28(100, 19) 37.50( 77, 6) 31.71( 95, 8) 30.87(107,19) 22.77( 82, 7) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 39.66( 77, 6) 34.10(100, 19) 30.94( 95, 8) 27.68(107,19) 18.42(144, 17) 
-2973. 5610. 642. 29.98( 5,21) 23.55( 77, 6) 21.86( 148, 17) 16.89(149, 17) 16. 10( 95, 8) 
-2773. 10. 609. 142.33( 96,23) 135.21(120,19) 102.25( 3, 1) 97.72( 74, 3) 93.55( 68,21) 
-2773. 2410. 731. 163.35( 74, 4) 137.52( 70, 7) 122.77(151, 8) 106.87(122,18) 103.31( 70, 8) 
-2773. 4810. 724. 40.56( 77, 6) 31.82( 5,21) 28.71( 95, 8) 26.41(148,17) 20.41(149, 17) 
-2573. 10. 587. 156.13( 69, 5) 153.60( 2,24) 152.17( 2,23) 150.82(120,19) 149.95( 18, 1) 
-2573. 2410. 732. 166.83( 74, 2) 144.35( 74, 4) 114.87( 70, 7) 93.94(129,18) 92.92(122,18) 
-2573. 4810. 713. 38.44( 5,21) 29.65( 77, 6) 28. 55 C 148, 17) 22.06(149, 17) 20.nc1s3, 8> 
-2373. 10. 574. 164.89(117, 7) 141.18( 1,21) 138.26( 33, 3) 134.38( 17, 2) 133.24( 30, 4) 
-2373. 2410. 726. 180.26( 74, 2) 130.88(120,18) 104.78(129,18) 99.74(133, 8) 83.82( 94,19) 



-2373. 4810. 700. 34.79( 5,21) 26.65( 37,22) 25.65(153, 8) 24.86(152, 8) 21.87( 148, 17) 
-2173. 10. 564. 173.35(117, 7) 134.03( 51, 3) 121.55(352, 1) 117.97(106, 7) 114.88( 52, 2) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 111.18(120,18) 109.54( 74, 1) 101.49( 74, 2) 96. 76( 145, 18) 93.13(132, 18) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 28.40(152, 8) 28.11( 37,22) 27.06( 84,22) 23.78(104, 4) 23.73(153, 8) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 54.86(363,22) 48.75(355, 4) 46.79(108, 5) 46.71(363,21) 44.08(351, 5) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 107.29(351, 5) 76.85( 3, 5) 59.80(352, 2) 56.63(108, 5) 48.61(363,22) 
-1973. -390. 487. 109.98( 3, 1) 107.01(117, 5) 106. 72( 74, 5) 106.72( 74, 3) 102.76( 80,23) 
-1973. -190. 526. 137.29(352, 1) 120.30( 3, 1) 116.52( 74, 3) 116. 43 C 117, 5) 115.57( 74, 5) 
-1973. 10. 549. 131.58(352, 1) 130 ;75( 3, 1) 127.80( 74, 3) 106.41( 51, 3) 102.03(106, 7) 
-1973. 210. 549. 221.77(117, 7) 159.95( 51, 3) 151.99(107, 5) 145.05(352, 1) 143.46(106, 7) 
-1973. 410. 547. 255.19(120, 19) 241.41(117, 7) 226.33( 96,23) 212.74( 85,22) 193.22( 60,22) 
-1973. 610. 479. 318.49(149, 1) 295.99( 96,23) 258.55(120, 19) 229.36(139, 2) 222.14( 85, 22) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 271.18( 74, 4) 266.23(151, 8) 235.11(139, 18) 228.35( 70, 7) 228.24( 98, 19) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 130.23( 74, 1) 108.66(132,18) 105.59(145,18) 95.59(100,19) 90.58( 77, 6) 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 4 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-1973. 2610. 799. 96.38( 77, 6) 94.10(132, 18) 88. 72( 100, 19) 84.96(145, 18) 84.29( 95, 8) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 59. 13( 5,21) 46.54( 77, 6) 44. 79( 148, 17) 43.36(153, 8) 42.75(152, 8) 
-1973. 4610. 628. 39.81(104, 4) 34.51(108, 4) 29.38( 84,22) 28.37( 75,20) 28.29(152, 8) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 39.36(104, 4) 28.04( 75,20) 26. 91 C 125, 18) 26.20( 84,22) 23.94(152, 8) 
-1973. 5610. 597. 34 . 10 C 104, 4 > 29.56(108, 4) 29.04(107,24) 24.27( 75,20) 19.37(125, 18) 
-1m. -790. 529. 136.93(351, 5) 95.12( 74, 5) 95.09( 3, 5) 83.77(363,22) 77.42(108, 5) 
-1773. -590. 497. 149.25(351, 5) 113.46(355, 4) 112.53( 3, 1) 110.83( 74, 5) 102.23( 3, 5) 
-1m. 210. 539. 160.58( 3, 1) 159.52(352, 1) 156.56( 74, 5) 155.61( 74, 3) 155.34(117, 5) 
-1773. 410. 491. 301.51 C 93, 20) 284.37(117, 7) 223.98(114,20) 216.24(355, 3) 209. 05 C 107, 5) 
-1m. 2410. 668. 132.91( 74, 1) 116.80( 77, 6) 108.69(100,19) 106.09(132,18) 104.86( 95, 8) 
-1m. 4810. 609. 42.55(104, 4) 39.60(107,24) 36.88(108, 4) 30.28( 75,20) 25.50(107, 1) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 107.34(363,21) 93.94(351, 5) 90.84(355, 4) 89.67(364, 1) 82. 91(363, 22) 
-1573. -990. 459. 143.70(351, 5) 115.95(363,21) 110.59(355, 4) 90.28(364, 1) 88.75(363,22) 
-1573. -790. 482. 153.23(351, 5) 125.92(363,21) 111.17(355, 4) 96.52( 3, 5) 96.51(363,22) 
-1573. -590. 487. 155.51(351, 5) 137.11(363,21) 118.64( 3, 5) 117.39(355, 4) 105.92(363,22) 
-1573. -390. 465. 170.27(351, 5) 146.93(363,21) 134.35( 74, 5) 129.33(355, 4) 118. 70( 3, 5) 
-1573. -190. 475. 189. 75(351, 5) 163.65( 3, 1) 154. 73( 74, 3) 144.23(355, 4) 142.22(117, 5) 
-1573. 10. 505. 215.51(351, 5) 163.97(355, 4) 156.95(117, 5) 154.47( 3, 1) 152.33( 74, 3) 
-1573. 210. 495. 247.96(351, 5) 220.27(352, 1) 188.87(355, 4) 174.03( 3, 1) 170.53( 80,23) 
-1573. 410. 482. 328.13( 93,20) 290.80(351, 5) 227.66(117, 7) 218.42(355, 4) 216.17( 51, 3) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 135.65( 77, 6) 116.13( 95, 8) 114.36(100, 19) 98.33(104, 4) 98.12( 5,21) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 42.81(107,24) 37.22(113,23) 33.83(107, 1) 28.26(104, 4) 27.97(135,18) 
-1373. -1190. 427. 109.97(363,21) 105.67(364, 1) 83.57(363,22) 69.07(135, 4) 65.98( 85,20) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 146.93( 96, 6) 109.84( 5,21) 105.20(113,23) 104.74(104, 4) 104.16(107,24) 
-1373. 4810. 575. 42.92(113,23) 36.20( 93, 6) 34. 20( 144, 18) 33.43(107, 1) 32.54(135, 18) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 116.74(364, 1) 102.77(363,21) 83. 79( 94, 1) 72.59( 73,24) 72.07(135, 4) 
-1173. -990. 423. 136.92(363,21) 124.99(364, 1) 91.08( 94, 1) 83.09( 73,24) 78.99( 23, 5) 
-1173. -790. 424. 159.53(363,21) 132.45(364, 1) 99.73( 94, 1) 94.93( 73,24) 87.10( 96,24) 
-1173. -590. 425. 163.63(363,21) 142.09(364, 1) 110.18( 94, 1) 108.11( 73,24) 96.25(363,22) 
-1173. -390. 425. 163.10(363, 21) 156.65(364, 1) 144.85(363,22) 123.06( 94, 1) 122.88( 73,24) 
-1173. 2410. 610. 134.29( 96, 6) 128.95(144,18) 127.62(104, 4) 113.39(107,24) 111.55( 100,22) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 50.61(123,23) 45.91(144, 18) 40.41(104, 6) 36.06(113,23) 30.06(113,22) 
-973. -2390. 407. 59.48( 94, 1) 55.50( 73,24) 46.65(364, 2) 45.66( 23, 4) 45.26( 85,21) 
-973. -1390. 411. 84.49( 94, 1) 77.80( 73,24) 74.54(136, 6) 68.63( 77, 1) 65.77(364, 2) 
-973. -390. 421. 173.31(364, 1) 128.35(135, 4) 126.67( 94, 1) 123.66( 92, 6) 123.66(124, 2) 
-973. -190. 423. 223.78(364, 1) 164.04(363,21) 146.26(135, 4) 142.00( 94, 1) 141.04( 92, 6) 
-973. 610. 387. 745.80(351, 5)* 593.87(355, 4)* 398.17(364, 1) 396.72(352, 2) 382.57( 3, 5) 
-973. 1610. 594. 487.68( 3, 7) 359.23(359, 1) 359.06( 94, 6) 346.67( 77, 6) 328.24( 96, 6) 
-973. 2410. 610. 140.43( 114, 3) 140.02(120,22) 138.00(144, 18) 129. 53( 113, 23) 127.29(114, 2) 
-973. 2610. 609. 122.98(120,22) 121.32(144, 18) 120.04(114, 3) 111. 80 C 114, 2) 109.46(113,23) 
-973. 3610. 609. 71.08(144, 18) 63.30(104, 6) 62.74(100,22) 48. 79(133, 18) 47.05(113,22) 
-973. 4610. 551. 45.31(104, 6) 45.05(144,18) 36.41( 123, 23) 33.70(100,22) 33.67(113,22) 
-973. 4810. 549. 42.59(104, 6) 41.51(144, 18) 32.09(123,23) 31.65(113,22) 31.22(133, 18) 
-973. 5610. 549. 33.69(104, 6) 30.77(144,18) 25.03(113,22) 23.98(133,18) 20. 28 C 123, 23) 
-773. -190. 420. 180.61( 73,24) 166.21(136, 6) 157.12( 77, 1) 150.98( 94, 5) 150.98( 97,23) 
-773. 2010. 603. 291.65( 3, 7) 196.34(359, 1) 189.14(366, 6) 188.35( 70, 6) 187. 11( 114, 5 > 
-773. 2210. 610. 170.88( 3, 7) 162.21(366, 6) 157. 73( 97, 5) 157.71(120,22) 157.34(114, 4) 
-773. 2410. 610. 142.02(366, 6) 138.00( 97, 5) 137.58(114, 4) 136.47(120,22) 136.28(114, 3) 
-773. 4810. 549. 43.88(100,22) 33.03( 81,22) 30.25(107,22) 28.51( 84,20) 26.26(104, 6) 
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-573. -190. 417. 148.82( 92, 6) 148.82(124, 2) 147.23( 87,22) 147.23(132,24) 147.11(153, 2) 
-573. 2010. 593. 268.20( 3, 7) 194 . 65(114, 4) 187.98(366, 6) 187.24(359, 1) 180.13(114, 3) 
-573. 2210. 609. 234.64( 3, 7) 181.02(114, 3) 162.41(359, 1) 155.16(366, 6) 152.14(114, 4) 
-573. 2410. 610. 204.30( 3, 7) 157:25(114, 3) 149.91(120,22) 136.29( 114, 2) 135.78(366, 6) 
-573. 4810. 572. 49.72(120,22) 45.25(100,22) 45.20(114, 2) 41.43(114, 1) 36. 78( 134, 18) 
-373. -390. 410. 145.91( 98,21) 138.24(125, 1) 131.33( 92,24) 131.33(135, 6) 126.44(352, 3) 
-373. -190. 418. 167.58( 92,24) 167.58(135, 6) 165.15(352, 3) 165.15(352, 4) 162.86(125, 1) 
-373. 2010. 564. 254.86( 3, 7) 177.59( 77, 4) 172.93(359, 1) 170.56( 97, 6) 170.56(146, 18) 
-373. 2210. 594. 219.31( 3, 7) 157.10( 97, 5) 151.36(359, 1) 141.69( 97, 6) 141.69( 146, 18) 
-373. 2410. 599. 195.51( 3, 7) 155.98(366, 6) 146.86( 97, 5) 143.24(114, 4) 134.67(359, 1) 
-373. 4810. 598. 54.06(120,22) 51.98(114, 3) 49.14(114, 2) 45. 05 C 114, 1 ) 40.89( 134, 18) 
-173. -390. 402. 137.25(124, 3) 133.88(128,21) 132.03( 87,22) 132.03(132,24) 126.85( 97, 4) 
-173. 2410. 502. 189.22( 3, 7) 131.50( 77, 4) 131.50(115, 2) 131.50(115, 4) 127.16(359, 1) 
-173. 4810. 609. 52.85(114, 3) 42.27(120,22) 38.43(114, 2) 35.23(114, 1) 34.10(114, 4) 

27. -2390. 366. 59.90( 98,21) 48.90(153, 7) 46.19(125, 1) 45.13( 17, 1) 43.54( 97, 2) 
27. -1390. 366. 84.10(125, 1) 82.03( 92,24) 81 . 90(135, 6) 79.52(352, 3) 79.52(352, 4) 
27. -590. 384. 117.33(153, 2) 114.18( 87,22) 114.18(132,24) 108.19(124, 3) 105.58(117, 6) 
27. -390. 392. 146.51(117, 6) 144.93(153, 2) 136.43( 87,22) 136.43(132,24) 129.24(124, 6) 
27. 610. 293. 273.44( 70, 5) 273.40( 73,23) 273.34( 70, 4) 273.31(133, 19) 273.31( 151, 7) 
27. 1610. 502. 292.04(144,19) 290.72( 70, 2) 290.48( 63, 1) 285.89(106, 3) 278.84( 77,22) 
27. 2410. 428. 152.37( 3, 7) 129.81(359, 1) 126.67( 70, 6) 123.85(115, 3) 123.85(115,20) 
27. 2610. 489. 181.59( 3, 7) 115.40(114,21) 114.73(114, 5) 113.05(359, 1) 107.65( 70, 6) 
27. 3610. 555. .75.18( 97, 5) 74.76(366, 6) 70.70( 3, 7) 65.45( 77, 4) 63.66( 97, 6) 
27. 4610. 605. 55. 13(366, 6) 54.39(114, 4) 49.95( 97, 5) 33.69( 3, 8) 29.43( 40, 5) 
27. 4810. 609. 50.31(114, 4) 49.45(366, 6) 41.07( 97, 5) 31.65(114, 3) 29.10( 3, 8) 
27. 5610. 487. 41.36(115, 6) 40.22(114, 3) 29.54( 92,20) 28.76(110, 4) 25.65(120,22) 

227. -590. 373. 122.93(127, 3) 112.43(146,20) 111.84( 140, 24) 110.47(117, 6) 104.65( 39,23) 
227. 2410. 426. 127.77( 91,23) 119.00(115, 5) 118.64(125, 19) 116.98(104,21) 116.42( 88, 2) 
227. 4810. 608. 53.55(366, 6) 51.35(114, 4) 50. 79( 97, 5) 31. 96( 3, 8) 29.53(113,24) 
427. -790. 365. 108.91(127, 3) 96.38( 94, 4) 96.38( 95, 6) 96.38(147, 3) 92.02(137, 6) 
427. -590. 366. 111.07( 94, 4) 111.07( 95, 6) 111.07(147, 3) 111.05(114,23) 110.80( 77, 3) 
427. 2410. 424. 165 .24( 115, 5) 161 .44( 98, 3) 161.44(134, 6) 142.69(134, 7) 127.38( 91,23) 
427. 4810. 575. 48.58( 97, 5) 45.60(366, 6) 38.06(113,24) 33.98(114, 4) 33.95( 97, 6) 
627. -790. 360. 96. 91( 114, 23) 96.88( 94, 4) 96.88( 95, 6) 96.88(147, 3) 96.59( 77, 3) 
627. 2410. 408. 153.37(132, 19) 152.47( 98, 3) 152.45(134, 6) 145.78(115, 5) 142.44(148, 6) 
627. 4810. 548. 40.64( 97, 6) 40.64(146, 18) 38.43( 77, 4) 38.16(109, 1) 37.26(113,24) 
827. -790. 355. 147.90(137, 5) 134.45(138, 1) 124.18(126, 2) 123.25(149,20) 123.25(153, 5) 
827. 2410. 372. 145.63(106, 1) 145 .63( 92, 1) 145.63(122,20) 142.30( 132, 19) 132.92(148, 18) 
827. 4810. 563. 64.55( 3, 7) 47.61( 77, 4) 45.25(114, 5) 36.47( 74, 7) 36.47(122,19) 

1027. -2390. 339. 53.30(153, 2) 51 . 23 ( 117, 6) 49.37( 87,22) 48.69(132,24) 45.69( 87, 3) 
1027. -1390. 346. 73.31 ( 94, 4) 73.26( 95, 6) 73.26(147, 3) 71.88(114,23) 69.18(128,24) 
1027. -790. 350. 128.58( 98, 4) 128.45( 97,24) 128.40(153,22) 128.29(151,24) 128.28( 98, 6) 
1027. -390. 351. 143.25(114, 6) 140.13( 98, 5) 139.77(127, 2) 137.42(298, 6) 136.38( 92, 4) 
1027. 610. 320. 178.19(149, 1) 157.73(134, 1) 156.86( 91,21) 156.86(135,21) 152.99(149,19) 
1027. 1610. 398. 584.54( 74, 4) 516.92( 70, 7) 512.26(151, 8) 478.53(123,22) 458.53(122,18) 
1027. 2410. 363. 136.87(148, 18) 134.47( 87, 1) 127.56(134, 4) 123.09( 92, 1) 123.09(106, 1) 
1027. 2610. 365. 129.17(132, 19) 123.00(106, 1) 123.00( 92, 1) 123.00(122,20) 117.43(118,24) 
1027. 3610. 422. 57.22(103, 19) 56. 73(104, 5) 49.91( 92, 2) 48.59(115,22) 45.14( 90, 4) 
1027. 4610. 541. 77.94( 3, 7) 48.27( 70, 6) 47.44(114, 5) 45.08(359, 1) 42.02( 77, 4) 
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1027. 4810. 548. 73.86( 3, 7) 47.41(114, 5) 45.96( 77, 4) 41.47( 70, 6) 38.20( 74, 7) 
1027. 5610. 600. 30.80( 97, 6) 30. 78(146, 18) 29.07( 77, 4) 26.56(113,24) 21.99( 73, 19) 
1227. -790. 344. 111.50(114, 6) 111.26(127, 2) 106.61(298, 6) 105.57( 98, 5) 105. 03( 97, 24) 
1227. 2410. 355. 126.73(134, 4) 122 . 18 C 63, 1 ) 120.48( 87, 1) 1 09 . 03 C 144, 19) 106.41 C 148, 18) 
1227. 4810. 585. 69.25( 3, 7) 46.14( 70, 6) 44.42(359, 1) 37.65(114, 5) 36.57(133, 7) 
1427. -990. 337. 101.77(127, 2) 99.35(114, 6) 97.68( 97,24) 97.44(151,24) 97.41( 98, 6) 
1427. -790. 338. 107.08( 98, 5) 105.60( 92, 4) 105 .60( 123, 2) 105 .60(150, 7) 104. 21( 114, 6) 
1427. 2410. 346. 119 .62( 144, 19) 118.96( 63, 1) 113.18( 70, 2) 98. 95 C 106, 3) 96.94(134, 4) 
1427. 4810. 588. 43.33(359, 1) 41.07( 70, 6) 39.12( 3, 7) 37.26( 92, 2) 34.37( 10, 3) 
1627. -1190. 331. 92.68(127, 2) 90.99( 97,24) 90.65(151,24) 90.59( 98, 6) 87.10(114, 6) 
1627. -990. 332. 96.58( 98, 5) 95.01(114, 6) 91.87( 92, 4) 91.87(123, 2) 91.87(150, 7) 
1627. 1610. 331. 140.10( 70, 1) 134.94(115,19) 111.24( 82, 4) 104.11(100,20) 102.34(150,23) 
1627. 1810. 331. 155.81(359, 3) 142.16( 93, 4) 125.76(153, 3) 125 • 63 ( 70 I 1 ) 115.62(100,20) 
1627. 2010. 332. 203.85(150, 19) 181.87( 88, 3) 168.96( 97, 5) 148.17( 94,21) 141.93( 84, 1) 
1627. 2210. 333. 122.95( 89,20) 121.67( 95, 5) 120.45(135,23) 118.19(114, 4) 117.26( 88, 6) 



1627. 2410. 337. 112.64( 70, ;:) 111.02( 106, 3) 106.29(144,19) 102.25( 88, 6) 101.97( 77,22) 
1627. 4810. 532. 39.87( 92, 2) 36.34(103,19) 36.17( 90, 4) 31.64(359, 1) 31.44(104, 5) 
1627. 5010. 533. 37.44(359, 1) 36.50( 92, 2) 33.15( 90, 4) 32.91( 70, 6) - 30.12( 10, 3) 
1827. -1390. 325. 84.53( 97,24) 84.08(151,24) 83.98( 98, 6) 83.51(127, 2) 78.10( 98, 4) 
1827. -1190. 326. 87.20(114, 6) 86.57( 98, 5) 83.28(298, 6) 82.69(127, 2) 78.62( 92, 4) 
1827. 1610. 321. 125.12(115, 19) 116. 71( 70, 1 ) 97.22( 82, 4) 95.36(150,23) 90.76( 96, 6) 
1827. 5010. 486. 36. 91( 92, 2) 35.86(115, 3) 35.31(103, 19) 33.56( 90, 4) 31.36(104, 5) 
2027. -2390. 309. 49.11(114,23) 47.10( 94, 4) 46.90( 95, 6) 46.90(147, 3) 44.88( 77, 3) 
2027. -1390. 320. 79.89(114, 6) 77:18(127, 2) 76.79( 98, 5) 76.13(298, 6) 69.36(137, 3) 
2027. -390. 322. 155.98( 70, 4) 141.61( 70, 5) 135.25( 83,24) 128.66(127, 1) 124.07( 73,23) 
2027. 610. 317. 166.21 C 114, 23) 149.78( 94, 4) 149.78( 95, 6) 149.78(147, 3) 135. 75 C 151 , 6) 
2027. 1410. 313. 162.90(104, 5) 157.90(103,19) 123.32( 92, 2) 113.74( 89,21) 113.74( 95, 1) 
2037. 1231. 311. 253.37(114, 5) 240.70(115, 2) 240.70(115, 4) 240.63( 77, 4) 214.03( 3, 7) 
2027. 1610. 312. 122.92( 70, 6) 116.28(115,19) 100.86(115, 3) 100.83(115,20) 93.70( 70, 1) 
2027. 2610. 327. 95.18( 70, 2) 93.06(106, 3) 88.29(144, 19) 82.83( 88, 6) 82.56( 77,22) 
2027. 3610. 342. 76.40( 98, 3) 74.14(134, 6) 67.79(115, 5) 57.05(148, 6) 51.44( 81, 5) 
2027. 4610. 440. 43.84(115,22) 32.11(104, 5) 31.39( 2,20) 26.57( 9,23) 25.62(120,22) 
2027. 5010. 469. 35.99(103,19) 35.91(104, 5) 28.54( 92, 2) 27.37(115,22) 25. 95 C 90, 4 > 
2027. 5610. 515. 30.24(359, 1) 30.10( 92, 2) 27.67( 90, 4) 25.43( 70, 6) 24. 96( 133, 1) 
2227. -1590. 313. 72.70(114, 6) 72.11(127, 2) 69.15(298, 6) 67.14( 98, 5) 65.65( 97,24) 
2227. 610. 311. 155.56( 98, 4) 155.56(153,22) 153.82(151, 6) 150 .04( 123, 4) 146.82( 97,24) 
2227. 810. 310. 194 .81 C 136, 5) 194.81( 124, 5) 194.81( 153,23) 175.22(123, 4) 154.87(359, 2) 
2227. 1210. 305. 255.93( 87, 1) 249.42(134, 4) 249.16(148,18) 219.81(122,20) 219.81( 92, 1) 
2227. 1410. 305. 125. 73 C 115, 5) 110.59( 91,23) 105.65( 89,21) 105.65( 95, 1) 102.69( 125, 19) 
2227. 5010. 438. 39.07(115,22) 33.32(104, 5) 28. 72(103, 19) 25.11(120,22) 23.31(114, 2) 
2427. -1590. 309. 71.86( 98, 5) 67.87( 92, 4) 67.87(123, 2) 67.87(150, 7) 67.14(114, 6) 
2427. 410. 307. 125.63(125,20) 121.42(135,21) 121.39( 91,21) 108.22(151, 6) 96.64(152,22) 
2427. 610. 304. 140.84( 92, 5) 133.26( 77, 2) 133.26( 94, 3) 132.27( 93, 2) 128.26(151, 6) 
2427. 810. 305. 167 .43( 136, 5) 167.43(153,23) 167.43(124, 5) 144.85(123, 4) 130.59(359, 2) 
2427. 1210. 305. 220.32( 95, 5) 220.32( 89,20) 217.01(135,23) 189.72( 88, 6) 189. 71( 77, 22) 
2427. 5010. 426. 42.89(115,22) 28.05( 2,20) 24.03(114, 3) 23.78( 9,23) 23.17(104, 5) 
2627. -1590. 304. 68.95( 94, 3) 68.78( 77, 2) 68.34( 92, 4) 68.34(123, 2) 68.34(150, 7) 
2627. -1390. 304. 75.07( 93, 2) 73.23( 92, 5) 66.46( 95, 4) 66.39( 73,22) 66.39( 85, 1) 
2627. -390. 305. 102.27(151, 7) 102.26(133,19) 93.79( 70, 3) 93.79( 73,21) 69.90( 23, 3) 
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2627. -190. 304. 94.04(134,20) 88.35( 70, 3) 88.34( 73,21) 79.79(140,23) 77. 73( 94, 4) 
2627. 10. 305. 108.17(140,23) 101.51(149, 19) 95.22(134,20) 88.69(134, 1) 83.25( 10, 2) 
2627. 210. 305. 110. 97 C 134, 1 ) 103.94(135,21) 103.91( 91,21) 100.91(149, 19) 89.45(125,20) 
2627. 410. 305. 110. 74( 125, 20) 102.68(151, 6) 101.69( 92, 4) 101.69( 123, 2) 101.69(150, 7) 
2627. 610. 305. 120.30(123, 4) 112.14(151, 6) 83.75(149,24) 81.70(135,20) 79.77(125,20) 
2627. 810. 305. 149.58(136, 5) 149.56(153,23) 149.56(124, 5) 120.19(123, 4) 113.10(359, 2) 
2627. 1010. 305. 120.54(359, 5) 119.42(123,21) 113.79( 99,21) 109. 71( 89,21) 109.28( 95, 1) 
2627. 1210. 305. 147.80( 88, 3) 141.73(150, 19) 103.25( 93, 4) 97.54(123,21) 86.20(359, 5) 
2262. 433. 311. 167.94( 77, 3) 152.67(145,19) 148.62(137, 5) 145.98(134,21) 145.98(146,23) 
2627. 5010. 380. 38.53(115,22) 27.92( 2,20) 26.50( 9,23) 24.02(115, 6) 22. 71( 50, 2) 
2827. -1390. 301. 72.63( 95, 4) 72.53( 73,22) 72.53( 85, 1) 68.84(109, 4) 64.97( 93, 2) 
2827. -1190. 302. 75.49(138, 5) 75.48(123, 1) 63.86(109, 4) 63.61( 123, 3) 63.61 (134, 19) 
2827. -990. 302. 82.24( 73,23) 78.84(123, 3) 78.84(134, 19) 73.88( 70, 5) 68.72( 88, 5) 
2827. -790. 302. 98.90( 70, 4) 90.57( 70, 5) 79.46( 83,24) 74.56( 73,23) 70.65( 92, 3) 
2827. -590. 303. 83.08(151, 7) 83.08(133,19) 75.78(127, 1) 67.61(133, 6) 65.31( 23, 3) 
2827. -390. 303. 93.42( 70, 3) 93.42( 73,21) 90.48(151, 7) 90.47(133, 19) 71.82(134,20) 
2827. -190. 303. 86.89(134,20) 77.69(140,23) 70.22( 70, 3) 70.22( 73,21) 68.47( 149, 19) 
2827. 10. 303. 97.85(149, 19) 97.24(140,23) 90.74(134, 1) 75.14( 10, 2) 72.36(134,20) 
2827. 5010. 358. 28.99( 88, 2) 28.55(104,21) 24.64( 9,23) 24.54(115,22) 23.80(107,23) 
3027. -2390. 297. 53.40( 97,24) 52.55(127, 2) 52.37(151,24) 51.84( 98, 6) 46.53( 98, 4) 
3027. -1390. 298. 67.15(109, 4) 58.59(138, 5) 58.57(123, 1) 55.26( 95, 4) 55.17( 73,22) 
3027. -390. 300. 82.42( 70, 3) 82.42( 73,21) 78.77(134,20) 73.09(151, 7) 73.09(133, 19) 
3027. 610. 301. 99.73(123, 4) 84.25(151, 6) 74.35(149,24) 69.85(136, 5) 69.75(153,23) 
3027. 1610. 302. 83. 75( 63, 1) 78.11(144, 19) 66.13(115,19) 63.68(134, 4) 61.31( 70, 2) 
3027. 2610. 303. 75.71(149,18) 66.85( 84, 1) 58.94(150,19) 58.89(135,23) 50.60(139, 6) 
3027. 3610. 305. 57.79( 87, 1) 54.73(148,18) 52.54(134, 4) 42.14(120,20) 41.01(150, 18) 
3027. 4610. 333. 49.91(115, 5) 47.53( 98, 3) 41. 77( 134, 6) 38.85( 116, 3) 34.49( 59, 1J 
3027. 5010. 348. 34.67( 88, 2) 29.14( 91,23) 28. 75 C 108, 24) 27.30(104,21) 27.12(125, 19) 
3027. 5610. 372. 40.34(115,22) 23.78( 2,20) 20.43( 9,23) 20.25(363, 3) 19.14( 93,22) 
3227. 5010. 338. 33.30(115, 5) 32.12( 91,23) 29.84(125,19) 29. 16( 88, 2) 26.95(116, 3) 
3227. 5210. 345. 32.58( 88, 2) 26.58(108,24) 26.48( 91,23) 25.35(104,21) 24.66(125, 19) 
3227. 5610. 362. 31. 96( 115, 22) 24.85(115, 1) 22.43( 2,20) 22.07( 9,23) 19.65(363, 3) 
3227. 6010. 373. 39.17(115,22) 21. 95 C 115, 1 ) 19.31( 2,20) 18.66(363, 3) 17. 77(104, SJ 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MODEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN· POSTZ HIS OUTPUT - NOX - 04/15/92 - MPV 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: *********************"""********************************************************* 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,0=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISWC6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(7) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,0=NO) 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(13) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,0=NO) 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(16) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(19) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(22) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ISW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
91 

5 
92 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 2 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-1973. 10. 549. 131.58(352, 1 > 130. 75( 3, 1) 127.80( 74, 3) 106.41( 51, 3) 102.03(106, 7) 
-1973. 110. 549. 172.53(117, 7) 151.15( 51, 3) 137.55(352, 1) 132.65(106, 7) 126.47( 74, 3) 
-1973. 210. 549. 221.77(117, 7) 159.95( 51, 3) 151.99(107, 5) 145.05(352, 1) 143.46(106, 7) 
-1973. 310. 548. 236.83(117, 7) 198.51(120, 19) 182.20( 85,22) 175.06(107, 5) 167.60( 51, 3) 
-1973. 410. 547. 255.19(120, 19) 241.41 C 117, 7) 226.33( 96,23) 212. 74( 85,22) 193.22( 60,22) 
-1873. 10. 548. 140.55(352, 1) 137.17( 3, 1) 132.88( 74, 3) 132.80( 74, 5) 132.72(117, 5) 
-1873. 110. 549. 145.64( 3, 1) 144.55(352, 1) 141.10( 74, 3) 132.44( 74, 5) 125.30( 51, 3) 
-1873. 210. 546. 206.36(117, 7) 168.19( 51, 3) 151.89(352, 1) 151.59( 3, 1) 149.20(106, 7) 
-1873. 310. 534. 269.02( 93,20) 250.57(117, 7) 181.97(107, 5) 177.08( 51, 3) 160.20(362, 1) 
-1873. 410. 512. 283.59( 93,20) 265.38(117, 7) 257.26(120, 19) 225.09( 85,22) 194.10(107, 5) 
-1m. 10. 548. 169.67(352, 1) 142.54( 3, 1) 138. 75( 74, 5) 138. 25 C 117, 5) 138.25( 74, 3) 
-1m. 110. 549. 155.01(352, 1) 151.02( 3, 1) 147.33( 74, 5) 146.40( 74, 3) 129.31( 3, 5) 
-1m. 210. 539. 160.58( 3, 1) 159.52(352, 1) 156.56( 74, 5) 155.61( 74, 3) 155.34(117, 5) 
-1m. 310. 511. 285.63( 93,20) 247.35(117, 7) 195.59(355, 3) 188.05( 51, 3) 171.37( 3, 1) 
-1m. 410. 491. 301.51( 93,20) 284.37(117, 7) 223.98(114,20) 216.24(355, 3) 209.05(107, 5) 



-1673. 10. 548. 210.12(351, 5) 161. 93(352, 1) 147.71( 3, 1) 144.07(117, 5) 144.06( 3, 5) 
-1673. 110. 543. 221. 76(351, 5) 191.76(352, 1) 156.70( 3, 1) 153.75( 3, 5) 152.44( 74, 5) 
-1673 . 210. 520. 218.19(351, 5) 171.82(352, 1) 167.01( 3, 1) 164.34( 3, 5) 162.90( 74, 5) 
-1673. 310. 496. 271.34( 93,20) 178.80( 3, 1) 178.76( 51, 3) 178.01(352, 1) 174.91( 74, 5) 
-1673. 410. 487. 322.62( 93,20) 296.17(117, 7)* 229.04(355, 3) 212.38( 51, 3) 199.06(114,20) 
-1573. 10. sos. 215.51(351, 5) 163.97(355, 4) 156.95(117, 5) 154.47( 3, 1) 152.33( 74, 3) 
-1573. 110. 504. 230.59(351, 5) 182.20( 80,23) 175.54(355, 4) 175.19(352, 1) 163.19( 3, 1) 
-1573. 210. 495. 247.96(351, 5) 220._27(352, 1) 188.87(355, 4) 174.03( 3, 1) 170.53( 80,23) 
-1573. 310. 485. 268.14(351, 5) 204.21(355, 4) 192.73(352, 1) 186.84( 3, 1) 184.04( 3, 5) 
-1573. 410. 482. 328.13( 93,20)* 290.80(351, 5) 227 .66( 117, 7) 218.42(355, 4) 216.17( 51, 3) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MOOEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN - POSTZ HIS .OUTPUT - NOX - 04/13/92 - MPV 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: ******************************************************************************** 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(7) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED Cl=YES,O=NO) 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(13) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (l=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (l=YES,O=NO) 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (l=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(16) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (l=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (l=YES,O=NO) 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED Cl=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(19) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (l=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (l=YES,O=NO) 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (l=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(22) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (l=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (l=YES,O=NO) 

ISW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (l=YES,O=NO) 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8880 HOUR AVERAGES 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
91 

5 
92 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 2 

5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-5973. -2390. 798. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. -1390. 793. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. -390. 781. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 610. 852. D.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 2610. 730. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 3610. 728. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 4610. 747. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 5610. 625. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. -2390. 797. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. -1390. 731. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. -390. 652. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4973. 1610. n1. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 2610. 792. 0. 18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4973. 3610. 904. 0. 14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 



·4973. 4610. 858. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 5610. 570. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 410. 646. 0.66( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 610. 669. 0.83( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 810. 666. 0.61( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 1010. 695. 0.44( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 0.31( 4,24) 0..00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·4573. 410. 633. 1.45( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·4573. 1210. 722. 0.33( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·4573. 4810. 853. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·4373. 10. 609. 0.67( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·4373. 210. 554. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 410. 583. 0.98( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 1410. 694. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·4373. 1610. 756. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·4373. 1610. 756. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·4373. 4810. 856. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·4173. 10. 553. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·4173. 1610. 787. 0.34( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·4173. 4810. 828. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·3973. ·2390. 767. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·3973. ·1390. 732. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·3973. ·390. 548. 0.36( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·3973. 10. 549. 0.85( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·3973. 610. 722. 1.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·3973. 1610. m. 0.36( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·3973. 2610. 875. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·3973. 3610. 914. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·3973. 4610. 954. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·3973. 4810. 838. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·3973. 5610. 686. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3m. 10. 549. 0.64( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3m. 1610. 755. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 3 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8880 HOOR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOOR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-3m. 1810. 792. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3m. 2010. 824. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3m. 4810. 839. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·3573. 10. 549. 0.52( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3573. 2010. 848. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·3573. 4810. 852. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·3373. 10. 549. 0.44( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·3373. 2010. 799. 0.34( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·3373. 4810. 831. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·3273. 2010. 787. 0.37( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·3273. 2210. 841. 0.33( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·3273. 2410. 862. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( .o, 0) 
·3173. 10. 567. 0.48( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·3173. 2410. 841. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·3173. 4810. 806. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2973. ·2390. 661. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2973. ·1390. 613. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2973. ·390. 609. 0.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2973. 10. 601. 0.63( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2973. 610. 579. 1.53( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2973. 1610. 823. 0.42( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2973. 2410. 784. 0.45( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2973. 2610. 786. 0.42( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2973. 3610. 865. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2973. 4610. no. 0. 16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2973. 4810. 747. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2973. 5610. 642. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2m. 10. 609. 0.98( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2773. 2410. 731. 0.53( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2773. 4810. 724. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2573. 10. 587. 1.46( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2573. 2410. 732. 0.60( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2573. 4810. 713. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2373. 10. 574. 2.69( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·2373. 2410. 726. 0.64( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 



-2373. 4810. 700. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 10. 564. 2.53( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 0.67( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -390. 487. 0.76( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -190. 526. 1. 17( 4,24) 0.-00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 10. 549. 1.56( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 210. 549. 1.92( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 410. 547. 2. 71 C 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 610. 479. 1.00( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 1.50( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 0.67( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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-1973. 2610. 799. 0.50( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 0.28( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 4610. 628. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 5610. 597. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. -790. 529. 0.57( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. -590. 497. 0.66( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1773. 210. 539. 1.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. 410. 491. 1.49( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. 2410. 668. 0.72( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1m. 4810. 609. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 0.39( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -990. 459. 0.46( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -790. 482. 0.55( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -590. 487. 0.63( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -390. 465. 0.68( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -190. 475. 0.79( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 10. sos. 1.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 210. 495. 1.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 410. 482. 1.46( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 0.78( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1373. -1190. 427. 0.40( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 0.89( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1373. 4810. 575. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 0.42( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -990. 423. 0.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -790. 424. 0.53( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -590. 425. 0.60( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1173. -390. 425. 0.72( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. 2410. 610. 0.97( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -2390. 407. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -1390. 411. 0.42( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -390. 421. 0.85( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -190. 423. 1.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 610. 387. 7.23( 4,24)* 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 1610. 594. 4.79( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 2410. 610. 0.98( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 2610. 609. 0. 79( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 3610. 609. 0.37( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 4610. 551. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 4810. 549. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 5610. 549. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-773. -190. 420. 1.33( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. 2010. 603. 1.68( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. 2210. 610. 1. 24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. 2410. 610. 0.95( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-773. 4810. 549. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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-573. -190. 417. 1.61( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-573. 2010. 593. 1.43( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-573. 2210. 609. 1.14( 4,24) 0~00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-573. 2410. 610. 0.93( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-573. 4810. 572. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. -390. 410. 1.38( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. -190. 418. 1.81( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. 2010. 564. 1.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. 2210. 594. 1.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-373. 2410. 599. 0.88( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. 4810. 598. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-173. -390. 402. 1.56( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-173. 2410. 502. 0.97( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-173. 4810. 609. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

27. -2390. 366. 0.36( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. -1390. 366. 0.64( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. -590. 384. 1.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. -390. 392. 1.87( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 610. 293. 3.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 1610. 502. 2.74( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 2410. 428. 0.94( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 2610. 489. 0.80( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 3610. 555. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 4610. 605. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 4810. 609. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 5610. 487. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

227. -590. 373. 1.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
227. 2410. 426. 0.95( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
227. 4810. 608. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. -790. 365. 1.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
427. -590. 366. 1.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. 2410. 424. 0.98( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. 4810. 575. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. -790. 360. 1.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. 2410. 408. 0.98( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) . 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. 4810. 548. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
827. -790. 355. 1.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
827. 2410. 372. 0.89( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
827. 4810. 563. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

1027. -2390. 339. 0.43( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1027. -1390. 346. 0.78( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. -790. 350. 1.33( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. -390. 351. 1.56( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 610. 320. 2.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 1610. 398. 3.55( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 2410. 363. 0.86( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 2610. 365. 0. 75( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 3610. 422. 0.37( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 4610. 541. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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1027. 4810. 548. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 5610. 600. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1227. -790. 344. 1.23( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1227. 2410. 355. 0.85( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1227. 4810. 585. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. -990. 337. 1.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. -790. 338. 1.15( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. 2410. 346. 0.79( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. 4810. 588. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. -1190. 331. 0.96( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1627. -990. 332. 1.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 1610. 331. 1.86( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 1810. 331. 1.67( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 2010. 332. 1.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1627. 2210. 333. 0.92( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 



1627. 2410. 337. 0.76( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 4810. 532. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 5010. 533. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. -1390. 325. 0.87( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. -1190. 326. 0.94( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. 1610. 321. 1.49( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( O; 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. 5010. 486. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. -2390. 309. 0.51( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. -1390. 320. 0.84( 4,24) o.-ooc 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. -390. 322. 1.53( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 610. 317. 4.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 1410. 313. 1.69( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2037. 1231. 311. 3.42( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 1610. 312. 1.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 2610. 327. 0.54( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 3610. 342. 0.34( 4,24) o_ooc 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2027. 4610. 440. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 5010. 469. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 5610. 515. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. -1590. 313. 0.75( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 610. 311. 4.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 810. 310. 3.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 1210. 305. 1.90( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 1410. 305. 1.30( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 5010. 438. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. -1590. 309. 0.73( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 410. 307. 2.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 610. 304. 2.37( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 810. 305. 2.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 1210. 305. 1.43( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 5010. 426. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. -1590. 304. 0.71( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. -1390. 304. 0. 75( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2627. -390. 305. 1.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 7 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8880 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE C.ONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2627. -190. 304. 1.39( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 10. 305. 1.60( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 210. 305. 1.78( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2627. 410. 305. 1. 76( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2627. 610. 305. 1.63( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2627. 810. 305. 1.49( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1010. 305. 1.33( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1210. 305. 1.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2262. 433. 311. 4.56( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 5010. 380. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2827. -1390. 301. 0.73( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -1190. 302. 0.78( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2827. -990. 302. 0.82( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -790. 302. 0.86( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -590. 303. 0.94( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -390. 303. 1.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -190. 303. 1.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. 10. 303. 1.28( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. 5010. 358. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. -2390. 297. 0.53( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. -1390. 298. 0.69( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. -390. 300. 0.98( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 610. 301. 1.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 1610. 302. 0.70( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 2610. 303. 0.37( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 3610. 305. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 4610. 333. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 5010. 348. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 5610. 372. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 5010. 338. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 5210. 345. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
3227. 5610. 362. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 6010. 373. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, O)* 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ · A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MOOEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN· POSTZ HIS OUTPUT· NOX · 04/13/92 · MPV 

POSTZ • PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: *********************-********************************************************* 

ISW( 1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH·S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(7) TOP SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

3·HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH·S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW( 10) TOP SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW( 11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW( 12) HIGH·S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW( 13) TOP·SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW( 14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW( 1S) HIGH·S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW( 16) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW( 17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW( 18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW( 19) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

USER-SPEC I FIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(22) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ISW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8880 HOUR AVERAGES 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
91 

5 
92 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 2 

STH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2327. 410. 310. 3.52( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 410. 307. 2.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 410. 305. 2.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 410. 305. 1. 76( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2262. 433. 311. 4.56( 4,24)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2262. 510. 312. 4.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 510. 309. 3.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2427. 510. 304. 2.40( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 510. 304. 2.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 510. 305. 1.69( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 610. 311. 4.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 610. 308 . 3.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2427. 610. 304. 2.37( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 610. 305. 1.89( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 610. 305. 1.63( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 



2227. 710. 311. 4.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 710. 308. 2.69( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 710. 306. 2.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 710. 304. 1.83( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 710. 305. 1.59( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 810. 310. 3.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 810. 307. 2.57( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 810. 305. 2.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 810. 304. 1. 73( 4,24) 0 .-00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 810. 305. 1.49( 4,24) 0.00( 0, O)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MODEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN - POSTZ HIS OUTPUT - NOX - 04/15/92 - MPV 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: *********************-********************************************************* 

ISW(1 ) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2 ) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,0=NO) 0 
ISW(3 ) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4 ) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISWCS ) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 1 
ISW(7) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(1 1) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(13) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(1 4) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(16) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(19) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISWC22) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,0=NO) 0 

ISW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK, 1-RUNNING) 0 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 1 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 91 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 5 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 92 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 2 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUECDAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ----------

-5973. -2390. 798. 39.23(120, 19) 22.53(151, 9) 20.55(106, 8) 11. 74( 137, 8) 8.11( 79, 9) 
-5973. -1390. 793. 15.63(103, 17) 13.83( 93,17) 12.78( 51, 3) 12.40(149, 8) 11.85(124, 8) 
-5973. -390. 781. 73.84( 7,22) 39.32( 68, 6) 32.86( 77, 7) 30.65(124, 8) 22.42( 75, 7) 
-5973. 610. 852. 55.64( 74, 6) 18.25( 97, 17) 18.22( 77, 8) 17.35(111, 8) 16.23( 80, 8) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 19.36( 77, 19) 18.98(125, 17) 17.70( 70, 9) 16.59( 88, 9) 14.41(349,21) 
-5973. 2610. 730. 32.04(135, 8) 29.66( 82, 8) 25.28(126, 8) 23.59( 74, 8) 22. 93( 95, 19) 
-5973. 3610. 728. 62.72( 98, 19) 38.82( 92, 7) 36.82( 139, 18) 16.67( 96, 7) 16.51(148, 9) 
-5973. 4610. 747. 64.59( 74, 4) 46.42(151, 8) 44.51( 70, 7) 33.76(140, 8) 32. 74( 70, 8) 
-5973. 5610. 625. 58. 91( 74, 2) 31.01( 84,23) 25.78(129,18) 25 • 44 C 140, 7) 22.54(147, 7) 
-4973. -2390. 797. 27.51(106, 7) 19.13(137, 8) 17.47(108, 8) 14.02( 71, 16) 13.02(114, 8) 
-4973. -1390. 731. 68.98(120, 19) 36.27(106, 8) 29.26(151, 9) 20.00( 74, 5) 18.01( 7,22) 
-4973. -390. 652. 78.70( 7,22) 34.80( 68, 6) 29.91(120,19) 28.13c124, a, 25.62(151, 9) 
-4973. 1610. 771. 29.32( 70, 9) 27.27(100, 19) 26.31(125, 17) 26.16( 77, 19) 24.74( 88, 9) 
-4973. 2610. 792. 50.61(112, 19) 48. 16( 135, 8) 47.04(126, 8) 41.46( 88, 8) 33.07(136, 9) 
-4973. 3610. 904. 39.83( 70, 8) 39.55(146, 17) 35.01( 96, 8) 32.47(122,18) 28.70(105, 18) 



-4973. 4610. 858. 37. 91( 129, 18) 31.31(120, 18) 25.80( 94,19) 22.69(122,18) 20.19(134, 9) 
-4973. 5610. 570. 32. 97( 145, 18) 31.29(140, 7) 21.26(132,18) 20.34(120,18) 19.69(109, 8) 
-4773. 410. 646. 88.65( 95, 19) 73.82( 98, 7) 69.41(112, 19) 66.88( 77, 7) 61.44(135, 8) 
-4m. 610. 669. 100.49(354, 6) 87.01( 74, 4) 78.94(151, 8) 67.75( 70, 7) 66.14( 44, 4) 
-4773. 810. 666. 137.48( 77, 5) 121.71( 74, 6) 110.57(354, 6) 68.60( 69, 2) 64.94(139, 7) 
-4773. 1010. 695. 130.37( 74, 6) 105.25( 77, 5) 55.95( 74, 1) 44.89(354, 6) 42.67( 45,24) 
-4773. 1210. 730. 44.83( 74, 6) 42.53(100, 19) 35.07(107,19) 28.17( 82, 7) 27.55( 73, 4) 
-4773. 1210. 730. 44.83( 74, 6) 42.53(100,19) 35.07(107,19) 28.17( 82, 7) 27.55( 73, 4) 
-4573. 410. 633. 183. 79( 98, 19) 111.ll0(123, 15) 104.94( 94, 8) 103.55(113, 9) 98.17( 72,21) 
-4573. 1210. 722. 49.05( 74, 6) 35.57( 5,21) 35.15( 37,22) 30.24( 73, 4) 27.19( 77, 5) 
-4573. 4810. 853. 38.46(120,18) 25.16(145, 18) 24.46(104, 8) 22.38(109, 8) 22.09( 94,19) 
-4373. 10. 609. 151.24( so, 4) 116.46( 7,22) 109.60( 61,22) 106.13(107, S) 102.44( 1, 16) 
-4373. 210. 554. 68.86( 77, 5) 65.31( 77, 7) 56.14(354, 6) 55.98( 86, 5) 54.82(107, 2) 
·4373. 410. 583. 97.16(107, 4) 83.84( 77, 7) 77.18( 93,19) 77.03( 98, 7) 69.83( 25,16) 
-4373. 1410. 694. 35.18(125, 17) 34.53( 77,19) 30.82( 70, 9) 30.47( 88, 9) 30.45( 73, 4) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 42.98( 70, 9) 38.40( 68,20) 36.37( 92, 8) 33. 75 C 69, 7) 32.43( 88, 9) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 42.98( 70, 9) 38.40( 68,20) 36.37( 92, 8) 33 . 75 C 69, 7) 32.43( 88, 9) 
-4373. 4810. 856. 39.16(145, 18) 32.29(120,18) 26.55(104, 8) 26.25(109, 8) 23.66(132,18) 
-4173. 10. 553. 126.17( 7,22) 79.90(149, 1) 72.33(107, 3) 54.10( 68, 6) 48.61( 1,11) 
-4173. 1610. 787. 51.52( 68,20) 49.29( 70, 9) 44.34( 92, 8) 37.33( 69, 7) 35.52( 88, 9) 
-4173. 4810. 828. 49.57(145,18) 38.88(132,18) 27.01(109, 8) 25.33(104, 8) 25.23(150, 9) 
-3973. -2390. 767. 28.18(114, 8) 26.62(115, 8) 25.31(352, 6) 20.83( 79, 8) 15.39( 76, 4) 
-3973. -1390. 732. 90.16(117, 7) 57.25( 51, 3) 44.32( 61,22) 35.40(106, 7) 30.66(137, 8) 
-3973. -390. 548. 160.86( 96,23) 77.74( 46, 3) 63.45(102, 2) 62.46(149, 1) 43.66(103,17) 
-3973. 10. 549. 134.61(149, 1) 121. 79( 7,22) 69.58(107, 3) 53.82( 68, 6) 45.86( 57, 3) 
-3973. 610. 722. 104.75( 28,20) 101.34(133, 1) 99.19( 37,23) 98.78( 51, 1) 98.35(366, 6) 
-3973. 1610. m. 69.47( 68,20) 56.72( 70, 9) 54.14( 92, 8) 42.36( 82, 8) 40. 90( 69, 7) 
-3973. 2610. 875. 86.50(139, 18) 46.37(146, 17) 38.62( 94, 8) 37.95(148, 9) 34.15(136, 17) 
-3973. 3610. 914. 55.94(129, 18) 48.39(122,18) 44.33(120,18) 39.82( 70, 8) 34.83(106, 18) 
-3973. 4610. 954. 54.71(145, 18) 45. 18( 132, 18) 29.44(136, 18) 29 .33( 98, 18) 27.22(104, 8) 
-3973. 4810. 838. 51.50( 145, 18) 50.79(132,18) 36.33( 136, 18) 36.21( 98, 18) 28.64(150, 9) 
-3973. 5610. 686. 40.04( 74, 1) 36.52(100,19) 25.40( 82, 7) 24.42(132,18) 24.20( 98,18) 
-3m. 10. 549. 180.32(149, 1) 112.41( 7,22) 64.68(107, 3) 59.15( 68, 6) 45.84(124, 8) 
-3m. 1610. 755. 91.34( 68, 20) 65.89( 92, 8) 65.38( 70, 9) 55.01( 82, 8) 44.19( 69, 7) 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 3 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
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-3773. 1810. 792. 110.14( 68,20) 82.54( 82, 8) 72.13( 92, 8) 62.12( 70, 9) 60.39(135, 8) 
' -3m. 2010. 824. 80.17(126, 8) 66.08( 82, 8) 63.67( 88, 8) 62.75(136, 9) 59.16( 95,19) 

-3773. 4810. 839. 53.44( 132, 18) 43.64(145,18) 42. 73(136, 18) 42.63( 98, 18) 27.77(150, 9) 
-3573. 10. 549. 202.09( 149, 1) 124.17( 7,22) 89.99(107, 3) 63.26( 68, 6) 51.80( 75, 7) 
-3573. 2010. 848. 80.84( 88, 8) 70.90(136, 9) 60.96( 95, 19) 60.34( 82, 8) 53.68(122,17) 
-3573. 4810. 852. 45.03(132,18) 40.16(136, 18) 40.14( 98, 18) 35.90(100,19) 29.55(145,18) 
-3373. 10. 549. 192.02(149, 1) 136.53( 96,23) 68.93(103,17) 60.32( so, 6) 59.27( 46, 3) 
-3373. 2010. 799. 108.27(112, 19) 106.59(135, 8) · 104.99(126, 8) 94.87( 88, 8) 79.23(139, 18) 
-3373. 4810. 831. 58. 13(100, 19) 37.02( 82, 7) 36.28(107,19) 30.93(147, 17) 29. 75(132, 18) 
-3273. 2010. 787. 111.40(112, 19) 110.44( 98,19) 106.04(126, 8) 104.41(135, 8) 100. 11 ( 139, 18) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 183.21( 98,19) 136.05(139, 18) 72.93( 96, 7) 66.21(146, 17) 61.09(148, 9) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 103.99(146,17) 93.98(139,18) 84.37( 96, 8) 77.11( 70, 8) 62. 71(105, 18) 
-3173. 10. 567. 298.82( 96,23) 166.99( 46, 3) 166.38(102, 2) 91.35(103, 17) 86.80( 93, 17) 
-3173. 2410. 841. 150.24( 96, 7) 112.49( 146, 17) 103.14( 70, 8) 95.88( 96, 8) 84. 70( 122, 18) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 65.91(100, 19) 46.40(107,19) 46.35( 77, 6) 42.83( 95, 8) 37 .35( 82, 7) 
-2973. -2390. 661. 82.73( 3, 1) 80.40( 74, 5) 69.35( 74, 3) 36.01( 52, 4) 36.01( 69, 3) 
-2973. -1390. 613. 94.23(352, 1) 60.21 ( 74, 3) 49.50( 68,21) 41.75(114, 8) 41.16(115, 8) 
-2973. -390. 609. 146.81(107, 5) 138.80(117, 7) 125.48(120,19) 115.68( 61,22) 108.22( 50, 4) 
-2973. 10. 601. 259.44( 96,23) 197.86(120,19) 131.50(102, 2) 130. 70( 106, 8) 111.61(151, 9) 
-2973. 610. 579. 173.37( 77, 7) 154.86( 7,22) 152.45(107, 4) 124.25( 98, 7) 96.27(124, 8) 
-2973. 1610. 823. 159.56( 68,20) 136.93( 82, 8) 119.03( 92, 8) 109.48( 70, 9) 98. 73( 74, 8) 
-2973. 2410. 784. 218. 77( 74, 4) 209.26(151, 8) 180.24( 70, 7) 159.87(140, 8) 153.51( 70, 8) 
-2973. 2610. 786. 236.33( 74, 4) 186.98( 70, 7) 148.11(151, 8) 142.42( 122, 18) 132.60( 70, 8) 
-2973. 3610. 865. 87 .65( 132, 18) 85.98(145,18) 66.77(136,18) 66.53( 98, 18) 51.74(150, 9) 
-2973. 4610. 770. 69.19(100, 19) 61.32( 77, 6) 51.96( 95, 8) 50.70(107, 19) 37.54( 82, 7) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 64. 95( 77, 6) 56.09(100,19) 50.78( 95, 8) 45.57(107, 19) 30.33(144,17) 
-2973. 5610. 642. 49.05( 5,21) 39.00( 77, 6) 35.85(148,17) 27.70(149, 17) 26.82( 95, 8) 
-2773. 10. 609. 231.31( 96,23) 219.34(120,19) 126.47(102, 2) 124.60(106, 8) 106.37(151, 9) 
-2773. 2410. 731. 272.25( 74, 4) 228.69( 70, 7) 206.66(151, 8) 177.50(122,18) 172.23( 70, 8) 
-2m. 4810. 724. 66.68( 77, 6) 51.89( 5,21) 47 .31( 95, 8) 43.17(148, 17) 33.36(149, 17) 
-2573. 10. 587. 245.40(120, 19) 182.91(107, 5) 156.13( 69, 5) 153.60( 2,24) 152.17( 2,23) 
-2573. 2410. 732. 271. 12( 74, 2) 246.34( 74, 4) 194.03( 70, 7) 155.88(122,18) 153.12(129, 18) 
-2573. 4810. 713. 62.98( 5,21) 49.08( 77, 6) 46.85(148, 17) 36.20(149,17) 34.13( 95, 8) 
-2373. 10. 574. 267.76(117, 7) 207.89(107, 5) 188.86( 51, 3) 183.29(120,19) 166.96(352, 1) 
-2373. 2410. 726. 294.97( 74, 2) 214.29(120,18) 172.25(129,18) 163.67(133, 8) 137.26( 94, 19) 



-2373. 4810. 700. 57.24( 5,21) 43.47( 37,22) 42.00(153, 8) 40.60(152, 8) 36.10(148, 17) 
-2173. 10 . 564. 281. 94( 117, 7) 217.64( 51, 3) 197.38(352, 1) 191.58(106, 7) 166.08(362, 1) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 183.67(120,18) 177.82( 74, 1) 175.88( 74, 2) 157.97(145, 18) 151.52( 132, 18) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 46.52(152, 8) 46 . 11( 37,22) 44.19( 84,22) 39.01(153, 8) 38 .64(104, 4) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 89.13(363,22) 80.21(355, 4) 76.24(108, 5) 75.85(363,21) 72.88(351, 5) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 174.23(351, 5) 125.32( 3, 5) 97.26(352, 2) 91.96(108, 5) 78.93(363,22) 
-1973. -390. 487. 178.59( 3, 1 > 173.76(117, 5) 173.30( 74, 5) 173.29( 74, 3) 168. 93( 80,23) 
-1973. -190. 526. 224.67(352, 1) 195.34( 3, 1) 189.20( 74, 3) 189. 06 C 117, 5 ) 187. 67( 74, 5) 
-1973. 10. 549. 213.66(352, 1) 212.·31( 3, 1) 207.53( 74, 3) 173.93( 51, 3) 166.38(106, 7) 
-1973. 210. 549. 360.29(117, 7) 259. 73( 51, 3) 247.39(107, 5) 235.53(352, 1) 232.96(106, 7) 
-1973. 410. 547. 415.12(120, 19) 392.01(117, 7) 367.78( 96,23) 346.05( 85,22) 292 . 19(107, 5) 
-1973. 610. 479. 517.06(149, 1) 481.19( 96,23) 419.90(120,19) 372.61(139, 2) 360.72( 85,22) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 440.95( 74, 4) 436.14(151, 8) 388.59(139, 18) 383.19( 98, 19) 372 . 05( 70, 7) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 213.25( 74, 1) 178.10(132, 18) 173.09(145, 18) 155.22(100,19) 147. 48( 77, 6) 
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-1973. 2610. 799. 157.13( 77, 6) 154.67(132,18) 144.18( 100, 19) 140.92(145,18) 137. 54( 95, 8) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 97 .12( 5,21) 76.88( 77, 6) 73.55(148,17) 70.86(153, 8) 69 . 72(152, 8) 
• 1973. 4610. 628. 64.77(104, 4) 56. 13(108, 4) 48.18( 84,22) 46.46(152, 8) 46 . 15( 75,20) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 64.10(104, 4) 45.65( 75,20) 43.94(125,18) 43.02( 84,22) 39 . 41(152, 8) 
-1973. 5610. 597. 55.87(104, 4) 48.43(108, 4) 47.24(107,24) 39.74( 75,20) 31.79(125, 18) 
-1m. -790. 529. 222.35(351, 5) 156.30( 74, 5) 154.52( 3, 5) 136.02(363,22) 125 . 72( 108, 5) 
-1m. -590. 497. 242.35(351, 5) 184.98( 3, 1 > 184.24(355, 4) 180.90( 74, 5) 166. 00( 3, 5) 
-1m. 210. 539. 260.74( 3, 1) 259.03(352, 1) 254.22( 74, 5) 252.68( 74, 3) 252 . 25(117, 5) 
-1m. 410. 491. 489.60( 93,20) 461. 75(117, 7) 364.31( 114, 20) 351.13(355, 3) 340 . 02(107, 5) 
-1m. 2410. 668. 217.54( 74, 1) 190.64( 77, 6) 177.27(100, 19) 174.28( 132, 18) 171.34( 95, 8) 
-1m. 4810. 609. 69.78(104, 4) 64.45(107,24) 60.47(108, 4) 49.62( 75,20) 41.41(107, 1) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 174.30(363,21) 154.76(351, 5) 149.42(355, 4) 145.60(364, 1) 134 . 73(363, 22) 
-1573. -990. 459. 236.01(351, 5) 188.27(363,21) 181.17(355, 4) 146.61(364, 1) 144 . 12(363,22) 
-1573. -790. 482. 250.18(351, 5) 204.48(363,21) 180.94(355, 4) 158.72( 3, 5) 156. 72(363,22) 
-1573. -590. 487. 252.61(351, 5) 222.65(363,21) 194.14( 3, 5) 190.64(355, 4) 171.99(363,22) 
-1573. -390. 465. 276.49(351, 5) 238.58(363,21) 220.87( 74, 5) 210.00(355, 4) 192.87( 3, 5) 
-1573. -190. 475. 308.11(351, 5) 269.07( 3, 1) 254.56( 74, 3) 234.20(355, 4) 233 .87(117, 5) 
-1573. 10. 505. 349.94(351, 5) 266.25(355, 4) 255.58(117, 5) 250.83( 3, 1) 247. 57( 74, 3) 
-1573. 210. 495. 402.64(351, 5) 362.27(352, 1) 306.69(355, 4) 282.59( 3, 1) 278 . 22( 80,23) 
-1573. 410. 482. 533.10( 93,20) 472.21(351, 5) 372.79(117, 7) 354.68(355, 4) 351 . 19( 51, 3) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 222.84( 77, 6) 190.61( 95, 8) 186.79(100,19) 160.30( 5,21) 159. 67(104, 4) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 70 .14( 107,24) 60 .47( 113, 23) 55. 11( 107, 1 ) 46.62(104, 4) 45 . 56(135,18) 
-1373. -1190. 427. 178.70(363,21) 171.60(364, 1) 137.53(363,22) 112.16(135, 4) 108. 27( 85,20) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 240.93( 96, 6) 180.15( 5,21) 170.82(113,23) 170.42(104, 4) 169. 16(107,24) 
-1373. 4810. 575. 70.06(113,23) 59.56( 93, 6) 55.59(144,18) 54.86(107, 1) 53 . 16(135, 18) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 191.25(364, 1) 169.68(363,21) 136.07( 94, 1) 117.87( 73,24) 117. 56( 23, 5) 
· 1173. -990. 423. 226.02(363,21) 204.22(364, 1) 147. 90( 94, 1) 134.93( 73,24) 129. 52( 23, 5) 
-1173. -790. 424. 263.03(363,21) 215.78(364, 1) 161.94( 94, 1) 154.14( 73,24) 142 .88( 96,24) 
-1173. ·590. 425. 268.18(363,21) 230. 98(364, 1) 178.91( 94, 1) 175.54( 73,24) 158.89(363,22) 
-1173. -390. 425. 265.31(363,21) 254.41(364, 1) 238.79(363,22) 199.83( 94, 1) 199. 53( 73,24) 
-1173. 2410. 610. 219.53( 96, 6) 210.45(104, 4) 209.41(144, 18) 185.51(107,24) 182 .39( 108, 4) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 82.82(123,23) 74.83(144, 18) 65.69(104, 6) 59.28(113,23) 48.86(113,22) 
-973. -2390. 407. 97.57( 94, 1) 90.16( 73,24) 76.28(364, 2) 74.25( 85,21) 74 . 18( 23, 4) 
-973. -1390. 411. 138. 38( 94, 1) 126.35( 73,24) 121 . 05(136, 6) 111.51( 77, 1) 107. 42(364, 2) 
-973. -390. 421. 286.51 (364, 1) 212.44(135, 4) 206.17( 94, 1) 200.79( 92, 6) 200.79(124, 2) 
-973. -190. 423. 370.62(364, 1) 270.15(363,21) 241.67(135, 4) 230.78( 94, 1) 229.03( 92, 6) 
-973. 610. 387. 1244.24(351, 5)* 993.23(355, 4)* 657.53(352, 2) 646.56(364, 1) 626 . 14( 3, 5) 
-973. 1610. 594. 791. 90( 3, 7) 587.18( 94, 6) 583.32(359, 1) 565.70( 77, 6) 535 . 27( 96, 6) 
-973. 2410. 610. 228.04(114, 3) 227.37(120,22) 225.49(144, 18) 213.52(113,23) 206.70(114, 2) 
-973. 2610. 609. 199.69(120,22) 198.37( 144, 18) 194.92(1 14, 3) 181.54( 114, 2) 180. 14( 113,23) 
-973. 3610. 609. 116.36( 144, 18) 103.44(104, 6) 101.88(100,22) 79.58(133,18) 76.87(113,22) 
-973. 4610. 551. 74.11(104, 6) 73. 79(144, 18) 60.04(123,23) 55.06(113,22) 54 . 72(100,22) 
-973. 4810. 549. 69.67(104, 6) 68 . 00(144, 18) 52.96(123,23) 51. 76(113,22) 50.95(133,18) 
-973. 5610. 549. 55.14(104, 6) 50.46(144,18) 40.95(113,22) 39.14( 133, 18) 33 . 60(123,23) 
-m. -190. 420. 300.75( 73,24) 275 .84( 136, 6) 260.90( 77, 1) 249.23( 94, 5) 249 . 23( 97,23) 
-773. 2010. 603. 473.59( 3, 7) 318.83(359, 1) 307.12(366, 6) 306.54(100,22) 305.84( 70, 6) 
-m. 2210. 610. 277.47( 3, 7) 263.40(366, 6) 256.13(120,22) 256.12( 97, 5) 255.48(114, 4) 
-773. 2410. 610. 230.62(366, 6) 224.09( 97, 5) 223.41(114, 4) 221 .61( 120, 22) 221 . 29(114, 3) 
-773. 4810. 549. 71.31 (100,22) 53.67( 81,22) 49.21(107,22) 46 .33( 84,20) 43 .35(104, 6) 
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·573. ·190. 417. 246.46( 92, 6) 246.46(124, 2) 244.41( 87,22) 244 .41( 132,24) 244.36(153, 2) 
·573. 2010. 593. 435.51( 3, 7) 318.24(114, 4) 306.09(366, 6) 304.04(359, 1) 295.23(114, 3) 
·573. 2210. 609. 381.01( 3, 7) 298.01(114, 3) 263.n(359, 1> 251. 97(366, 6) 247.22(114, 4) 
-573. 2410. 610. 331. 75( 3, 7) 258."50(114, 3) 246.65(120,22) 224.23(114, 2) 220.48(366, 6) 
-573. 4810. 5n_ 80.74(120,22) 73.96(100,22) 73.40(114, 2) 67.28(114, 1) 59. 79(134, 18) 
-373. ·390. 410. 243.06( 98,21) 229. 76( 125, 1) 217.71( 92,24) 217.71(135, 6) 209.22(352, 3) 
-373. ·190. 418. 280.05( 92,24) 280.05(135, 6) 275.87(352, 3) 275.87(352, 4) 271. 73( 125, 1) 
-373. 2010. 564. 413.97( 3, 7) 290.05( 77, 4) 280.80(359, 1) 280.06( 97, 6) 280.06(146, 18) 
·373. 2210. 594. 356.12( 3, 7) 258.18( 97, 5) 245.78(359, 1) 232.46(366, 6) 231.18( 97, 6) 
·373. 2410. 599. 317.47( 3, 7) 256.47(366, 6) 240.86( 97, 5) 235.54(114, 4) 218.68(359, 1) 
-373. 4810. 598. 88.08(120,22) 84.45(114, 3) 80.07(114, 2) 73.40(114, 1) 66.69(134, 18) 
·173. ·390. 402. 228.64(124, 3) 222.69(128,21) 219.56( 87,22) 219.56(132,24) 210.45( 97, 4) 
·173. 2410. 502. 307.48( 3, 7) 214.82( 77, 4) 214.82(115, 2) 214.82(115, 4) 206.51(359, 1) 
-173. 4810. 609. 86.31(114, 3) 69.47(120,22) 63.16(114, 2) 57.89(114, 1) 55.37(114, 4) 

27. ·2390. 366. 97.79( 98,21) 80.26(153, 7) 75.13(125, 1) 74.09( 17, 1) 71.33( 97, 2) 
27. ·1390. 366. 139.12(125, 1) 135.53( 92,24) 135.32(135, 6) 131.15(352, 3) 131.15(352, 4) 
27. -590. 384. 195 .04( 153, 2) 189.55( 87,22) 189.55(132,24) 179.22(124, 3) 172.74(117, 6) 
27. ·390. 392. 234.65(153, 2) 233.62(117, 6) 221.61( 87,22) 221.61(132,24) 206.38(146,20) 
27. 610. 293. 445.13( 70, 5) 445.06( 73,23) 444.96( 70, 4) 444. 91 ( 133, 19) 444.91(151, 7) 
27. 1610. 502. 469.11( 63, 1) 469.06(144,19) 465.10( 70, 2) 457.71(106, 3) 452.88(134, 4) 
27. 2410. 428. 250.33( 3, 7) 212.57(359, 1) 208.05( 70, 6) 202.40(115, 3) 202.40(115,20) 
27. 2610. 489. 297.31( 3, 7) 188.93(114,21) 188.27(114, 5) 183.92(359, 1) 175.24( 70, 6) 
27. 3610. 555. 122.97( 97, 5) 122.62(366, 6) 114.81( 3, 7) 106.28( 77, 4) 103.43( 97, 6) 
27. 4610. 605. 89.53(366, 6) 88.39(114, 4) 81.12( 97, 5) 54.83( 3, 8) 47.89( 40, 5) 
27. 4810. 609. 81.nc114, 4> 80.30(366, 6) 66.69( 97, 5) 52.22(114, 3) 47.34( 3, 8) 
27. 5610. 487. 67.23(115, 6) 65.79(114, 3) 47.99( 92,20) 46.72(110, 4) 42.32(120,22) 

227. ·590. 373. 197.79(127, 3) 182.83(146,20) 181.13(140,24) 180. 75( 117, 6) 169.77( 39,23) 
227. 2410. 426. 207.47( 91,23) 193.24(115, 5) 192.65(125,19) 189.95(104,21) 189.04( 88, 2) 
227. 4810. 608. 87.13(366, 6) 83.75(114, 4) 82.55( 97, 5) 52.12( 3, 8) 47.96(113,24) 
427. -790. 365. 178.22(127, 3) 154.90( 94, 4) 154.90( 95, 6) 154.90(147, 3) 150.73(140,24) 
427. -590. 366. 187.72( 94, 4) 181.nc 95, 6> 181.nc147, 3> 185.51(128,24) 184.55(114,23) 
427. 2410. 424. 268.32(115, 5) 262.15( 98, 3) 262.15(134, 6) 231.61(134, 7) 206.85( 91,23) 
427. 4810. 575. 79.37( 97, 5) 74.75(366, 6) 61.85( 113, 24) 55.92(114, 4) 55.17( 97, 6) 
627. -790. 360. 164.45( 94, 4) 164.45( 95, 6) 164.45(147, 3) 163.39(114,23) 158.97( 77, 3) 
627. 2410. 408. 249.01(132, 19) 247 .65( 98, 3) 247.61(134, 6) 236.96(115, 5) 231.55(148, 6) 
627. 4810. 548. 66.15( 97, 6) 66.15(146, 18) 62.41( 77, 4) 62.04(109, 1) 60. 81( 113, 24) 
827. ·790. 355. 243.02(137, 5) 220.93(138, 1) 204.12(126, 2) 202.52(149,20) 202.52(153, 5) 
827. 2410. 372. 236.57(106, 1) 236.57( 92, 1) 236.57(122,20) 231.48(132, 19) 214.99(148,18) 
827. 4810. 563. 104.83( 3, 7) 77.36( 77, 4) 73.50(114, 5) 59.29( 74, 7) 59.29(122,19) 

1027. ·2390. 339. 88.02(153, 2) 83.48(117, 6) 81.78( 87,22) 80.67(132,24) 75.34( 87, 3) 
1027. ·1390. 346. 120.40( 94, 4) 120.32( 95, 6) 120.32(147, 3) 117.13(114,23) 114.79(128,24) 
1027. -790. 350. 207.39( 98, 4) 207.09(153,22) 206.94( 97,24) 206.67(151,24) 206.65( 98, 6) 
1027. ·390. 351. 287. 73( 127, 2) 276.71( 96,23) 276.17( 97,24) 276. 14( 98, 6) 276. 14( 151, 24) 
1027. 610. 320. 319.50(149, 1) 287.90( 89,21) 287.07( 95, 1) 256. 71 ( 134, 1) 255.31( 91,21) 
1027. 1610. 398. 985.83( 74, 4) 851.90( 70, 7) 838.01(151, 8) 787.44(123,22) 749.44(122,18) 
1027. 2410. 363. 222.29(148, 18) 218.59( 87, 1) 207.27(134, 4) 200. 41( 92, 1 ) 200.41(106, 1) 
1027. 2610. 365. 210.03(132, 19) 199.43(106, 1) 199.43( 92, 1) 199.43(122,20) 190.93(118,24) 
1027. 3610. 422. 93.30(103,19) 92.31 C 104, 5) 81.86( 92, 2) 78.90(115,22) 74.02( 90, 4) 
1027. 4610. 541. 126.95( 3, 7) 78.43( 70, 6) 77.48(114, 5) 73.24(359, 1) 68.84( 77, 4) 
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1027. 4810. 548. 120.05( 3, 7) 77.20(114, 5) 75.01( 77, 4) 67.34( 70, 6) 62.26( 74, 7) 
1027. 5610. 600. 50.19( 97, 6) 50.17(146,18) 47.22( 77, 4) 43.46(113,24) 35.93( 73, 19) 
1227. -790. 344. 181.16(114, 6) 181.07(127, 2) 173.21(298, 6) 171.47( 97,24) 171.21(151,24) 
1227. 2410. 355. 206.16(134, 4) 197.57( 63, 1) 196.17( 87, 1) 176.38(144,19) 173.50(148, 18) 
1227. 4810. 585. 113.09( 3, 7) 75.04( 70, 6) 72.22(359, 1) 61.71(114, 5) 59 .65( 133, 7) 
1427. ·990. 337. 165.39(127, 2) 161.10(114, 6) 159.38( 97,24) 158.99(151,24) 158.95( 98, 6) 
1427. -790. 338. 177.49(114, 6) 177.15( 98, 5) 176.68(127, 2) 172.66( 92, 4) 172.66(123, 2) 
1427. 2410. 346. 193.54(144, 19) 192. 70( 63, 1) 190.29( 93, 5) 183. 10( 70, 2) 160.33(106, 3) 
1427. 4810. 588. 70.67(359, 1) 67.15( 70, 6) 64.49( 3, 7) 60.51( 92, 2) 56.03( 10, 3) 
1627. -1190. 331. 150.45(127, 2) 148.35( 97,24) 147.79(151,24) 147.70( 98, 6) 141.07(114, 6) 
1627. ·990. 332. 159.04(114, 6) 158.62( 98, 5) 155.50(127, 2) 152. 71(298, 6) 149.78( 92, 4) 
1627. 1610. 331. 275.02( 86,22) 275.02( 94, 6) 231.79( 97,22) 226.77( 70, 1) 220.50( 97,21) 
1627. 1810. 331. 322.29( 93, 5) 251.35 (359, 3) 247.92(114,22) 230.01( 93, 4) 219.31( 86,22) 
1627. 2010. 332. 327.09(150, 19) 292 . 15 C 88, 3) 267.77( 97, 5) 237.77( 94,21) 227.50( 84, 1) 
1627. 2210. 333. 281.36( 96, 6) 200.14(150,22) 198.59( 89,20) 197.31 C 95, 5) 195.53(135,23) 



1627. 2410. 337. 212.37(150,22) 182.19( 70, 2) 179.68(106, 3) 1n.13<144, 19> 165.53( 88, 6) 
1627. 4810. 532. 64.89( 92, 2) 59.03(103,19) 58.86( 90, 4) 51.90(359, 1) 51.03(104, 5) 
1627. 5010. 533. 61. 17(359, 1) 59.31( 92, 2) 53.97( 70, 6) 53.87( 90, 4) - 49.20( 10, 3) 
1827. -1390. 325. 137. 72( 97,24) 136.99(151,24) 136.84( 98, 6) 135.47(127, 2) 128.69( 98, 4) 
1827. ·1190. 326. 144.57(114, 6) 141.59( 98, 5) 141.24(127, 2) 138.38(298, 6) 132.nc 97,24> 
1827. 1610. 321. 563.74( 96, 6) 513.82(150,22) 334.10(153,24) 332.47( 86,21) 257.00(104, 4) 
1827. 5010. 486. 60.15( 92, 2) 58.81(115, 3) 57 .37( 103, 19) 54.68( 90, 4) 50.92(104, 5) 
2027. ·2390. 309. 80.99(114,23) 77.95( 94, 4) 77.62( 95, 6) 77.62(147, 3) 73.39( 77, 3) 
2027. -1390. 320. 131.65(114, 6) 130.-16(127, 2) 125.69(298, 6) 125.24( 98, 5) 122.05( 97,24) 
2027. ·390. 322. 403.84( 70, 4) 377.18( 70, 5) 347.88( 83,24) 347.20( 73,23) 336.94(127, 1) 
2027. 610. 317. 643.50( 74, 1) 592.26( 73,24) 585.00( 96,22) 534.54( 96, 5) 515.07(356, 1) 
2027. 1410. 313. 429.40(115, 6) 421.63(114, 4) 406.64(366, 6) 402.67(114, 3) 393.19(115, 1) 
2037. 1231. 311. 770.81(114, 5) 754.59(115, 2) 754.59(115, 4) 754.53( 77, 4) 601.52( 74, 7) 
2027. 1610. 312. 269.61( 120,22) 245.10(114, 2) 241.76(123,23) 229.26(104, 6) 224.68(114, 1) 
2027. 2610. 327. 153.77( 70, 2) 150.50(106, 3) 142.84(144,19) 133.98( 88, 6) 133.n< 77,22, 
2027. 3610. 342. 124.24( 98, 3) 120.57(134, 6) 110.46(115, 5) 92.70(148, 6) 83.65( 81, 5) 
2027. 4610. 440. 71.30(115,22) 52.62(104, 5) 50.98( 2,20) 43.06( 9,23) 40.66(103, 19) 
2027. 5010. 469. 58.65(103,19) 58.40(104, 5) 46.81( 92, 2) 44.44(115,22) 42.53( 90, 4) 
2027. 5610. 515. 49.44(359, 1) 48.91( 92, 2) 44.97( 90, 4) 41. 75( 70, 6) 40. 70( 133, 1) 
2227. ·1590. 313. 120.56(127, 2) 119.32(114, 6) 113.73( 97,24) 113.68(298, 6) 113.08(151,24) 
2227. 610. 311. 552.63(153, 2) 547.09( 87,22) 547.09(132,24) 515.70(124, 3) 501.60(117, 6) 
2227. 810. 310. 437.26(136, 5) 437.26(124, 5) 437.26(153,23) 405.55(123, 4) 361.61 (366, 6) 
2227. 1210. 305. 509.02( 87, 1) 499.20(148,18) 497.65(134, 4) 453.50(122,20) 453.50( 92, 1) 
2227. 1410. 305. 281.65(115, 5) 244.12(134, 6) 244.11( 98, 3) 238.63( 91,23) 222.46(103,19) 
2227. 5010. 438. 63.48(115,22) 54.42(104, 5) 47.06(103, 19) 38.06(120,22) 37 .55( 128, 1) 
2427. ·1590. 309. 128.46( 94, 5) 128.46( 97,23) 128.46( 98, 1) 128.46(124, 1) 121.70( 98, 5) 
2427. 410. 307. 382.58(123, 1) 382.58(138, 5) 381.50(123, 3) 381.50(134,19) 368.38(109, 4) 
2427. 610. 304. 417.02( 92, 5) 408.26( 93, 2) 393.03( 77, 2) 393.03( 94, 3) 384.29( 73,22) 
2427. 810. 305. 350.49(136, 5) 350.49(153,23) 350.49(124, 5) 313.83(123, 4) 279.56(359, 2) 
2427. 1210. 305. 431.23( 95, 5) 431.23( 89,20) 426.99(135,23) 379.42( 88, 6) 379.42( 77,22) 
2427. 5010. 426. 69.83(115,22) 45.59( 2,20) 38.54( 9,23) 38.10( 104, 5) 37.12(363, 3) 
2627. ·1590. 304. 120.35( 92, 4) 120.35(123, 2) 120.35( 150, 7) 117.74( 94, 3} 117.47( 77, 2) 
2627. ·1390. 304. 131.nc 93, 2, 131.41( 92, 5) 113.87( 95, 4) 113.75( 73,22) 113.75( 85, 1) 
2627. ·390. 305. 280.08(153, 2) 279.95( 87,22) 279.95(132,24) 271.33(124, 3) 250.75(117, 6) 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 7 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2627. ·190. 304. 280.81( 94, 4) 280.81( 95, 6) 280.81( 147, 3) 268.09(114,23) 258.36(128,24) 
2627. 10. 305. 277.90(109, 4) 277. 71( 95, 4) 277.68( 85, 1) 277.67( 73,22) 277.51(138, 5) 
2627. 210. 305. 255.03(134, 1) 252.06( 93, 2) 251.41( 92, 5} 249.41( 95, 4) 249.41( 85, 1) 
2627. 410. 305. 296.12( 92, 4) 296.12(123, 2) 296.12(150, 7) 290.28( 77, 2} 290.28( 94, 3) 
2627. 610. 305. 287.77(123, 4) 275.77(151, 6} 202.58(125,20) 190.57(136, 5) 190.53(153,23) 
2627. 810. 305. 300.99(136, 5) 300.97(153,23) 300.97(124, 5) 253.28(123, 4} 232.48(359, 2) 
2627. 1010. 305. 255.93(123,21) 250.46(359, 5) 239.28( 89,21) 238.85( 95, 1) 238.49( 99,21) 
2627. 1210. 305. 294.13( 88, 3) 285. 70(150, 19) 225.80( 93, 4) 211.80(123,21} 193. 15(359, 5) 
2262. 433. 311. 770.74(117, 6) 744.13(153, 2} 698.05( 87,22) 698.05(132,24) 649.22(146,20) 
2627. 5010. 380. 63.01( 115 ,22) 45.52( 2,20} 43.11( 9,23) 37.30(363, 3} 36.95( so, 2) 
2827. ·1390. 301. 153.02( 98,21) 140.40(125, 1) 129.26( 95, 4) 129.09( 73,22) 129.09( 85, 1) 
2827. ·1190. 302. 180.80( 92,24) 180.80(135, 6) 171. 79(125, 1) 161.70(352, 3) 161. 70(352, 4) 
2827. ·990. 302. 193.46( 97, 4) 193.46(135,22) 189.57(128,21) 173.97(352, 3) 173.97(352, 4) 
2827. ·790. 302. 222.56( 70, 4) 208.09( 70, 5) 193.82( 87,22) 193.82(132,24} 192. 13(124, 3) 
2827. ·590. 303. 199.39(151, 7) 199.39(133,19) 182.39(127, 3) 175.97( 70, 3) 175.97( 73,21) 
2827. ·390. 303. 195.73(114,23) 192.91( 94, 4) 192.91( 95, 6} 192.91(147, 3) 185.53( 77, 3) 
2827. ·190. 303. 196.55( 94, 3) 196.44( 77, 3) 196.41( 77, 2) 196.08(150, 7) 196.07(123, 2) 
2827. 10. 303. 212.49(149,19) 211.17(140,23) 201.62(134, 1) 183.36( 98, 5) 180.74(114, 6) 
2827. 5010. 358. 47.11( 88, 2) 46.38(104,21) 40.40(115,22) 40.23( 9,23) 38.66(107,23) 
3027. -2390. 297. 89.55( 97,24) 87.86(151,24) 87.00( 98, 6) 86.42(127, 2) 80.68( 98, 4) 
3027. ·1390. 298. 137 .38( 128, 21) 130.35( 97, 4} 130.35(135,22) 119.19(109, 4) 105.80(352, 3) 
3027. ·390. 300. 151.63( 77, 3) 144.95(114, 6) 141.33< 98, 5> 138.81(298, 6) 137 .84( 145, 19) 
3027. 610. 301. 204.58(123, 4) 175.01(151, 6) 163.26(136, 5) 163.16(153,23) 163. 08( 124, 5) 
3027. 1610. 302. 168. 74( 63, 1) 160.85(144,19) 139.01(134, 4) 135.96( 70, 2) 117 .26( 87, 1) 
3027. 2610. 303. 121.63( 149, 18} 107.52( 84, 1) 95.52(150,19) 95 • 15 ( 135 , 23) 82.43(104, 5) 
3027. 3610. 305. 94.06( 87, 1) 88.97(148,18) 85.43(134, 4) 68.48(120,20) 66.04(150, 18) 
3027. 4610. 333. 81.20(115, 5) 77.25( 98, 3) 67.89(134, 6) 63.19(116, 3) 56.03( 59, 1) 
3027. 5010. 348. 56.40( 88, 2) 47.19( 91,23) 46.72(108,24} 44.48(104,21) 43.88(125, 19) 
3027. 5610. 372. 65.78(115,22) 38.68( 2,20) 33.34(363, 3) 33.13( 9,23) 31.90(115, 6) 
3227. 5010. 338. 54.10(115, 5) 52.27( 91,23) 48.55(125, 19) 47.57( 88, 2) 43.78(116, 3) 
3227. 5210. 345. 53.01( 88, 2) 43.18(108,24) 42.83( 91,23) 41.30(104,21) 39.86(125, 19) 
3227. 5610. 362. 52.36(115,22) 40.33(115, 1) 36.62( 2,20) 35.93( 9,23) 32.65(366, 6) 
3227. 6010. 373. 63.75(115,22) 33.56(115, 1) 31.30( 2,20) 30.71(363, 3) 29.20(104, 5) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MOOEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN - POSTZ HIS OUTPUT - NOX - 04/15/92 - MPV 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: ******************************************************************************** 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS C1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE C1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(5) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISWC6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
!SW(?) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISWC8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

8·HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(13) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(16) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISWC18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(19) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISWC21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(22) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISWC23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ISWC24) _BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK, 1-RUNNING) 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
91 

5 
92 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 2 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUECDAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2127. 1210. 308. 470.46(132, 19) 470. 21( 122, 20) 470.21( 92, 1 > 470.21(106, 1) 447.64(134, 6) 
2227. 1210. 305. 509.02( 87, 1) 499.20(148, 18) 497.65(134, 4) 453.50(122,20) 453.50( 92, 1) 
2327. 1210. 305. 507.58( 70, 2) 498.60(144,19) 459.91(106, 3) 437.62( 63, 1) 374.71( 77,22) 
2427. 1210. 305. 431.23( 95, 5) 431.23( 89,20) 426.99(135,23) 379.42( 88, 6) 379.42( 77,22) 
2527. 1210. 305. 316.03( 149, 18) 291.73(150, 19) 257.69(135,23) 228.03(123,21) 227. 18( 88, 3) 
2627. 1210. 305. 294.13( 88, 3) 285.70(150, 19) 225.80( 93, 4) 211.80(123,21) 193.15(359, 5) 
2037. 1231. 311. 770.81(114, 5)* 754.59(115, 2)* 754.59(115, 4) 754.53( 77, 4) 601.52( 74, 7) 
2027. 1310. 313. 564.89( 92,23) 553.20(366, 6) 549.11(115,24) 549.11(116, 2) 544.87( 97, 5) 
2127. 1310. 307. 425.12(114, 5) 405.89(115, 2) 405.89(115, 4) 405.85( 77, 4) 375.88(115, 5) 
2227. 1310. 305. 357.98(132, 19) 357.93(134, 6) 357.90( 98, 3) 353.06(115, 5) 331.18(148, 6) 
2327. 1310. 305. 368.39(122,20) 368.39( 92, 1) 368.39(106, 1) 352.40( 132, 19) 351.30(148, 18) 
2427. 1310. 305. 372. 73(134, 4) 343.47( 87, 1) 327.32( 63, 1) 296.00(148,18) 270.27(144,19) 
2527. 1310. 305. 342.45( 70, 2) 328.05( 144, 19) 312.16(106, 3) 278.49( 63, 1) 252.00( 88, 6) 
2627. 1310. 305. 296. 15 C 95, 5 ) 296.14( 89,20) 293.17( 88, 6) 293.17( 77,22) 293. 12(140,22) 
2027. 1410. 313. 429.40(115, 6) 421.63( 114, 4) 406.64(366, 6) 402.67(114, 3) 393.19(115, 1) 



2127. 1410. 308. 495.75(115, 2) 495.75(115, 4) 495.64( 77, 4) 493.15(114, 5) 410.14( 92,23) 
2227. 1410. 305. 281.65( 115, 5) 244.12(134, 6) 244.11( 98, 3) 238.63( 91,23) 222.46(103, 19) 
2327. 1410. 305. 298.35(134, 6) 298.30( 98, 3) 295.90(115, 5) 258.43(148, 6) 256.51(132, 19) 
2427. 1410. 305. 296.40( 132, 19) 284.37(122,20) 284.37( 92, 1) 284.37(106, 1) 269.46(118,24) 
2527. 1410. 305. 293.15(148, 18) 285.32( 87, 1) 255.80(134, 4) 250.85(122,20) 250.84( 92, 1) 
2627. 1410. 305. 265.29( 63, 1) 254.50(134, 4) 230.05(144,19) 215.45( 87; 1) 182.60( 70, 2) 
2327. 410. 310. 539.68(137, 5) 490.62(138, 1) 489.89( 77, 3) 489.79( 98, 4) 489.79(153,22) 
2427. 410. 307. 382.58(123, 1) 382.58(138, 5) 381.50(123, 3) 381.50(134, 19) 368.38(109, 4) 
2527. 410. 305. 313.29(127, 2) 300:88(114, 6) 298.93( 97,24) 298.93( 98, 6) 298.93(151,24) 
2627. 410. 305. 296.12( 92, 4) 296.12(123, 2) 296.12(150, 7) 290.28( 77, 2) 290.28( 94, 3) 
2262. 433. 311. 770.74(117, 6) 744.13(153, 2) 698.05( 87,22) 698.05(132,24) 649.22(146,20) 
2262. 510. 312. 581.04( 98, 4) 581.04(153,22) 550.89( 97,24) 550.89( 98, 6) 550.89(151,24) 
2327. 510. 309. 425 .31( 132, 19) 399.63( 98, 3) 399.63(134, 6) 394.66(148, 6) 386.64(118,24) 
2427. 510. 304. 392.45(114, 6) 381.03( 98, 5) 377.13(298, 6) 375.19(127, 2) 346.40(137, 3) 
2527. 510. 304. 349.80( 77, 2) 349.80( 94, 3) 341.71( 92, 5) 332.25( 92, 4) 332.25(123, 2) 
2627. 510. 305. 269.68(109, 4) 261.01( 73,22) 261. 01 ( 85, 1 ) 261.01( 95, 4) 257 .23( 123, 1) 
2227. 610. 311. 552.63(153, 2) 547.09( 87,22) 547.09(132,24) 515.70(124, 3) 501.60(117, 6) 
2327. 610. 308. 493.46( 98, 5) 481.85( 92, 4) 481.85(123, 2) 481.85(150, 7) 476.34(114, 6) 
2427. 610. 304. 417.02( 92, 5) 408.26( 93, 2) 393.03( 77, 2) 393.03( 94, 3) 384.29( 73,22) 
2527. 610. 305. 318.05(151, 6) 295.87(123, 4) 283.48(123, 3) 283.48(134,19) 274.19(125,20) 
2627. 610. 305. 287.77(123, 4) 275.77(151, 6) 202.58(125,20) 190.57(136, 5) 190.53(153,23) 
2227. 710. 311. 645.21( 92, 4) 645.21(123, 2) 645 .21( 150, 7) 629.73( 98, 5) 628.99( 77, 2) 
2327. 710. 308. 484.87( 73,22) 484.87( 85, 1) 484.87( 95, 4) 471.52(109, 4) 461.22( 93, 2) 
2427. 710. 306. 298.01(123, 4) 272.70(151, 6) 252.47(136, 5) 252.46(153,23) 252.46(124, 5) 
2527. 710. 304. 280.27(123, 4) 270.66( 73,23) 247.54( 70, 5) 245.69(151, 6) 235.46(136, 5) 
2627. 710. 305. 263.92(123, 4) 223.56(136, 5) 223.52(153,23) 223.52(124, 5) 222.38(151, 6) 
2227. 810. 310. 437.26(136, 5) 437.26(124, 5) 437.26(153,23) 405.55(123, 4) 361.61(366, 6) 
2327. 810. 307. 385.49(136, 5) 385.49(153,23) 385.49(124, 5) 370.51( 73,23) 359.66(123, 4) 
2427. 810. 305. 350.49(136, 5) 350.49(153,23) 350.49(124, 5) 313.83(123, 4) 279.56(359, 2) 
2527. 810. 304. 323.42(136, 5) 323.41(153,23) 323.41(124, 5) 278.96(123, 4) 253.24(359, 2) 
2627. 810. 305. 300.99(136, 5) 300.97(153,23) 300.97(124, 5) 253.28(123, 4) 232.48(359, 2) 

*·DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MODEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN - POSTZ HIS OUTPUT - NOX - 04/13/92 - MPV 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: *********************•********************************************************** 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(7) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(13) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(16) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(19) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,0=NO) 
ISW(22) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ISW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8880 HOUR AVERAGES 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
91 
5 
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RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HCA.JR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 
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5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-5973. -2390. 798. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. -1390. 793. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. -390. 781. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 610. 852. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 2610. 730. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 3610. 728. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 4610. 747. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 5610. 625. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. -2390. 797. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. -1390. 731. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. -390. 652. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 1610. 771. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 2610. 792. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4973. 3610. 904. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 



·4973. 4610. 858. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·4973. 5610. 570. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 410. 646. 0.69( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 610. 669. 0.87( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 810. 666. 0.65( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 1010. 695. 0.48( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 0.35( 4,24) o._ooc 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-4573. 410. 633. 1. 49( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-4573. 1210. n2. 0.36( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0 . 00( 0, 0) 
·4573. 4810. 853. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
· 4373. 10. 609. 0. 71( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·4373. 210. 554. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 410 . 583. 1.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·4373. 1410. 694. 0.39( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
· 4373. 1610. 756. 0.36( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·4373. 1610. 756. 0.36( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
· 4373. 4810. 856 . 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-4173. 10. 553. 0.39( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·4173. 1610. 787. 0.40( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·4173. 4810. 828. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·3973. -2390 . 767. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·3973. · 1390. 732. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-3973. ·390 . 548. 0.40( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 10. 549. 0.90( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( o, 0) 
·3973. 610. 722. 1.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·3973. 1610. m. 0.43( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 2610. 875. 0.33( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 3610. 914. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·3973. 4610. 954. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 4810. 838. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·3973. 5610. 686. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-3m. 10. 549. 0.69( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-3m. 1610. 755. 0.43( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( o, 0) 
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-3m. 1810. 792. 0. 41( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-3m. 2010. 824. 0.38( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-3m. 4810. 839. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-3573. 10. 549. 0. 57( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·3573. 2010. 848. 0.40( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-3573. 4810. 852. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·3373. 10. 549. 0.50( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( o, 0) 
·3373. 2010. 799. 0.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·3373. 4810. 831. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·3273. 2010. 787. 0.52( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·3273 . 2210. 841. 0.48( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·3273. 2410. 862. 0.46( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( o, 0) 
· 3173. 10. 567. 0.54( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·3173. 2410. 841. 0.51( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2973. -2390. 661. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
- 2973. ·1390. 613. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·2973. ·390. 609. 0.54( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 10. 601. 0.70( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 610 . 579. 1.61( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·2973. 1610. 823. 0.57( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 2410. 784. 0.67( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 2610 . 786. 0.63( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( o, 0) 
·2973. 3610. 865 . 0.33( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) · 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·2973. 4610. no. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·2973. 4810. 747. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 5610 . 642. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( o, 0) 
-2m. 10 . 609. 1.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·2773. 2410. 731. 0.79( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2773. 4810. 724. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2573. 10. 587. 1.57( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·2573. 2410. 732. 0.90( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2573. 4810. 713. 0. 23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·2373. 10. 574. 2.83( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·2373. 2410. 726. 0.97( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 

.). ~.,,, 



-2373. 4810. 700. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 10. 564. 2.69( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 1.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 0.42( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -390. 487. 0.94( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1973. -190. 526. 1.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 10. 549. 1. 75( 4,24) o:ooc 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 210. 549. 2.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 410. 547. 2.99( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 610. 479. 1.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 2.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 1.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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-1973. 2610. 799. 0.76( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 0.42( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 4610. 628. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1973. 5610. 597. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1773. -790. 529. o.nc 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. -590. 497. 0.85( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. 210. 539. 1.65( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. 410. 491. 1.93( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. 2410. 668. 1.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. 4810. 609. 0.28( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 0.55( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -990. 459. 0.64( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1573. -790. 482. 0.74( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -590. 487. 0.85( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -390. 465. 0.95( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -190. 475. 1.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 10. sos. 1.38( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 210. 495. 1.61 C 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 410. 482. 2.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 1.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1373. -1190. 427. 0.58( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 1.37( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
· 1373. 4810. 575. 0.30( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 0.62( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1173. -990. 423. 0.69( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·1173. -790. 424. 0.78( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -590. 425. 0.90( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
· 1173. -390. 425. 1.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. 2410. 610. 1.50( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -2390. 407. 0.39( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -1390. 411. 0.62( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -390. 421. 1.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -190. 423. 1.69( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-973. 610. 387. 11.64( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 1610. 594. 7.67( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 2410. 610. 1.52( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 2610. 609. 1.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 3610. 609. 0.57( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 4610. 551. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-973. 4810. 549. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 5610. 549. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. -190. 420. 2.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-773. 2010. 603. 2.65( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-773. 2210. 610. 1.95( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-773. 2410. 610. 1.48( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-773. 4810. 549. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
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-573. -190. 417. 2.60( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0 I 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-573. 2010. 593. 2.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-573. 2210. 609. 1. 79( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-573. 2410. 610. 1.45( 4,24) o:ooc 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-573. 4810. 572. 0.30( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. -390. 410. 2.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. -190. 418. 2.94( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. 2010. 564. 2.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. 2210. 594. 1.65( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. 2410. 599. 1.38( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-373. 4810. 598. 0.28( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-173. -390. 402. 2.50( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) o.oo, 0, 0) 
-173. 2410. 502. 1.55( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-173. 4810. 609. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

27. ·2390. 366. 0.56( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. -1390. 366. 1.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. -590. 384. 2. 17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. -390. 392. 3.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 610. 293. 5.55( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 1610. 502. 4.34( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 2410. 428. 1.52( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 2610. 489. 1.28( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 3610. 555. 0.55( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 4610. 605. 0.28( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 4810. 609. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 5610. 487. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

227. -590. 373. 2.38( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
227. 2410. 426. 1.54( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
227. 4810. 608. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. -790. 365. 1.97( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. -590. 366. 2.40( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
427. 2410. 424. 1.60( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. 4810. 575. 0.28( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. -790. 360. 2.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. 2410. 408. 1.59( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. 4810. 548. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
827. -790. 355. 2.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
827. 2410. 372. 1.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
827. 4810. 563. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 

1027. ·2390. 339. 0.70( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. -1390. 346. 1.30( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. ·790. 350. 2.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. -390. 351. 2.78( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1027. 610. 320. 3.96( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1027. 1610. 398. 5.72( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1027. 2410. 363. 1.42( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 2610. 365. 1.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1027. 3610. 422. 0.58( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 4610. 541. 0.34( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
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1027. 4810. 548. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 5610. 600. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1227. -790. 344. 2. 15( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1227. 2410. 355. 1.40( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1227. 4810. 585. 0.28( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. -990. 337. 1.87( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. -790. 338. 2.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0,, 0) 
1427. 2410. 346. 1 .29( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. 4810. 588. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. · 1190. 331. 1 .66( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. ·990. 332. 1.84( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 1610. 331. 3.30( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 1810. 331. 2.82( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 2010. 332. 1.94( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 2210. 333. 1.52( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 



1627. 2410. 337. 1.26( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 4810. 532. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1627. 5010. 533. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1827. -1390. 325. 1.50( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. -1190. 326. 1.63( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. 1610. 321. 2.81( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. 5010. 486. 0.30( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. -2390. 309. 0.84( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. -1390. 320. 1.44( 4,24) o:ooc o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. -390. 322. 2.92( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 610. 317. 14.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 1410. 313. 4.14( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2037. 1231. 311. 14.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 1610. 312. 2.66( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 2610. 327. 0.93( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 3610. 342. 0.55( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 4610. 440. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 5010. 469. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 5610. 515. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. -1590. 313. 1.28( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 610. 311. 17.02( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 810. 310. 11. 75( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 1210. 305. 5. 74( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 1410. 305. 3.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 5010. 438. 0.30( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. -1590. 309. 1.28( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 410. 307. 8.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 610. 304. 7.65( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 810. 305. 6.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 1210. 305. 3.64( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, Oj 
2427. 5010. 426. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. -1590. 304. 1.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. -1390. 304. 1.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. -390. 305. 2.48( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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2627. -190. 304. 3.49( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2627. 10. 305. 4.39( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 210. 305. 5.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 410. 305. 4.96( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 610. 305. 4.30( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 810. 305. 3.66( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1010. 305. 3.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2627. 1210. 305. 2.63( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2262. 433. 311. 20.48( 4,24)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 5010. 380. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -1390. 301. 1.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -1190. 302. 1.43( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2827. -990. 302. 1.52( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2827. -790. 302. 1.65( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -590. 303. 1.91( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -390. 303. 2.44( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -190. 303. 2.98( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2827. 10. 303. 3. 12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. 5010. 358. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. -2390. 297. 0.88( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. -1390. 298. 1.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. -390. 300. 2.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 610. 301. 2.31 C 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 1610. 302. 1.33( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 2610. 303. 0.68( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 3610. 305. 0.45( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 4610. 333. 0.33( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 5010. 348. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 5610. 372. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 5010. 338. 0.28( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 5210. 345. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 5610. 362. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 6010. 373. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, O)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 
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SHORTZ RUN TITLE: ******************************************************************************** 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(7) TOP SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-STABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(10) TOP SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) D 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-STABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(13) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(1S) HIGH-S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(16) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) D 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 1 
ISW(19) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(22) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

ISW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK, 1-RUNNING) 0 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 1 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 91 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 5 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 92 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8880 HOUR AVERAGES 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 

2327. 410. 310. 14.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 
2427. 410. 307. 8.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 
2527. 410. 305. 6.12( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 
2627. 410. 305. 4.96( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 
2262. 433. 311. 20.48( 4,24)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 
2262. 510. 312. 16.99( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 
2327. 510. 309. 11.16( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 
2427. 510. 304. 7. 75( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 
2527. 510. 304. 6.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 
2627. 510. 305. 4.66( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 
2227. 610. 311. 17.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 
2327. 610. 308. 11.52( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 
2427. 610. 304. 7.65( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 
2527. 610. 305. 5.40( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 
2627. 610. 305. 4.30( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 
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5TH HIGH 

0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 



2227. 710. 311. 15.95( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 2327. 710. 308. 8.70( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 2427. 710. 306. 6.68( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 2527. 710. 304. 5.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 2627. 710. 305. 4.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 2227. 810. 310. 11. 75( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 2327. 810. 307. 8.23( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 2427. 810. 305. 6.13( 4,24) 0,00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 2527. 810. 304. 4.65( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 2627. 810. 305. 3.66( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 0. 0. 15.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 0. 0. 15.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 0. 0. 15.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 0. o. 15.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. o. 0. 15.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 0. 0. 15.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, O)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MODEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN - POSTZ HIS OUTPUT - PM10 - 04/17/92 - MPV 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: ******************************************************************************** 

ISW( 1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISWC2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISWC3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE C1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISWC4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(7) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 0 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISWC10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 0 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISWC12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(13) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,0=NO) 0 
ISWC14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 1 
ISW(16) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISWC17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 0 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISWC18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 1 
ISW(19) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISWC22) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

JSW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK, 1-RUNNING) 0 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 1 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 91 
JULIAN DAY FOR ENO OF ANALYSIS 5 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 92 
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HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 24 HOUR AVERAGES 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(OAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
------------ ---------- ------------------------------------------------- ------ --- -- ---------------------------------- --- --- ---------

-5973. -2390. 798. 0.15( 1,24) 0.13( 97,24) 0.13(114,24) 0.11(355,24) 0. 10(357,24) 
-5973. -1390. 793. 0.32( 51,24) 0.25(365,24) 0.23(114,24) 0.21(106,24) 0.21(108,24) 
-5973. -390. 781. 0.68( 7,24) o.s3c n,24> 0.36( 68,24) 0.28( 72,24) 0.27(124,24) 
-5973. 610. 852. 0.12c n,24> 0.57( 74,24) 0.52( 70,24) 0.48(111,24) 0. 42(144,24) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 0.84( 70,24) 0.65( 74,24) 0. 58( 96,24) 0.51(135,24) 0.49(134,24) 
-5973. 2610. 730. 0.61( 74,24) 0.50(136,24) 0. 47( 94,24) 0.45(132,24) 0. 43( 96,24) 
-5973. 3610. 728. 0.33( 95,24) 0.32( 98,24) o.31< n,24> 0.30(123,24) 0.29( 94,24) 
-5973. 4610. 747. 0.32( 96,24) 0.31( 70,24) 0.28( 74,24) 0. 28(151,24) 0.26(139,24) 
-5973. 5610. 625. 0.44( 96,24) 0.33( 74,24) 0.33(218,24) 0.28(147,24) 0.26(134,24) 
-4973. -2390. 797. 0.29(114,24) 0.22(115,24) 0.16( 1,24) 0.15(117,24) 0.1 4(351,24) 
-4973. - 1390. 731. 0.54(350,24) 0.51( 74,24) 0.37( 55,24) 0.32(351,24) 0.30( 3,24) 
-4973. -390. 652. 0.94(365,24) o. 75(106,24) 0.71(120,24) 0.61( 77,24) 0.61(117,24) 
-4973. 1610. n1. 0.97(123,24) 0.82( 95,24) 0.81(107,24) 0.81(100,24) o.8oc n,24> 
-4973. 2610. 792. 0.55( 74,24) 0.48(112,24) 0.40(135,24) 0.39( 96,24) 0.38(106,24) 
-4973. 3610. 904. 0.39(136,24) 0.36(132,24) 0.33(105,24) 0.33(139,24) 0.31(150,24) 



-4973. 4610. 858. 0.36( 96,24) 0.29(100,24) 0.28( 89,24) 0.27(105,24) 0.26(107,24) 
-4973. 5610. 570. 0.40( 96,24) 0.33(218,24) 0.30(134,24) 0.30( 74,24) 0.27(132,24) 
-4m. 410. 646. 4.89< n,24> 4.19( 88,24) 3.93(106,24) 3.62( 74,24) 3.28( 95,24) 
-4m. 610. 669. 4.74(105,24) 4.69( 96,24) 3.88( 70,24) 3.85( 89,24) 3.52(151,24) 
-4m. 810. 666. 3.18(132,24) 2.82(133,24) 2.81(112,24) 2.19(150,24) 2.05( 74,24) 
-4m. 1010. 695. 2.32(132,24) 2.17( 74,24) 1.86( 94,24) 1.83(136;24) 1.82(133,24) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 1.46( 123, 24) 1.29(147,24) 1.23c n,24> 1.18( 95,24) 1.15(107,24) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 1.46(123,24) 1.29(147,24) 1.23c n,24> 1.18( 95,24) 1. 15( 107,24) 
-4573. 410. 633. 8.26( 94,24) 6:74( 88,24) 6.56(113,24) 6.53( 72,24) 5.99(105,24) 
-4573. 1210. 722. 1.40( 39,24) 1.30(148,24) 1.10( 45,24) 1.10c n,24> 1.09( 92,24) 
-4573. 4810. 853. 0.34(134,24) 0.31( 96,24) 0.28(132,24) 0.28( 89,24) 0.28(135,24) 
-4373. 10. 609. 8.07( 1,24) 6.24(365,24) 4.06(350,24) 3.99(357,24) 3.93( 107, 24) 
-4373. 210. 554. 1.87< n,24> 1.47(354,24) 1.18( 72,24) 1.15(107,24) 1.09(361, 24) 
-4373. 410. 583. 5.76( 67,24) 5.50( 69,24) 4.70( 66,24) 4.51( 75,24) 3.85(112,24) 
-4373. 1410. 694. 1.14( 92,24) 1.06( 76,24) 1.04( 38,24) 0.98(104,24) 0.97( 45,24) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 0.97( 92,24) 0.94( 76,24) 0.90( 89,24) 0.89( 70,24) 0.88(135,24) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 0.97( 92,24) 0.94( 76,24) 0.90( 89,24) 0.89( 70,24) 0.88(135,24) 
-4373. 4810. 856. 0.32(132,24) 0.30( 96,24) 0.26(134,24) 0.25(112,24) 0.25(135,24) 
-4173. 10. 553. 2.05( 1,24) 1.nc347,24> 1.64(230,24) 1.30(342,24) 1.24(346,24) 
-4173. 1610. 787. 1.24( 74,24) 1.13( 70,24) 0.99( 63,24) 0.93( 64,24) 0.92(144,24) 
-4173. 4810. 828. 0.37(132,24) 0.35(133,24) 0.35(134,24) 0.28( 96,24) 0.25(150,24) 
-3973. -2390. 767. 0.45( 23,24) 0.34( 74,24) 0.32( 73,24) 0.27( 78,24) 0.27( 55,24) 
-3973. -1390. 732. 0.70(114,24) 0.64( 22,24) 0.63( 1,24) 0.58( 23,24) 0.54( 55,24) 
-3973. -390. 548. 1.50(249,24) 1.16( 27,24) 1.09( 26,24) 1.05(157,24) 0.98( 19,24) 
-3973. 10. 549. 4.11( 20,24) 3.52( 12,24) 3.26( 16,24) 2.96( 25,24) 2.93( 2,24) 
-3973. 610. 722. 5.23( 37,24) 5.04( 62,24) 4.37( 29,24) 3.93( 28,24) 3.46( 41,24) 
-3973. 1610. m. 1.20( 41,24) 1.17(134,24) 1.13( 84,24) 1.08( 74,24) 0.99(128,24) 
-3973. 2610. 875. 0.65( 88,24) 0.56(128,24) 0.48(139,24) 0.47(123,24) 0.47(133,24) 
-3973. 3610. 914. 0.40(105,24) 0.39(148,24) 0.37( 96,24) 0.37( 89,24) 0.36(149,24) 
-3973. 4610. 954. 0.41(132,24) 0.28(134,24) 0.27(133,24) 0.25( 96,24) 0.24(105,24) 
-3973. 4810. 838. 0.41(132,24) 0.35(134,24) 0.35(133,24) 0.27(150,24) 0.26( 96,24) 
-3973. 5610. 686. 0.43( 74,24) 0.36(133,24) 0.32(132,24) 0.25(134,24) 0.25( 84,24) 
-3m. 10. 549. 2.19( 4,24) 1.66(327,24) 1.63( 34,24) 1.61(336,24) 1.51(156,24) 
-3m. 1610. 755. 0.99( 74,24) 0.90(112,24) 0.83( 29,24) 0.82(109,24) 0.82(133,24) 
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HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 24 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-3m. 1810. 792. 0.92(132,24) 0.90(109,24) 0.68( 68,24) 0.65( 85,24) 0.64(150,24) 
-3m. 2010. 824. 0.84(132,24) 0.81(136,24) 0.69(109,24) 0.62(126,24) 0.61( 85,24) 
-3773. 4810. 839. 0.44(132,24) 0.36(134,24) 0.34(133,24) 0.29(150,24) 0.28(136,24) 
-3573. 10. 549. 1. 74(107,24) 1.63( 7,24) 1.29( 35,24) 1.28(336,24) 1.03(327,24) 
-3573. 2010. 848. 0.71( 88,24) 0.69(123,24) 0.68(147,24) o.61( n,24> 0.60(144,24) 
-3573. 4810. 852. 0.43(132,24) 0.42(134,24) 0.32(150,24) 0.28(136,24) 0.28(133,24) 
-3373. 10. 549. 0.89(107,24) 0.89(336,24) 0.88(103,24) 0.86(146,24) 0.80(131,24) 
-3373. 2010. 799. o.99< n,24> 0.89(123,24) 0.85( 95,24) 0.80( 88,24) 0.74( 82,24) 
·3373. 4810. 831. 0.43(134,24) 0.40(132,24) 0.39(133,24) 0.34(150,24) 0.26(136,24) 
-3273. 2010. 787. 1.01(148,24) o.99< n,24> 0.93(122,24) 0.82(149,24) 0.82( 88,24) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 0. 91( 148,24) 0.74(149,24) 0.73(122,24) 0.70( 88,24) 0.70( 96,24) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 0.71(148,24) 0.66(146,24) 0.63( 139, 24) 0.63(122,24) 0.61( 105, 24) 
-3173. 10. 567. 2.43( 96,24) 2.03(102,24) 1.90( 46,24) 1.68(131,24) 1.61( 9,24) 
-3173. 2410. 841. 0.93( 96,24) 0.79(122,24) o. 75(146,24) 0.68( 70,24) 0.67(105,24) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 0.39(133,24) 0.37(134,24) 0.37(132,24) 0.31(150,24) 0.29(147,24) 
·2973. -2390. 661. 0.66(106,24) 0.56(352,24) 0.43( 3,24) 0.36( 68,24) 0.35( 56,24) 
·2973. -1390. 613. 0.96( 40,24) 0.84( 146, 24) 0.79( 68,24) 0.74( 31,24) 0.74(114,24) 
·2973. -390. 609. 2.08( 74,24) 1.99( 3,24) 1.50( 61, 24) 1.49(350,24) 1.44(355, 24) 
-2973. 10. 601. 2.91(365,24) 2.30(107,24) 2.16(131,24) 2. 12( 106, 24) 2.09(101,24) 
-2973. 610. 579. 6.76( 96,24) 6.58(105,24) 5.46(122,24) 5.28( 94,24) 5.00( 88,24) 
-2973. 1610. 823. 1.06c n,24> 1.03( 148, 24) 0.96( 39,24) 0.95(149,24) 0.92( 92,24) 
-2973. 2410. 784. 1 • 11( 70, 24) 1.09(122,24) 1.04( 96,24) 0.97(151,24) 0.80( 74,24) 
·2973. 2610. 786. 1.11( 74,24) 1.03( 70,24) 0.93(122,24) 0.89( 96,24) 0. 75(134,24) 
·2973. 3610. 865. 0.69(132,24) 0.54(150,24) 0.47(136,24) 0.44( 89,24) 0.42(135,24) 
-2973. 4610. no. 0.49( 74,24) 0.42(133,24) 0.38(132,24) 0.36( 134, 24) 0.30(147,24) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 0.39( 74,24) 0.38(133,24) 0.35(132,24) 0.33(134,24) 0.30(123,24) 
-2973. 5610. 642. 0.34(132,24) 0.28(123,24) 0.27( 76,24) 0.25(147,24) 0.24(133,24) 
-2m. 10. 609. 6.48( 1,24) 6.23(114,24) 4.82( 3,24) 4.70( 1,24) 4.39(352,24) 
-2m. 2410. 731. 1.48( 70,24) 1.23( 74,24) 1.08( 96,24) 1.00( 89,24) 0.97(122,24) 
-2m. 4810. 724. 0.38( 133 ,24) 0.37(123,24) 0.36(132,24) 0.33( 74,24) 0.31(134,24) 
-2573. 10. 587. 8.04( 27,24) 7.38( 2,24) 6. nc 18,24> 6.34(351,24) 6.25( 69,24) 
·2573. 2410. 732. 1.71( 74,24) 1. 11 C 133, 24) 1.10( 70,24) 1.09( 104, 24) 1.06( 96,24) 
·2573. 4810. 713. 0 .41( 133, 24) 0.39(132,24) 0.36(123,24) 0.33( 74,24) 0.30( 134, 24) 
-2373. 10. 574. 11.28(130,24) 8.75( 15,24) 8.55( 22,24) 8.45(152,24) 7.78( 27,24) 
-2373. 2410. 726. 1.42( 74,24) 1.16(133,24) 1.02( 96,24) 1. 01( 104, 24) 1.00(132,24) 



·2373. 4810. 700. 0.42(132,24) 0.39(133,24) 0.36(123,24) 0.35( 74,24) 0.29(120,24) 
-2173. 10. 564. 9.04(146,24) 8.25( 31,24) 7.91( 6,24) 7.82( 16,24) 7.45(130,24) 
·2173. 2410. 675. 1.24( 132,24) 1.22( 134,24) 1.21( 74,24) 1.20(120,24) 1.17(114,24) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 0.44(132,24) 0.37( 74,24) 0.36(123,24) 0.35( 45,24) 0.32( 76,24) 
· 1973. ·2390. 487. 0.87(355,24) 0.82(114,24) 0.70(362,24) 0.68(365,24) 0.60( 1 ,24) 
-1973. ·1390. 522. 0.90( 85,24) 0.87(120,24) 0.78( 9,24) o. 75( 34,24) 0.73( 65,24) 
· 1973. ·390. 487. 1 .98(130,24) 1.79( 31,24) 1.73( 15,24) 1.nc 25,24> 1.68( 20,24) 
·1973. ·190. 526. 3.27( 16,24) 3.24( 20,24) 3.00( 68,24) 2.nc128,24> 2.62( 3,24) 
-1973. 10. 549. 9. 11( 119, 24) 5 .-25 C 120, 24) 4.79(132,24) 3.56(123,24) 3.13(109,24) 
-1973. 210. 549. 11.42(142,24) 8.87(131,24) 5.48(110,24) 5.22(104,24) 5 .22(133, 24) 
· 1973. 410. 547. 14.54(145,24) 13.69(100,24) 12.73(144,24) 11.48( 118,24) 10.46(111,24) 
· 1973. 610. 479. 2.85( 54,24) 2.68(121,24) 2.59( 42,24) 2.52(215,24) 2.00( 30,24) 
· 1973. 1610. 768. 2.74( 70,24) 2.60( 96,24) 2.41(122,24) 2.13( 74,24) 2.05(139,24) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 1.51(132,24) 1.37( 74,24) 1 • 11( 123, 24) 1.08( 94,24) 1.07(133,24) 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 4 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 24 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-1973. 2610. 799. 1 .27(132,24) 0.96(136,24) o. 91( 134,24) 0.91(133,24) 0.83(139,24) 
· 1973. 3610. 696. 0.79(134,24) 0.73(133,24) 0.67(120,24) 0.60(123,24) 0.54( 74,24) 
· 1973. 4610. 628. 0.47(132,24) 0.46( 74,24) 0.40( 45,24) 0.39(120,24) 0.38(123,24) 
· 1973. 4810. 646. 0.44(132,24) 0.36( 76,24) 0.35( 45,24) 0.35(123,24) 0.34( 74,24) 
· 1973. 5610. 597. 0.45(107,24) 0.33( 96,24) 0.29(147,24) 0.28(290,24) 0.27( 45,24) 
·1773. -790. 529. 1.69(143,24) 1.66(146,24) 1.60(130,24) 1.43(153,24) 1.26(149,24) 
-1m. ·590. 497. 1.55( 3,24) 1.54( 68,24) 1.47( 31, 24) 1.42( 20,24) 1 .41(143,24) 
-1m. 210. 539. 5.00(131,24) 4.91(142,24) 4.52( 99,24) 4.17(110,24) 3.69(104,24) 
-1773. 410. 491. 5.02(100,24) 4.03(118,24) 3.82(144,24) 2.97(104,24) 2.65(145,24) 
-1m. 2410. 668. 1.41(132,24) 1.38( 74,24) 1.34( 123, 24) 1 .33(147,24) 1.09( 94,24) 
-1m. 4810. 609. 0.52(114,24) 0.43(107,24) 0.42(132,24) 0.41(120,24) 0.39( 45,24) 
·1573. ·1190. 433. 1.08( 114, 24) 0.90(352,24) 0.88(355,24) 0.80(351,24) 0.79( 3,24) 
-1573. ·990. 459. 1 .05(351,24) 1.04( 3,24) 0.98(352,24) 0.97( 96,24) 0.83(355,24) 
-1573. -790. 482. 1.24( 3,24) 1.07( 96,24) 0.97(351,24) 0.95( 31,24) 0.90( 68,24) 
·1573. ·590. 487. 1 .66(149,24) 1.31( 139, 24) 1.28( 7,24) 1.24( 3,24) 1.08( 68,24) 
·1573. -390. 465. 1.38( 3,24) 1 • 17 C 120, 24) 1.13( 6,24) 1.12c n,24> 1.10( 112, 24) 
-1573. -190. 475. 2.00( 3,24) 1.93(354,24) 1. nc 93,24> 1.56< n,24> 1.50( 94,24) 
-1573. 10. 505. 2.47(141,24) 2.19(142,24) 2.19(131,24) 1 • 85 C 133, 24) 1.59( 74, 24) 
-1573. 210. 495. 2.36(352,24) 2.30(131,24) 1.82( 3,24) 1.73< n,24> 1. 73( 128, 24) 
-1573. 410. 482. 3.38(100,24) 2.99(118,24) 2.nc n,24> 2.67(144,24) 2.33(111,24) 
·1573. 2410. 648. 1.50( 96,24) 1 .45(123,24) 1.34(147,24) 1.20( 74,24) 1.19(134,24) 
·1573. 4810. 609. 0.54(107,24) 0.44( 96,24) 0.42( 45,24) 0.40( 74,24) 0.39(132,24) 
·1373. -1190. 427. 1.05(362,24) 1.04( 93,24) 1.02(352,24) 0.94(355,24) 0.94(117,24) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 2.15( 96,24) 1.84( 107, 24) 1.64( 74,24) 1.26(123,24) 1 .18(133,24) 
· 1373. 4810. 575. 0.66(107,24) 0.41( 96,24) 0.39(133,24) 0.38( 45,24) 0.36( 74,24) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 1.89(352,24) 1.20(106,24) 1.19(114,24) 1.06(364,24) 0.97(365,24) 
·1173. ·990. 423. 1.22(362,24) 1.21(114,24) 1.19(363,24) 1.17(106,24) 1.16(352,24) 
-1173. -790. 424. 1.74( 85,24) 1.46(363,24) 1.44(120,24) 1.15( 3,24) 1.15(106,24) 
-1173. -590. 425. 1.68( 96,24) 1.58(363,24) 1 .18( 3,24) 1.03(352,24) 0.98(149,24) 
-1173. -390. 425. 2.00( 7,24) 1.69(363,24) 1.52(107,24) 1.39(139,24) 1.39( 3,24) 
·1173. 2410. 610. 1.79( 96,24) 1. 74(107,24) 1.53(133,24) 1 .31( 74,24) 1.22( 84,24) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 0.59(107,24) 0.58(123,24) 0.39( 94,24) 0.39(133,24) 0.34(290,24) 
·973. -2390. 407. 1.12(352,24) 0.95( 3,24) 0.93(351,24) 0.89( 1,24) o.nc114,24> 
·973. -1390. 411. 1.42( 3,24) 1.24(117,24) 1.12(355,24) 1.08(114,24) 1.07(365,24) 
·973. -390. 421. 3.30(149,24) 2.26(139,24) 1.64(124,24) 1.54( 3,24) 1.34(364,24) 
·973. ·190. 423. 2.94< n,24> 2.83(107,24) 2.74( 98,24) 2.35( 93,24) 2.06(124,24) 
·973. 610. 387. 8.56(351,24) 8.38(355,24) 7.40(124,24) 5.93( 3,24) 5. 91( 113,24) 
·973. 1610. 594. 5.56(107,24) 4.35( 62,24) 4.20( 63,24) 4.04(104,24) 3.74( 45,24) 
·973. 2410. 610. 1 .67(107,24) 1.65( 96,24) 1.49( 92,24) 1.38(120,24) 1 .26(105,24) 
·973. 2610. 609. 1.59( 96,24) 1.35(107,24) 1.29C133,Z4> 1.19(134,24) 1.15( 92,24) 
-973. 3610. 609. 0.74( 74,24) 0.73( 62,24) 0.68(132,24) 0.68(133,24) 0.66(107,24) 
-973. 4610. 551. 0.68(123,24) 0.65(107,24) 0.44( 82,24) 0.43( 94,24) 0.40(108,24) 
-973. 4810. 549. 0.64(123,24) 0.62(107,24) 0.42( 82,24) 0.37( 94,24) 0.35(290,24) 
·973. 5610. 549. 0.45(107,24) 0.45(123,24) 0.32( 78,24) 0.31(290,24) 0.30( 94,24) 
·773. · 190. 420. 3.97c n,24> 3.23(124,24) 2.95( 98,24) 2.56( 97,24) 2.42(107,24) 
-773. 2010. 603. 2.45( 63,24) 2.23( 96,24) 2.21(107,24) 2.15( 84,24) 2.01( 41,24) 
·773. 2210. 610. 2.22( 96,24) 1.93( 63,24) 1.65( 74,24) 1.62( 62,24) 1.61(107,24) 
-773. 2410. 610. 2 • 16 ( 96 I 24) 1.35(120,24) 1.31( 74,24) 1.31( 41,24) 1.31(140,24) 
-773. 4810. 549. 0. 75 C 107, 24) 0.54(123,24) 0.44( 78,24) 0.40( 82,24) 0.37( 63,24) 
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-573. -190. 417. 5.53( 7,24) 5.27(124,24) 4.19(107,24) 3.71(139,24) 3.38( 97,24) 
-573. 2010. 593. 2.66( 96,24) 2.28(114,24) 2.15( 62,24) 1.91( 74,24) 1.89(134,24) 
-573. 2210. 609. 2.33(114,24) 2.32( 96,24) 1.nc 74,24> 1. 75(134,24) 1.65(140,24) 
-573. 2410. 610. 2.29(114,24) 1:90( 96,24) 1.62( 74,24) 1.61(120,24) 1.55(134,24) 
-573. 4810. 572. 0.63(107,24) 0.44( 78,24) 0.38( 94,24) 0.38( 63,24) 0.36(290,24) 
-373. -390. 410. 11.20(352,24) 6.53(114,24) 4.80( 68,24) 4.28(115,24) 4.19(355,24) 
-373. -190. 418. 9.82( 96,24) 5.31(352,24) 4.08( 46,24) 3.93( 3,24) 3.61(103,24) 
-373. 2010. 564. 3.43(123,24) 2. 98( 62,24) 2.57( 96,24) 2.49(107,24) 2.26( 74,24) 
-373. 2210. 594. 2.21( 96,24) 2.05(107,24) 1 .99( 74,24) 1.79( 62,24) 1.65(133,24) 
-373. 2410. 599. 2.32(107,24) 2.11( 96,24) 1.90( 74,24) 1.60(133,24) 1.37(140,24) 
-373. 4810. 598. 0.46( 78,24) 0.43( 62,24) 0.40(114,24) 0.37(107,24) 0.36(290,24) 
-173. -390. 402. 11. 99( 3,24) 9.58(351,24) 7.89(352,24) 6.94(350,24) 5.64(355,24) 
-173. 2410. 502. 2.89(123,24) 2.72(140,24) 2.51( 96,24) 2.13( 74,24) 1.89(133,24) 
-173. 4810. 609. 0.64(114,24) 0.41( 45,24) 0.40( 39,24) 0.37( 5,24) 0.36( 62,24) 

27. -2390. 366. 0.98( 3,24) 0.81( 97,24) 0.74(365,24) 0.74(363,24) 0.74(364,24) 
27. -1390. 366. 2.30( 97,24) 1. 70( 3,24) 1.57(364,24) 1.50(124,24) 1.42( 1,24) 
27. -590. 384. 6.40( 23,24) 5.97( 73,24) 5.41( 97,24) 4.88(363,24) 4.49( 94,24) 
27. -390. 392. 12.66( 94,24) 12.02(124,24) 11.18( 23,24) 11.05( 97,24) 10.44(136,24) 
27. 610. 293. 7.68( 63,24) 7.39( 41,24) 6.53( 81,24) 6.14(109,24) 6.00(107,24) 
27. 1610. 502. 6.73(140,24) 6.05(139,24) 5.92(104,24) 5.40( 63,24) 5.33(134,24) 
27. 2410. 428. 2.76(140,24) 2.39(123,24) 2. 24(133,24) 2.22(115,24) 2.05( 96,24) 
27. 2610. 489. 2.36(140,24) 1.98( 74,24) 1.86(123,24) 1.82(133,24) 1. 79( 96,24) 
27. 3610. 555. 0.76(107,24) 0.75(123,24) 0.68( 78,24) 0.67( 62,24) 0.64( 63,24) 
27. 4610. 605. 0.50( 45,24) 0.50( 63,24) 0.47( 39,24) 0.39(114,24) 0.37(290,24) 
27. 4810. 609. 0.49( 45,24) 0.46(114,24) 0.44( 39,24) 0.42( 63,24) 0.36( 37,24) 
27. 5610. 487. 0.55( 86,24) 0.54(285,24) 0.46(172,24) 0.43(150,24) 0.42(114,24) 

227. -590. 373. 10.28(352,24) 10.02( 97,24) 9.02(135,24) 7.84(124,24) 7 .68( 138, 24) 
227. 2410. 426. 3.39(140,24) 2.09(123,24) 2.07( 74,24) 2.06( 96,24) 1.90(218,24) 
227. 4810. 608. 0.54( 45,24) 0.52( 63,24) 0.46( 96,24) 0.45( 84,24) 0.42( 37,24) 
427. -790. 365. 6. 16(135,24) 5.67(124,24) 5.32( 87,24) 5.19(153,24) 4. 71( 117, 24) 
427. -590. 366. 8.81(137,24) 8.35(146,24) 6.33(150,24) 6.29(147,24) 5 .65( 114, 24) 
427. 2410. 424. 3.00(114,24) 2.68(123,24) 2.23(134,24) 2.19(120,24) 2.16(115,24) 
427. 4810. 575. 0.53( 78,24) 0.52( 45,24) 0.48(107,24) 0.48( 84,24) 0.47( 63,24) 
627. -790. 360. 6.92(150,24) 5. 97(128,24) 5.55(126,24) 5.46(147,24) 4.52(137,24) 
627. 2410. 408. 2.70(115,24) 2.48( 96,24) 2.32( 97,24) 2.11( 92,24) 2.07(107,24) 
627. 4810. 548. 0. 75(107,24) 0.59(123,24) 0.53( 82,24) 0.49(104,24) 0.49( 63,24) 
827. -790. 355. 8.18(137,24) 7.79(126,24) 6.31(152,24) 5.92( 98,24) 5.41(150,24) 
827. 2410. 372. 2.94( 86,24) 2.38( 97,24) 2.30( 92,24) 2.13(115,24) 2.09(134,24) 
827. 4810. 563. 1.03(107,24) 0.68(114,24) 0.61(123,24) 0.55( 63,24) 0.53( 86,24) 

1027. -2390. 339. 1.69( 135, 24) 1.22(352,24) 1.16( 97,24) 1.11(363,24) 1.04( 124 ,24) 
1027. -1390. 346. 2.23(137,24) 2.14(150,24) 2.07(146,24) 1.93(168,24) 1.83(147,24) 
1027. -790. 350. 4.93(119,24) 4.85(152,24) 4.84(150,24) 4.31(147,24) 3.84(137,24) 
1027. -390. 351. 5.91(133,24) 5.57(151,24) 4.65( 98,24) 4.02(127,24) 3.65(152,24) 
1027. 610. 320. 7.83( 89,24) 6.44(139,24) 6.16(149,24) 5.64(123,24) 5.57(134,24) 
1027. 1610. 398. 18.99( 70,24)* 18.65(218,24)* 14.71(151,24) 13.88(122,24) 13.73( 96,24) 
1027. 2410. 363. 2.91(115,24) 2.52( 92,24) 2.34( 86,24) 2.04( 45,24) 1.98(114,24) 
1027. 2610. 365. 2.62( 86,24) 2.17(115,24) 2.08( 92,24) 2.02(150,24) 1.83( 62,24) 
1027. 3610. 422. 1.62(107,24) 1.55( 86,24) 1.47( 93,24) 1.29( 92,24) 1. 26 C 115, 24) 
1027. 4610. 541. 0.87(107,24) 0.70( 81,24) 0. 61( 114, 24) 0.59( 86,24) 0.58( 63,24) 
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1027. 4810. 548. 0.75(107,24) 0.64( 81,24) 0.60(114,24) 0.55( 63,24) 0.54( 86,24) 
1027. 5610. 600. 0. 50(114,24) 0.46(113,24) 0.46( 63,24) 0.41(107,24) 0.36( 62,24) 
1227. -790. 344. 3.22(152,24) 3.20( 85,24) 2.99(150,24) 2.82(126,24) 2.64(138,24) 
1227. 2410. 355. 3.82(115,24) 3.61( 86,24) 3.34(107,24) 3.08( 93,24) 2.92( 62,24) 
1227. 4810. 585. 0.58( 63,24) 0.52(113,24) 0.48(114,24) 0.47( 62,24) 0.43( 32,24) 
1427. -990. 337. 3.27(152,24) 2.63(150,24) 2.61( 94,24) 2.58(124,24) 2.53( 85,24) 
1427. -790. 338. 3.03( 98,24) 2.97( 97,24) 2.72(152,24) 2.61(124,24) 2.49( 73,24) 
1427. 2410. 346. 3.16( 63,24) 2.68(115,24) 1.96( 41,24) 1.96( 62,24) 1.90( 81,24) 
1427. 4810. 588. 0. 71( 63, 24) 0.57( 41,24) 0.50(104,24) 0.50( 62,24) 0.46(113,24) 
1627. -1190. 331. 3.28(152,24) 2.89( 136, 24) 2.59(124,24) 2.38( 94,24) 2.38( 97,24) 
1627. -990. 332. 2.99(124,24) 2.96( 98,24) 2.69( 97,24) 2.64(152,24) 2.49(138,24) 
1627. 1610. 331. 4.66(115,24) 4.16(114,24) 3.96(110,24) 3.82(134,24) 3.73( 91,24) 
1627. 1810. 331. 4.07( 89,24) 3.82(115,24) 3.32(122,24) 3.31(100,24) 3.21( 99,24) 
1627. 2010. 332. 4.76(115,24) 4.48(114,24) 4.23( 41,24) 3.83( 97,24) 3.TTC 92,24) 
1627. 2210. 333. 4.85(115,24) 3.64(114,24) 3.28( 92,24) 3.23( 41,24) 3.16( 63,24) 



1627. 2410. 337. 3.76(115,24) 2.82(114,24) 2.67( 63,24) 2.46( 41,24) 2.03(134,24) 
1627. 4810. 532. 0.86( 63,24) 0.73( 41,24) 0.55( 62,24) 0.45( 81,24) 0.45(285,24) 
1627. 5010. 533. o.nc 63,24> 0.68( 41,24) 0.48( 62,24) 0.44(285,24) 0.42( 81,24) 
1827. -1390. 325. 3.38(152,24) 3.15(124,24) 2.30( 98,24) 2. 20( 136, 24) 2.18(137,24) 
1827. -1190. 326. 3.21(124,24) 2.85(152,24) 2.45(138,24) 2.32( 97,24) 2.28( 98,24) 
1827. 1610. 321. 6.65(115,24) 4.18(116,24) 3.89(114,24) 3.46( 92,24) 3.16( 29,24) 
1827. 5010. 486. 0.76( 63,24) 0.70(114,24) 0.67( 41,24) 0.58( 81,24) 0.58(172,24) 
2027. -2390. 309. 1.90(124,24) 1._60(150,24) 1.40(126,24) 1.32( 147, 24) 1.22(168,24) 
2027. -1390. 320. 2.35(152,24) 2.00( 97,24) 1.93(136,24) 1.93(124,24) 1.88( 98,24) 
2027. -390. 322. 3.39(135,24) 3.34(151,24) 3.31(138,24) 3.16(125,24) 3.05(124,24) 
2027. 610. 317. 11.19(150,24) 8.83(126,24) 8.66(147,24) 7.41(128,24) 7.22( 95,24) 
2027. 1410. 313. 11.30(115,24) 5.50( 62,24) 4.90(114,24) 4.66(116,24) 4.63( 92,24) 
2037. 1231. 311. 17.21(115,24) 7.81( 62,24) 7.38(114,24) 6.90(134,24) 6.79(116,24) 
2027. 1610. 312. 9.68(115,24) 4.80(114,24) 4.07(116,24) 3.87( 70,24) 3.64( 62,24) 
2027. 2610. 327. 2.48(115,24) 1.93(114,24) 1.87( 62,24) 1.56(116,24) 1.50(109,24) 
2027. 3610. 342. 2.19(114,24) 1. 97 ( 115, 24) 0.92( 62,24) 0.90( 81,24) 0.87( 41,24) 
2027. 4610. 440. 1.51(114,24) 0.97(115,24) 0.75( 81,24) 0.66( 62,24) 0.65( 41,24) 
2027. 5010. 469. 1.23(114,24) 0.79(115,24) 0.65( 81,24) 0.58( 41,24) 0.57( 63,24) 
2027. 5610. 515. 0.63(114,24) 0.58( 81,24) 0.49( 41,24) 0.47( 63,24) 0.45( 84,24) 
2227. -1590. 313. 1.93(152,24) 1.84(136,24) 1.81( 97,24) 1.72( 98,24) 1.66(135,24) 
2227. 610. 311. 7.73(127,24) 7.15( 98,24) 7. 14 ( 151 , 24) 6.73(150,24) 6.51(137,24) 
2227. 810. 310. 5.81(149,24) 5.61(133,24) 5.51(109,24) 5.50(123,24) 5 .41( 134, 24) 
2227. 1210. 305. 8.55(134,24) 7.17(120,24) 6.58(106,24) 5.79(122,24) 5.50(148,24) 
2227. 1410. 305. 4.66(115,24) 4.36(134,24) 3.47( 62,24) 3.26(103,24) 3.23( 91,24) 
2227. 5010. 438. 1.61(114,24) 1.01(115,24) 0.61( 116, 24) 0.59( 62,24) 0.56( 81,24) 
2427. -1590. 309. 1 .56(135,24) 1.53( 97,24) 1.36(138,24) 1.36(124,24) 1.33(136,24) 
2427. 410. 307. 4.85( 98,24) 4.57(150,24) 4.53(127,24) 4.43(151,24) 4.26(126,24) 
2427. 610. 304. 4.66(133,24) 4.53(123,24) 4.20(119,24) 3.87(132,24) 3.nc134,24> 
2427. 810. 305. 4.06( 99,24) 4.05(134,24) 3.88(123,24) 3.49(110,24) 3.49(149,24) 
2427. 1210. 305. 7.23( 89,24) 4.37( 88,24) 4.02(104,24) 3.84(106,24) 3.83(135,24) 
2427. 5010. 426. 1 . 41( 114, 24) 1.35(115,24) 0.60( 62,24) 0.58(116,24) 0.55(172,24) 
2627. -1590. 304. 1.48(117,24) 1.44(135,24) 1.32(170,24) 1.30(138,24) 1.30( 168, 24) 
2627. -1390. 304. 1.48(150,24) 1.46(137,24) 1.41 C 128,24) 1.40(168,24) 1.40(135,24) 
2627. -390. 305. 2.41(133,24) 2.40(146,24) 2.30(151,24) 2.22(127,24) 2.07(137,24) 
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2627. -190. 304. 3.15(147,24) 2.91(150,24) 2.78(110,24) 2.nc128,24> 2.64(126,24) 
2627. 10. 305. 3.79(150,24) 3.34(126,24) 3.28(147,24) 2.98(152,24) 2.93(125,24) 
2627. 210. 305. 3.64( 98,24) 3.63(127,24) 3.33(151,24) 3.29(152,24) 3.21(137,24) 
2627. 410. 305. 3.62(119,24) 3.34(123,24) 3.14(133,24) 3 .08( 132, 24) 2.78(136,24) 
2627. 610. 305. 3.78(123,24) 3.04( 70,24) 2.89(138,24) 2.86(134,24) 2.67(133,24) 
2627. 810. 305. 3.89( 99,24) 2.92(110,24) 2.57(149,24) 2.55(103,24) 2.53(359,24) 
2627. 1010. 305. 5.03( 89,24) 3.24( 99,24) 2.67(111,24) 2.57(145,24) 2.54(144,24) 
2627. 1210. 305. 3.99(122,24) 3.42( 88,24) 3.10( 89,24) 2.63(150,24) 2.33(215,24) 
2262. 433. 311. 7.75(150,24) 6.19(137,24) 6.13(126,24) 6.00( 147 ,24) 5.70(152,24) 
2627. 5010. 380. 1.70(115,24) 1.01(114,24) 0.61( 92, 24) 0.60(109,24) 0.55(172,24) 
2827. -1390. 301. 1.68(137,24) 1.48(126,24) 1.47( 87,24) 1.44(150,24) 1. 44(168,24) 
2827. -1190. 302. 1.67(137,24) 1.55(152,24) 1.54(135,24) 1 • 51 C 117, 24) 1. 49(170,24) 
2827. -990. 302. 1.54(134,24) 1.52(170,24) 1.50( 138, 24) 1.48( 87,24) 1. 48(168,24) 
2827. -790. 302. 1. 71 ( 134, 24) 1.66(146,24) 1.58(127,24) 1.54(170,24) 1.54(137,24) 
2827. -590. 303. 2.07(133,24) 1.93(127,24) 1.87(151,24) 1.86(146,24) 1.79(150,24) 
2827. -390. 303. 2.51(147,24) 2.46(150,24) 2.35(151,24) 2.34(126,24) 2.03(133,24) 
2827. -190. 303. 2.87(150,24) 2.80(147,24) 2.68(126,24) 2.47(127,24) 2. 26(152,24) 
2827. 10. 303. 2.84(151,24) 2.78(152,24) 2.78( 98,24) 2.57(137,24) 2. 50(127,24) 
2827. 5010. 358. 1.53(115,24) 0.93(114,24) 0.74( 92,24) 0.55(109,24) 0. 52( 3,24) 
3027. -2390. 297. 1.40(137,24) 1.37(135,24) 1.19(152,24) 1.17(170,24) 1. 14(168,24) 
3027. -1390. 298. 1.49(137,24) 1.42(170,24) 1.41(168,24) 1.35(127,24) 1.33(117,24) 
3027. -390. 300. 2.27(150,24) 2.26(147,24) 2.20(126,24) 2.16(151,24) 2. 03(125,24) 
3027. 610. 301. 2.00( 99,24) 1.97(110,24) 1.95(100,24) 1.79(278,24) 1.76( 82,24) 
3027. 1610. 302. 2.04(144,24) 1.87(134,24) 1.75( 89,24) 1.60( 70,24) 1.57(106,24) 
3027. 2610. 303. 1.36(115,24) 1.10( 62,24) 1.10( 90,24) 0.97(104,24) 0.95(134,24) 
3027. 3610. 305. 1. 98( 115, 24) 1.40( 62,24) 0. 96( 116, 24) 0.86(114,24) 0.82( 90,24) 
3027. 4610. 333. 1.33(115,24) 0.70(116,24) 0.64( 62,24) 0.60( 97,24) 0.57(108,24) 
3027. 5010. 348. 1. 46 C 115 , 24) 0.71( 92,24) 0.70(114,24) 0.57(116,24) 0.56( 97,24) 
3027. 5610. 372. 1.50(115,24) 0.85(114,24) 0.68( 92,24) 0.49(172,24) 0.45(109,24) 
3227. 5010. 338. 1.15(115,24) 0.65(116,24) 0.56( 62,24) 0.52( 97,24) 0 . 51( 108, 24) 
3227. 5210. 345. 1.22( 115, 24) 0.61(116,24) 0.55( 97,24) 0.52( 92,24) 0.52(108,24) 
3227. 5610. 362. 1.45( 115, 24) 0.73(114,24) 0.66( 92,24) 0.50( 97,24) 0.48(172,24) 
3227. 6010. 373. 1.44(115,24) 0.78(114,24) 0.64( 92,24) 0.46(172,24) 0.39( 3,24) 

*·DENOTES PEAK VALUE 
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-5973. -2390. 798. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. -1390. 793. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. ·390. 781. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·5973. 610. 852. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 2610. 730. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 3610. 728. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 4610. 747. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 5610. 625. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. -2390. 797. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4973. -1390. 731. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. ·390. 652. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 1610. n1. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 2610. 792. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 3610. 904. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 4610. 858. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 5610. 570. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 410. 646. 0.37( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4m. 610. 669. 0.46( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4773. 810. 666. 0.33( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 1010. 695. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4773. 1210. 730. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4573. 410. 633. 0.82( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4573. 1210. 722. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4573. 4810. 853. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 10. 609. 0.38( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4373. 210. 554. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 410. 583. 0.55( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 1410. 694. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 4810. 856. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4173. 10. 553. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4173. 1610. 787. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4173. 4810. 828. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. -2390. 767. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. -1390. 732. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3973. -390. 548. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 10. 549. 0.48( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 610. 722. 0.59( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 1610. m. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 2610. 875. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 3610. 914. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 4610. 954. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3973. 4810. 838. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3973. 5610. 686. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3m. 10. 549. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3m. 1610. 755. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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-3m. 1810. 792. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3m. 2010. 824. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3m. 4810. 839. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3573. 10. 549. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3573. 2010. 848. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3573. 4810. 852. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·3373. 10. 549. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3373. 2010. 799. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3373. 4810. 831. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 



-3273. 2010. 787. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3173. 10. 567. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3173. 2410. 841. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0 I 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. -2390. 661. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. -1390. 613. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. -390. 609. 0.24( 4,24) o:ooc 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2973. 10. 601. 0.34( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 610. 579. 0.84( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2973. 1610. 823. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 2410. 784. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 2610. 786. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 3610. 865. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 4610. no. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 5610. 642. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2773. 10. 609. 0.53( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2773. 2410. 731. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2773. 4810. 724. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2573. 10. 587. 0.80( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2573. 2410. 732. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2573. 4810. 713. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2373. 10. 574. 1.48( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2373. 2410. 726. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2373. 4810. 700. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 10. 564. 1.37( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1973. -390. 487. 0.36( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -190. 526. 0.60( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 10. 549. 0.80( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 210. 549. 0.99( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 410. 547. 1.42( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 610. 479. 0.44( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 0.36( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
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-1973. 2610. 799. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, OJ 
-1973. 4610. 628. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, OJ 
-1973. 4810. 646. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
-1973. 5610. 597. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, o: 
-1773. -790. 529. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
-1773. -590. 497. 0.30( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, OJ 
-1773. 210. 539. 0.63( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, OJ 
-1773. 410. 491. 0.64( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
-1773. 2410. 668. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
-1773. 4810. 609. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
-1573. -1190. 433. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
-1573. -990. 459. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
-1573. -790. 482. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
-1573. -590. 487. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, o: 
-1573. -390. 465. 0.28( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
-1573. -190. 475. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, o: 
-1573. 10. sos. 0.41( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
-1573. 210. 495. 0.45( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, o: 
-1573. 410. 482. 0.55( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
-1573. 2410. 648. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, o: 
-1573. 4810. 609. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
-1373. -1190. 427. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, o: 
-1373. 2410. 609. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
-1373. 4810. 575. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
-1173. -1190. 423. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
-1173. -990. 423. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
-1173. -790. 424. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
-1173. -590. 425. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 



-1173. -390. 425. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1173. 2410. 610. 0.30( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -2390. 407. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -1390. 411. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -390. 421. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -190. 423. 0.37( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 610. 387. 1.46( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 1610. 594. 0.96( 4,24) o:ooc 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 2410. 610. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 2610. 609. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 3610. 609. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 4610. 551. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-973. 4810. 549. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 5610. 549. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. -190. 420. 0.43( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. 2010. 603. 0.48( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. 2210. 610. 0.38( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. 2410. 610. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. 4810. 549. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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-573. -190. 417. 0.58( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-573. 2010. 593. 0.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-573. 2210. 609. 0.39( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-573. 2410. 610. 0.33( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-573. 4810. 572. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. -390. 410. 0.64( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. -190. 418. 0.74( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. 2010. 564. 0.52( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. 2210. 594. 0.41( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. 2410. 599. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. 4810. 598. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-173. -390. 402. 0.87( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-173. 2410. 502. 0.42( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-173. 4810. 609. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

27. -2390. 366. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. -1390. 366. 0.28( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. -590. 384. o. 75( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. -390. 392. 1.39( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 610. 293. 1.66( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 1610. 502. 1.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 2410. 428. 0.44( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 2610. 489. 0.36( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 3610. 555. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 4610. 605. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 4810. 609. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 5610. 487. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

227. -590. 373. 1.06( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
227. 2410. 426. 0.45( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
227. 4810. 608. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
427. -790. 365. o.nc 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. -590. 366. 1. 11 C 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. 2410. 424. 0.46( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. 4810. 575. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
627. -790. 360. 0.80( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. 2410. 408. 0.47( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. 4810. 548. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
827. -790. 355. 0.90( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
827. 2410. 372. 0.44( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
827. 4810. 563. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

1027. -2390. 339. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. -1390. 346. 0.41( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. -790. 350. 0.79( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. -390. 351. 0.98( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1027. 610. 320. 1.49( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 1610. 398. 2.54( 4,24)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 2410. 363. 0.45( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1027. 2610. 365. 0.37( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 3610. 422. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 4610. 541. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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1027. 4810. 548. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 5610. 600. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1227. -790. 344. 0.68( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1227. 2410. 355. 0.46( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1227. 4810. 585. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1427. -990. 337. 0.59( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. -790. 338. 0.65( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. 2410. 346. 0.43( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1427. 4810. 588. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. -1190. 331. 0.52( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. -990. 332. 0.57( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 1610. 331. 1. 17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 1810. 331. 1.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 2010. 332. 0.70( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 2210. 333. 0.51( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 2410. 337. 0.40( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 4810. 532. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 5010. 533. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. -1390. 325. 0.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. -1190. 326. 0.51( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1827. 1610. 321. 0.90( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. 5010. 486. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. -2390. 309. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. -1390. 320. 0.45( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. -390. 322. 0.97( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2027. 610. 317. 2.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2027. 1410. 313. 0.93( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2037. 1231. 311. 1.29( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 1610. 312. 0.77( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 2610. 327. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 3610. 342. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2027. 4610. 440. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 5010. 469. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 5610. 515. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. -1590. 313. 0.40( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 610. 311. 1.66( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 810. 310. 1.48( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2227. 1210. 305. 0.93( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 1410. 305. 0.70( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 5010. 438. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. -1590. 309. 0.39( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 410. 307. ·1. 15 C 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 610. 304. 1.11( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 810. 305. 1.02( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 1210. 305. 0. 75( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2427. 5010. 426. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. -1590. 304. 0.38( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. -1390. 304. 0.42( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. -390. 305. 0.65( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
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2627. -190. 304. 0.74( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 10. 305. 0.82( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 210. 305. 0.89( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 410. 305. 0.88( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 610. 305. 0.83( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2627. 810. 305. 0.77( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1010. 305. 0.69( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1210. 305. 0.59( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2262. 433. 311. 1.52( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 



2627. 5010. 380. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2827. ·1390. 301. 0.41( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2827. · 1190. 302. 0.44( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. ·990. 302. 0.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. ·790. 302. 0.49( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. ·590. 303. 0.53( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o; O> 0.00( o, 0) 
2827. -390. 303. 0.59( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2827. -190. 303. 0.66( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. 10. 303. 0.69( 4,24) o.-ooc 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. 5010. 358. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
3027. -2390. 297. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
3027. - 1390. 298. 0.38( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. -390. 300. 0.53( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 610. 301. 0.56( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 1610. 302. 0.36( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 2610. 303. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 3610. 305. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
3027. 4610. 333. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 5010. 348. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 5610. 372. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 5010. 338. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 5210. 345. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 5610. 362. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 6010. 373. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, O)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 
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SHORTZ RUN TITLE: ******************************************************************************** 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,0=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH·S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(7) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH·S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH·S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(13) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH·S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(16) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISWC17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(19) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(22) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ISWC24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 
ISWC25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 24 HOUR AVERAGES 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
91 

5 
92 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 2 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2127. 1210. 308. 9.31( 134,24) 6.73(120,24) 6.19(106,24) 5.78( 62,24) 5.32(148,24) 
2227. 1210. 305. 8.55(134,24) 7.17(120,24) 6.58(106,24) 5.79(122,24) 5.50(148,24) 
2327. 1210. 305. 6.24( 70,24) 5.79(106,24) 5.47(134,24) 5.22(144,24) 5.15( 89,24) 
2427. 1210. 305. 7.23( 89,24) 4.37( 88,24) 4.02(104,24) 3.84(106,24) 3.83(135,24) 
2527. 1210. 305. 3.80( 89,24) 3.05(122,24) 3.00( 88,24) 2.91(149,24) 2.84(134,24) 
2627. 1210. 305. 3.99(122,24) 3.42( 88,24) 3.10( 89,24) 2.63(150,24) 2.33(215,24) 
2037. 1231. 311. 17.21(115,24)* 7.81( 62,24)* 7.38(114,24) 6. 90( 134, 24) 6.79(116,24) 
2027. 1310. 313. 10.95(115,24) s.nc 62,24> 4.69(114,24) 4.60( 90,24) 4.02(104,24) 
2127. 1310. 307. 9.07(115,24) 5.61(134,24) 4.68( 62,24) 3.87( 50,24) 3.86( 91,24) 
2227. 1310. 305. 6.86(134,24) 4.12( 62,24) 4.07(106,24) 4.02(120,24) 3.97(115,24) 
2327. 1310. 305. 6.75(134,24) 5.68(120,24) 5.11(106,24) 4.84(148,24) 4.25(122,24) 
2427. 1310. 305. 5.45(134,24) 3.44(120,24) 3.36( 89,24) 3.21(106,24) 3.18( 63,24) 
2527. 1310. 305. 4.18( 70,24) 4.03(106,24) 3.63(144,24) 3.60( 134, 24) 3.50( 89,24) 
2627. 1310. 305. 5.14( 89,24) 3.39( 88,24) 3.21(106,24) 3.21(104,24) 2.79(140,24) 
2027. 1410. 313. 11.30(115,24) 5.50( 62,24) 4.90(114,24) 4.66(116,24) 4.63( 92,24) 



2127. 1410. 308. 9.81(115,24) 5.07( 62,24) 4.06( 90,24) 3.48(114,24) 3.28(116,24) 
2227. 1410. 305. 4.66(115,24) 4.36(134,24) 3.47( 62,24) 3.26(103,24) 3.23( 91,24) 
2327. 1410. 305. 5.52(134,24) 3.41( 115 ,24) 3.18( 91,24) 3.17( 62,24) 2.93( 50,24) 
2427. 1410. 305. 5 .54( 134,24) 4.10(120,24) 3.99(106,24) 3.49(148,24) 3.07(122,24) 
2527. 1410. 305. 4.56(134,24) 4.07(120,24) 3.24( 106,24) 3.05(148,24) 2.98(122,24) 
2627. 1410. 305. 3.59(134,24) 2.67(144,24) 2.59( 89,24) 2.54( 63,24) 2.32(106,24) 
2327. 410. 310. 6.48(150,24) 6.06(137,24) 5.44(126,24) 5.39(127,24) 5.22(147,24) 
2427. 410. 307. 4.85( 98,24) 4,57(150,24) 4.53(127,24) 4.43(151,24) 4.26(126,24) 
2527. 410. 305. 3.96( 98,24) 3. 71( 152,24) 3.65(127,24) 3.53(151,24) 3.21(119,24) 
2627. 410. 305. 3.62(119,24) 3.34(123,24) 3.14(133,24) 3.08(132,24) 2. 78(136,24) 
2262. 433. 311. 7. 75(150,24) 6.19(137,24) 6.13(126,24) 6.00(147,24) 5.70(152,24) 
2262. 510. 312. 6.98(137,24) 6.32(150,24) 6.20(127,24) 6.14(126,24) 5.84(152,24) 
2327. 510. 309. 6.11( 98,24) 5.52(127,24) 5.43(150,24) 5 .41( 151,24) 5.26(126,24) 
2427. 510. 304. 4.51( 98,24) 4.48(152,24) 4.15(151,24) 4.04(123,24) 4.00(127,24) 
2527. 510. 304. 4.02( 133,24) 3.96(119,24) 3.93(123,24) 3.37(132,24) 3.14( 92,24) 
2627. 510. 305. 3.63(133,24) 3.18(138,24) 3.12(123,24) 2.92( 70,24) 2.82(109,24) 
2227. 610. 311. 7. 73( 127,24) 7.15( 98,24) 7.14(151,24) 6.73(150,24) 6.51(137,24) 
2327. 610. 308. 5.40(119,24) 5.36(152,24) 5.18(123,24) 5.15( 98,24) 5.08(127,24) 
2427. 610. 304. 4.66(133,24) 4.53(123,24) 4.20(119,24) 3.87(132,24) 3.77(134,24) 
2527. 610. 305. 3.65(123,24) 3.61(133, 24) 3.41(109,24) 3.32(138,24) 3.18( 70,24) 
2627. 610. 305. 3. 78( 123, 24) 3.04( 70,24) 2.89(138,24) 2.86(134,24) 2.67(133,24) 
2227. 710. 311. 6.96(119,24) 6.57(152,24) 6.51(133,24) 6.02(134,24) 6.01(150,24) 
2327. 710. 308. 5.46(133,24) 4.83(123,24) 4.81( 109 ,24) 4.38(149,24) 4.37(134,24) 
2427. 710. 306. 4.42(123,24) 3. 78( 134,24) 3.57(138,24) 3.56(109,24) 3.55(133,24) 
2527. 710. 304. 4 • 21( 123, 24) 3.61(134,24) 3.19( 99, 24) 2.95( 70,24) 2.86(133,24) 
2627. 710. 305. 3.03( 99,24) 3.00(123,24) 2.85( 70,24) 2.78( 89,24) 2.73(134,24) 
2227. 810. 310. 5.81(149,24) 5.61(133,24) 5 • 51( 109, 24) 5.50(123,24) 5.41(134,24) 
2327. 810. 307. 5.76(123,24) 4.80(134,24) 4.76(133,24) 4.20( 99,24) 4.18( 70,24) 
2427. 810. 305. 4.06( 99,24) 4 .05 < 134, 24) 3.88(123,24) 3.49(110,24) 3.49(149,24) 
2527. 810. 304. 3.95( 99,24) 3.35(149,24) 3.34(110,24) 3.00( 82,24) 2.76(103,24) 
2627. 810. 305. 3.89( 99,24) 2.92(110,24) 2.57(149,24) 2.55(103,24) 2.53(359,24) 

*·DENOTES PEAK VALUE 
1 POSTZ • PAGE NO. 3 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8880 HOUR AVERAGES 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2127. 1210. 308. 1.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 1210. 305. 0.93( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 1210. 305. 0.82( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 1210. 305. o. 75( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 1210. 305. 0.64( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1210. 305. 0.59( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2037. 1231. 311. 1.29( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 1310. 313. 1.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2127. 1310. 307. 0.89( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2227. 1310. 305. 0.81( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2327. 1310. 305. 0. 75( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 1310. 305. 0.66( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 1310. 305. 0.62( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1310. 305. 0.58( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 1410. 313. 0.93( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2127. 1410. 308. 0.81( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 1410. 305. 0.70( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 1410. 305. 0.67( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 1410. 305. 0.63( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 1410. 305. 0.57( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1410. 305. 0.52( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 410. 310. 1.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 410. 307. 1.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 410. 305. 1.00( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 410. 305. 0.88( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2262. 433. 311. 1.52( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2262. 510. 312. 1.53( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 510. 309. 1.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 510. 304. 1.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 510. 304. 0.97( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 510. 305. 0.85( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 610. 311. 1.66( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 610. 308. 1.37( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 610. 304. 1.11( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 610. 305. 0.94( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 610. 305. 0.83( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 



2227. 710. 311. 1.67( 4,24)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

2327. 710. 308. 1.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

2427. 710. 306. 1.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

2527. 710. 304. 0.91( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 

2627. 710. 305. 0.81( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

2227. 810. 310. 1 .48( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o; O> 0.00( 0, 0) 

2327. 810. 307. 1.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

2427. 810. 305. 1.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 810. 304. 0.87( 4,24) o:ooc 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

2627. 810. 305. o.nc 4,24) 0.00( 0, O)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

*·DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MODEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN - POSTZ HIS OUTPUT - PM10 - 04/17/92 - MPV 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: *********************~**************************************•••••••••••••••••••• 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISWC4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,0=NO) 
ISW(7) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,0=NO) 
ISW(13) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(16) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(19) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(22) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ISW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 24 HOUR AVERAGES 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
91 

5 
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POSTZ - PAGE NO. 2 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

·5973. -2390. 798. 0. 15( 1,24) 0.14( 97,24) 0.14(114,24) 0.13(120,24) 0.12(355,24) 
-5973. -1390. 793. 0.32( 51,24) 0.25(365,24) 0.23(114,24) 0.22(103,24) 0.21< n,24> 
-5973. -390. 781. 0. 71( 7,24) o.59< n,24> 0.38( 68,24) 0.29( 72,24) 0.29(124,24) 
·5973. 610. 852. o.nc n,24> 0.62( 74,24) 0.54( 70,24) 0.51(111,24) 0.43(144,24) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 0.88( 70,24) 0.67( 74,24) 0.60( 96,24) o.53< n,24> 0.52(135,24) 
·5973. 2610. 730. 0.66( 74,24) 0.53(136,24) 0.48( 94,24) 0.46( 96,24) 0.45(132,24) 
·5973. 3610. 728. 0.40( 98,24) 0.36( 95,24) o.34< n,24> 0.34( 94,24) 0.33( 96,24) 
-5973. 4610. 747. 0.41( 70,24) 0.39( 96,24) 0.36( 74,24) 0.35(151,24) 0.31(105,24) 
-5973. 5610. 625. 0.51( 96,24) 0.42( 74,24) 0.39(218,24) 0.33(147,24) 0.31(134,24) 
-4973. -2390. 797. 0.32(114,24) 0.24(115,24) 0.17( 1,24) 0.15(117,24) 0.15(351,24) 
-4973. -1390. 731. 0.54(350,24) 0.51( 74,24) 0.37( 55,24) 0.34(120,24) 0.33(351,24) 
·4973. -390. 652. 0.95(365,24) 0.75(106,24) 0. 71(120,24) 0.70( 77,24) 0.61( 3,24) 
-4973. 1610. n1. 0.98(123,24) o.88< n,24> 0.83( 95,24) 0.82(107,24) 0.82(100,24) 
-4973. 2610. 792. 0.60( 74,24) 0.55(112,24) 0.48(135,24) 0.48( 88,24) 0.45(106,24) 
·4973. 3610. 904. 0.44(136,24) 0.42(105,24) 0.40(139,24) 0.39(132,24) 0.38( 89,24) 



-4973. 4610. 858. 0.42( 96,24) 0.33( 89,24) 0.32(105,24) 0.30(100,24) 0.30(112,24) 
-4973. 5610. 570. 0.45( 96,24) 0.39(218,24) 0.35( 74,24) 0.35(132,24) 0.34( 134, 24) 
-4m. 410. 646. 5.04( 77,24) 4.21( 88,24) 3.93(106,24) 3.70( 74,24) 3.29( 95,24) 
-4m. 610. 669. 4.74(105,24) 4.72( 96,24) 3.91( 70,24) 3.86( 89,24) 3.52(151,24) 
-4m. 810. 666. 3.18(132,24) 2.82(133,24) 2.82(112,24) 2.19(150,24) 2.14( 74,24) 
-4m. 1010. 695. 2.32(132,24) 2.28( 74,24) 1.86( 94,24) 1.83(136,24) 1.82(133,24) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 1.46(123,24) 1.31( 77,24) 1.30(147,24) 1.18( 95,24) 1.16(107,24) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 1.46(123,24) 1.31( 77,24) 1.30(147,24) 1.18( 95,24) 1.16( 107, 24) 
-4573. 410. 633. 8.26( 94,24) 6r75( 88,24) 6.56(113,24) 6.56( 72,24) 5.99(105,24) 
-4573. 1210. 722. 1.40( 39,24) 1.30(148,24) 1.19( 77,24) 1. 11( 92,24) 1 • 11( 45, 24) 
-4573. 4810. 853. 0.41( 134,24) 0.36( 96,24) 0.36(132,24) 0.32(135,24) 0.32( 89,24) 
-4373. 10. 609. 8.07( 1,24) 6.24(365,24) 4.06(350,24) 4.05(107,24) 4.02(357,24) 
-4373. 210. 554. 2.07( 77,24) 1.59(354,24) 1.27(107,24) 1.21 C 72,24) 1.16(361,24) 
-4373. 410. 583. 5.76( 67,24) 5.54( 69,24) 4.71( 66,24) 4.52( 75,24) 3.85(112,24) 
-4373. 1410. 694. 1.18( 92,24) 1.11 C 76,24) 1.04( 38,24) 1.03(104,24) 0.98( 45,24) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 1.02( 92,24) 0.99( 76,24) 0.98( 70,24) 0.93( 89,24) 0.92(135,24) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 1.02( 92,24) 0.99( 76,24) 0.98( 70,24) 0.93( 89,24) 0.92(135,24) 
-4373. 4810. 856. 0.42(132,24) 0.34( 96,24) 0.32(134,24) 0.31(112,24) 0.29(135,24) 
-4173. 10. 553. 2.05( 1,24) 1.77(347,24) 1.64(230,24) 1.35(342,24) 1.25( 77,24) 
-4173. 1610. 787. 1.32( 74,24) 1.23( 70,24) 0.99( 63,24) 0.98(144,24) 0.95( 64,24) 
-4173. 4810. 828. 0.48(132,24) 0.43(133,24) 0.41 C 134,24) 0.32( 96,24) 0.32(150,24) 
-3973. -2390. 767. 0.45( 23,24) 0.34( 74,24) 0.32( 73,24) 0.28(114,24) 0.28( 78,24) 
-3973. -1390. 732. 0.74(114,24) 0.64( 22,24) 0.64( 1,24) 0.58( 23,24) 0.54( 55,24) 
-3973. -390. 548. 1.50(249,24) 1.16( 27,24) 1.09( 26,24) 1.05( 157 ,24) 0.98( 19,24) 
-3973. 10. 549. 4.11( 20,24) 3.52( 12,24) 3.26( 16,24) 2.96( 25,24) 2.93( 2,24) 
-3973. 610. 722. 5.23( 37,24) 5.04( 62,24) 4.37( 29,24) 3.93( 28,24) 3.46( 41,24) 
-3973. 1610. m. 1.20( 41,24) 1.17(134,24) 1.16( 74,24) 1.14( 84,24) 1.01(128,24) 
-3973. 2610. 875. 0.77( 88,24) 0.64(139,24) 0.62(128,24) 0.58( 94,24) 0.56(136,24) 
-3973. 3610. 914. 0.49(105,24) 0.48( 96,24) 0.47( 89,24) 0.44(148,24) 0.43(134,24) 
-3973. 4610. 954. 0.53(132,24) 0.34(134,24) 0.33(133,24) 0.31(136,24) 0.29(112,24) 
-3973. 4810. 838. 0.53(132,24) 0.42(133,24) 0.41(134,24) 0.35(150,24) 0.32(136,24) 
-3973. 5610. 686. 0.52( 74,24) 0.42(133,24) 0.41(132,24) 0.29(147,24) 0.29(134,24) 
-3m. 10. 549. 2.19( 4,24) 1.66(327,24) 1.63( 34,24) 1.61(336,24) 1.51(156,24) 
-3m. 1610. 755. 1.09( 74,24) 0.94(112,24) 0.86(109,24) 0.83( 29,24) 0.83(133,24) 
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----------------------- -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------3m. 1810. 792. 0.94( 132,24) 0.92(109,24) 0.78( 68,24) 0.73( 74,24) 0.73(135,24) 

-3m. 2010. 824. 0.89(136,24) 0.86(132,24) 0.76( 88,24) 0.72(126,24) o. 71( 109 ,24) 
-3m. 4810. 839. 0.56(132,24) 0.42(134,24) 0.42(133,24) 0.37(150,24) 0 .35 C 136, 24) 
-3573. 10. 549. 1.88(107,24) 1.68( 7,24) 1.29( 35,24) 1.28(336,24) 1.03(327,24) 
-3573. 2010. 848. 0.91( 88,24) 0.76( 77,24) o. 75( 123, 24) 0.72(147,24) 0.70(144,24) 
-3573. 4810. 852. 0.55(132,24) 0.47(134,24) 0.40(150,24) 0.36(136,24) 0.35(133,24) 
-3373. 10. 549. 1.04(107,24) 0.94(103,24) 0.90( 77,24) 0.89(336,24) 0.89(146,24) 
-3373. 2010. 799. 1.14( 77,24) 1.03( 88,24) 0.97( 95,24) 0.96(123,24) 0.88(148,24) 
-3373. 4810. 831. 0.51(132,24) 0.49(134,24) 0.47( 133,24) 0.41(150,24) 0.33(147,24) 
-3273. 2010. 787. 1.18(148,24) 1.15( 77,24) 1.09(122,24) 1.06( 88,24) 0.94(149,24) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 1.07(148,24) 0.91( 96,24) 0.90( 98,24) 0.89( 88,24) 0.88(122,24) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 0.84(148,24) 0.84(139,24) 0.83(146,24) 0.83(105,24) 0.78(122,24) 
-3173. 10. 567. 2.60( 96,24) 2.10(102,24) 1.97( 46,24) 1.68(131,24) 1.65( 9,24) 
-3173. 2410. 841. 1. 29( 96,24) 0.96(122,24) 0.93(146,24) 0.92(105,24) 0.86( 70,24) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 0.47(133,24) 0.46(132,24) 0.42(134,24) 0.37(150,24) 0.36(147,24) 
-2973. -2390. 661. 0.69(106,24) 0.61(352,24) 0.56( 3,24) 0.37( 74,24) 0.37( 1,24) 
-2973. -1390. 613. 0.96( 40,24) 0.86(146,24) 0.84( 68,24) 0.83(114,24) 0.74(352,24) 
-2973. -390. 609. 2.09( 74,24) 2.04( 3,24) 1.58( 61,24) 1.51(350,24) 1.46(355,24) 
-2973. 10. 601. 2.95(365,24) 2.49(107,24) 2.17(106,24) 2.16(131,24) 2.09(101,24) 
-2973. 610. 579. 6.80( 96,24) 6.59(105,24) 5.46(122,24) 5.29( 94,24) 5.04( 88,24) 
-2973. 1610. 823. 1.31( 77,24) 1.17(148,24) 1.13(106,24) 1.09(149,24) 1.05( 92,24) 
-2973. 2410. 784. 1.50( 70,24) 1.46( 96,24) 1.31(122,24) 1.29( 151,24) 1.06( 105 ,24) 
-2973. 2610. 786. 1.54( 74,24) 1.43( 70,24) 1.19( 96,24) 1.14(122,24) 1.02(151,24) 
-2973. 3610. 865. 0.91(132,24) 0.68(150,24) 0.59(136,24) 0.50(133,24) 0.49( 89,24) 
-2973. 4610. 770. 0.59( 74,24) 0.49(133,24) 0.47(132,24) 0.42(134,24) 0.39(147,24) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 0.47( 74,24) 0.45(133,24) 0.42(132,24) 0.38( 134, 24) 0.38(123,24) 
-2973. 5610. 642. 0.38( 132,24) 0.34(123,24) 0.30(147,24) 0.30( 76,24) 0.27(133,24) 
-2m. 10. 609. 6.50( 1,24) 6.26(114,24) 4.88( 3,24) 4.71( 1,24) 4.45(352,24) 
-2m. 2410. 731. 1.95( 70,24) 1.67( 74,24) 1.48( 96,24) 1.28( 89,24) 1.23(122,24) 
-2m. 4810. 724. 0.46(123,24) 0.44(133,24) 0.41(132,24) 0.39( 74,24) 0.37(134,24) 
-2573. 10. 587. 8.04( 27,24) 7.38( 2,24) 6. 77( 18,24) 6.37(351,24) 6.30( 69,24) 
-2573. 2410. 732. 2.33( 74,24) 1.56( 70,24) 1.41( 96,24) 1.37(133,24) 1.30(134,24) 
-2573. 4810. 713. 0.46( 133,24) 0.44(123,24) 0.43(132,24) 0.38( 74,24) 0.36( 134, 24) 
-2373. 10. 574. 11. 28( 130, 24) 8.75( 15,24) 8.55( 22,24) 8.51( 152,24) 7.78( 27,24) 
-2373. 2410. 726. 1.96( 74,24) 1.52( 133,24) 1.39(134,24) 1.37(132,24) 1.31( 96,24) 



-2373. 4810. 700. 0.47(132,24) 0.43(123,24) 0.43(133,24) 0.41( 74,24) 0.36(147,24) 
-2173. 10. 564. 9.09(146,24) 8.25( 31,24) 7.91( 6,24) 7 .82( 16, 24) 7.45(130,24) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 1.74( 74,24) 1.69(132,24) 1.57(134,24) 1.50(120,24) 1.49(133,24) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 0.48(132,24) 0.42(123,24) 0.42( 45,24) 0.41( 74,24) 0.38(147,24) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 1.03(355,24) 0.93(114,24) 0.80(365,24) 0.79(362,24) 0.71( 1,24) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 0.99( 85,24) 0.95(120,24) 0.92( 3,24) 0.78( 9,24) 0.78(351,24) 
-1973. -390. 487. 1.98(130,24) 1.79( 31,24) 1. 76( 3,24) 1. 75( 25 ,24) 1.73( 15,24) 
-1973. -190. 526. 3.27( 16,24) 3.26( 20,24) 3.20( 68,24) 2.nc128,24> 2.62( 3,24) 
-1973. 10. 549. 9.12(119,24) 5 .-30( 120, 24) 4. 79(132,24) 3.56(123,24) 3.22(114,24) 
-1973. 210. 549. 11.42( 142,24) 8.87( 131,24) 5.58(110,24) 5.35(104,24) 5.22(133,24) 
-1973. 410. 547. 14.58(145,24) 13.70(100,24) 12.79(144,24) 11.49( 118,24) 10.63(111,24) 
-1973. 610. 479. 2.85( 54,24) 2.68(121,24) 2.59( 42,24) 2.52(215,24) 2.34(139,24) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 3.70( 96,24) 3.70( 70,24) 3.12(122,24) 2.94(139,24) 2.79( 74,24) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 2.02(132,24) 1.86( 74,24) 1.49(123,24) 1.47(133,24) 1.40(147,24) 
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-1973. 2610. 799. 1.68(132,24) 1.21(133,24) 1.20(136,24) 1.15(134,24) 1.11(150,24) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 0.90(134,24) 0.81(133,24) 0.75(120,24) 0.74(123,24) 0.61( 74,24) 
-1973. 4610. 628. 0.51(132,24) 0.50( 74,24) 0.48( 45,24) 0.44(120,24) 0.44(123,24) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 0.47(132,24) 0.43( 45,24) 0.41( 76,24) 0.41( 123,24) 0.38(147,24) 
-1973. 5610. 597. 0.54(107,24) 0.38( 96,24) 0.34(290,24) 0.34( 45,24) 0.33(147,24) 
-1773. -790. 529. 1.70(146,24) 1.69(143,24) 1.60(130,24) 1.43(153,24) 1.35(149,24) 
-1m. -590. 497. 2.00( 3,24) 1.59( 68,24) 1.47( 31,24) 1.44( 20,24) 1.41(143,24) 
-1773. 210. 539. 5.00(131,24) 4.91(142,24) 4.55( 99,24) 4.26(110,24) 3.83(104,24) 
-1773. 410. 491. 5.04(100,24) 4.05(118,24) 3.89(144,24) 3.32( 77,24) 3.15(104,24) 
-1773. 2410. 668. 1.88(132,24) 1. 78(123,24) 1. 71 C 147,24) 1.68( 74,24) 1.41(133,24) 
-1m. 4810. 609. 0.56(107,24) 0.52(114,24) 0.47( 45,24) 0.45(120,24) 0.45(132,24) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 1.34(114,24) 1.17(352,24) 1.16(355,24) 1.03(351,24) 1.01( 3,24) 
-1573. -990. 459. 1.36(351,24) 1.32( 3,24) 1.27(352,24) 1.10( 96,24) 1.10(355,24) 
-1573. -790. 482. 1.60( 3,24) 1.30( 96,24) 1.28(351,24) 1. 14(363, 24 > 1.05(352,24) 
-1573. -590. 487. 1.80( 149 ,24) 1.65( 3,24) 1.40( 7,24) 1.39( 139, 24) 1.22(363,24) 
-1573. -390. 465. 1.87( 3,24) 1.41( 74,24) 1.40(352,24) 1.30(363,24) 1.28(355,24) 
-1573. -190. 475. 2.70( 3,24) 2.11(354,24) 2.05( 93,24) 1.81( 74,24) 1.77( 77,24) 
-1573. 10. 505. 2.48(141,24) 2.19(142,24) 2.19( 131,24) 2.07(107,24) 1.99( 74,24) 
-1573. 210. 495. 3.18(352,24) 2.58( 3,24) 2.39( 77,24) 2 .30( 131, 24) 2.29(114,24) 
-1573. 410. 482. 3.57( 77,24) 3.40(100,24) 3.12( 74,24) 3.01(118,24) 2.90( 3,24) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 1.87(123,24) 1.74( 96,24) 1.nc147,24> 1.50(132,24) 1.48(134,24) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 0.70(107,24) 0.50( 45,24) 0.49( 96,24) 0.44( 76,24) 0.43( 74,24) 
-1373. -1190. 427. 1.32(352,24) 1.32( 93,24) 1.25(362,24) 1.25(363,24) 1.18(355,24) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 2.66( 96,24) 2.45(107,24) 2.04( 74,24) 1.57( 123,24) 1.50(147,24) 
-1373. 4810. 575. 0.82(107,24) 0.46( 96,24) 0.46( 45,24) 0.42(133,24) 0.40(290,24) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 2.23(352,24) 1.50(106,24) 1.40(114,24) 1.38(364,24) 1.25(363,24) 
-1173. -990. 423. 1.61(363,24) 1.51(106,24) 1.50(352,24) 1.46(362,24) 1.45(114,24) 
-1173. -790. 424. 2.02( 85,24) 1.97(363,24) 1.58(120,24) 1.50( 3,24) 1.46(106,24) 
-1173. -590. 425. 2.16(363,24) 1.95( 96,24) 1.58( 3,24) 1.34(352,24) 1. 28(364, 24) 
-1173. -390. 425. 2.33(363,24) 2.16( 7,24) 1.84( 3,24) 1.69(107,24) 1.50(352,24) 
-1173. 2410. 610. 2.35(107,24) 2.07( 96,24) 1.78(133,24) 1.60( 84,24) 1.53( 45,24) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 0.72(123,24) 0.70(107,24) 0.44(133,24) 0.43( 94,24) 0.41( 38,24) 
-973. -2390. 407. 1.27(352,24) 1. 16( 3,24) 1.07(351,24) 0.99( 1,24) 0.88(365,24) 
-973. -1390. 411. 1.76( 3,24) 1.40(117,24) 1.32(355,24) 1.28(365,24) 1.27(114,24) 
-973. -390. 421. 3.53(149,24) 2.37(139,24) 2.26(124,24) 2.03( 3,24) 1.84(364,24) 
-973. -190. 423. 3.27( 77,24) 3.15(107,24) 3.12( 98,24) 2.87(124,24) 2.69( 93,24) 
-973. 610. 387. 11.29(351,24) 10.97(355,24) 10.84(124,24) 8.31( 3,24) 8.16(113,24) 
-973. 1610. 594. 7.42(107,24) 6.21( 62,24) 6.15( 63,24) 5.36(104,24) 5.22( 45,24) 
-973. 2410. 610. 2.26(107,24) 1.82( 96,24) 1.76( 92,24) 1.67(120,24) 1.59( 63,24) 
-973. 2610. 609. 1.81(107,24) 1.79( 96,24) 1.45(133,24) 1.42(134,24) 1.37( 92,24) 
-973. 3610. 609. 0.84(107,24) 0.84( 74,24) 0.80( 63,24) 0.78(133,24) 0.77( 62,24) 
-973. 4610. 551. 0.82(123,24) 0.77(107,24) 0.51( 82,24) 0.47( 94,24) 0.45( 63,24) 
-973. 4810. 549. 0.76(123,24) 0.74(107,24) 0.49( 82,24) 0.41(290,24) 0.40( 94,24) 
-973. 5610. 549. 0.55(107,24) 0.53(123,24) 0.37( 78,24) 0.36(290,24) 0.33( 63,24) 
-773. -190. 420. 4.46(124,24) 4.44( 77,24) 3.57( 98,24) 3.52( 97,24) 3.10(352,24) 
-773. 2010. 603. 3.36( 63,24) 2.85( 41,24) 2.77(114,24) 2.70( 84,24) 2.66(107,24) 
-773. 2210. 610. 2.54( 63,24) 2.43( 96,24) 2.26(114,24) 2.25( 41,24) 2.13( 62,24) 
-m. 2410. 610. 2.38( 96,24) 1.86( 41,24) 1.67( 63,24) 1.65( 84,24) 1.63(114,24) 
-773. 4810. 549. 0.88(107,24) 0.62(123,24) 0.52( 78,24) 0.47( 82,24) 0.46( 63,24) 
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---------------------- ----------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------------------- ---

·573. ·190. 417. 7. 11( 124, 24) 5. 76( 7,24) 4.60( 97,24) 4.53(107,24) 4.34(352,24) 
·573. 2010. 593. 3.27(114,24) 3.04( 62,24) 2.87( 96,24) 2.45( 63,24) 2.29(140,24) 
·573. 2210. 609. 3.30(114,24) 2.56( 96,24) 2.08( 74,24) 2.05( 62,24) 2.03(134,24) 
·573. 2410. 610. 3.20(114,24) 2.-15( 96,24) 1.93(120,24) 1.90( 74,24) 1.88( 62,24) 
·573. 4810. 572. O.TTC107,24) 0.52( 78,24) 0.47( 63,24) 0.42(290,24) 0.40( 94,24) 
-373. ·390. 410. 12.59(352,24) 7.22(114,24) 5.63( 68,24) 5.08(355,24) 4.79(115,24) 
·373. ·190. 418. 10.42( 96,24) 6.89(352,24) 5 .15( 3,24) 4.TTC124,24) 4.nc 97,24> 
·373. 2010. 564. 3.96( 62,24) 3.87(123,24) 2.98(107,24) 2.85( 96,24) 2.65( 74,24) 
·373. 2210. 594. 2.50( 62,24) 2.46( 96,24) 2.40(107,24) 2.30( 74,24) 2.14( 63,24) 
·373. 2410. 599. 2.63(107,24) 2.34( 96,24) 2.17( 74,24) 1.91(133,24) 1.74( 62,24) 
·373. 4810. 598. 0.58(114,24) 0.53( 78,24) 0.48(107,24) 0.46( 62,24) 0.42( 63,24) 
·173. ·390. 402. 13.03( 3,24) 10.32(351,24) 8.97(352,24) 7.40(350,24) 6.42(355,24) 
· 173. 2410. 502. 3. 25 C 123, 24) 3.14(140,24) 2.nc 96,24> 2.50( 62,24) 2.45( 74,24) 
·173. 4810. 609. 0.85(114,24) 0.46( 45,24) 0.44( 39,24) 0.41(290,24) 0.41( 41,24) 

27. -2390. 366. 1. 17( 3,24) 1.02( 97,24) 0.96(363,24) 0.95(124,24) 0.87(364,24) 
27. · 1390. 366. 2.87( 97,24) 2.13(124,24) 2.02( 3,24) 1.88(352,24) 1.80(364,24) 
27. ·590. 384. 6.92( 23,24) 6.22( 97,24) 6.18( 73,24) 5.91(124,24) 5.56(363,24) 
27. ·390. 392. 14.11(124,24) 13.40( 94,24) 12.47( 97,24) 11.75( 23,24) 11.57(136,24) 
27. 610. 293. 10.17( 63,24) 9.30(115,24) 9.17( 41,24) 8.97( 92,24) 8.90( 81,24) 
27. 1610. 502. 7. 29 C 140, 24) 6.87(104,24) 6.69(139,24) 6.67(134,24) 6.28( 63,24) 
27. 2410. 428. 3.23(140,24) 3.06(115,24) 2.70(123,24) 2.60(133,24) 2.30( 96,24) 
27. 2610. 489. 2.80(140,24) 2.28( 74,24) 2.16(114,24) 2.13(133,24) 2.13(123,24) 
27. 3610. 555. 0. 91( 107, 24) 0.89(123,24) 0.85( 62,24) 0.80( 78,24) 0.80( 63,24) 
27. 4610. 605. 0.58( 63,24) 0.55( 45,24) 0.53(114,24) 0.51( 39,24) 0.47( 41,24) 
27. 4810. 609. 0.62(114,24) 0.53( 45,24) 0.49( 63,24) 0.48( 39,24) 0.44( 41,24) 
27. 5610. 487. 0.63(285,24) 0.61( 86, 24) 0.60(114,24) 0.58(172,24) 0.46(150,24) 

227. ·590. 373. 11.08(352,24) 10.95( 97,24) 10.18(135,24) 9.43(124,24) 8.46(138,24) 
227. 2410. 426. 3.97(140,24) 2.38(123,24) 2.33( 74,24) 2.28( 96,24) 2.24(134,24) 
227. 4810. 608. 0.60( 63,24) 0.59( 45,24) 0.50( 84,24) 0.47( 96,24) 0.47( 37,24) 
427. ·790. 365. 7.00(135,24) 6.80(124,24) 5.84( 87,24) 5.81(153,24) 5.47(117,24) 
427. -590. 366. 10.00(137,24) 9.25(146,24) 7.64(150,24) 7.32(147,24) 6.31( 114, 24) 
427. 2410. 424. 3.45(114,24) 3.00(123,24) 2.84(115,24) 2. 75( 134,24) 2.54(140,24) 
427. 4810. 575. 0.61( 78,24) 0.57( 45,24) 0.55( 63,24) 0.53(107,24) 0.53( 84,24) 
627. -790. 360. 8.01(150,24) 6.74(128,24) 6.54(126,24) 6.32(147,24) 5. 42(137,24) 
627. 2410. 408. 3.33(115,24) 2.75( 96,24) 2.61( 97,24) 2.58(134,24) 2.55( 92,24) 
627. 4810. 548. 0.80(107,24) 0.64(123,24) 0.63(114,24) 0.58( 82,24) 0.58( 63,24) 
827. -790. 355. 9.67(137,24) 8.97(126,24) 7.36(152,24) 6.78( 98,24) 6. 72(146,24) 
827. 2410. 372. 3. 19( 86,24) 2.75( 97,24) 2.74( 92,24) 2. 73 C 115, 24) 2. 64( 134,24) 
827. 4810. 563. 1.08(107,24) 0.84(114,24) 0.65(123,24) 0.65( 63,24) 0. 59( 86,24) 

1027. ·2390. 339. 2.02(135,24) 1.45(124,24) 1.44( 97,24) 1.42(352,24) 1.31(363, 24) 
1027. · 1390. 346. 2.68(137,24) 2.67(150,24) 2.51( 146,24) 2.49(168,24) 2. 26(147,24) 
1027. ·790. 350. 6.55(150,24) 5.97(152,24) 5. 75( 147,24) 5.31(119,24) 5. 13(137,24) 
1027. ·390. 351. 8.53( 98,24) 8.25(151,24) 6. nc 133 ,24> 6.57(127,24) 5. 97(152,24) 
1027. 610. 320. 11.98( 89,24) 8.20(149,24) 7.97( 95,24) 7.48(111,24) 7. 43(139,24) 
1027. 1610. 398. 20.32( 70,24) 19.82(218,24)* 15.63(151,24) 15.21(122,24) 14 . 68( 96,24) 
1027. 2410. 363. 3.56(115,24) 2.92( 92,24) 2.57( 86,24) 2.45(114,24) 2.35(150,24) 
1027. 2610. 365. 2.91( 86,24) 2.TTC115,24) 2.44( 92,24) 2.30(150,24) 2. 28( 62,24) 
1027. 3610. 422. 1. 70(107,24) 1.65( 86,24) 1.62( 115 ,24) 1.61( 93,24) 1.49( 92,24) 
1027. 4610. 541. 0.91(107,24) 0.81( 81,24) 0.79(114,24) 0.69( 63,24) 0. 66( 62,24) 
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1027. 4810. 548. 0.79(107,24) O.TT(114,24) 0. 75( 81,24) 0.65( 63,24) 0.64( 62,24) 
1027. 5610. 600. 0.62(114,24) 0.52( 63,24) 0.51(113,24) 0.45(107,24) 0.45( 62,24) 
1227. ·790. 344. 4. 74(152,24) 4.65(150,24) 4.39(126,24) 3.97(137,24) 3.67(147,24) 
1227. 2410. 355. 4. 51( 115, 24) 4.01( 86,24) 3.61(107,24) 3.43( 93,24) 3.32( 62,24) 
1227. 4810. 585. 0.67( 63,24) 0.64(114,24) 0.58( 62,24) 0.55(113,24) 0.49( 29,24) 
1427. ·990. 337. 4.49(152,24) 3.91(150,24) 3.53(126,24) 3.53(137,24) 3.25(124,24) 
1427. -790. 338. 4.93( 98,24) 4.19( 97,24) 3.96(152,24) 3.47(135,24) 3.40(151,24) 
1427. 2410. 346. 3.51( 63,24) 3.31(115,24) 2.28( 62,24) 2. 13( 92,24) 2.13(104,24) 
1427. 4810. 588. 0.81( 63,24) 0.63( 41,24) 0.59( 62,24) 0.59(114,24) 0.55(104,24) 
1627. ·1190. 331. 4.37(152,24) 3.40(150,24) . 3.27(136,24) 3.26(124,24) 3.24(137,24) 
1627. ·990. 332. 4.41( 98,24) 3. 73(152,24) 3.68(124,24) 3.52( 97,24) 3.01(138,24) 
1627. 1610. 331. 5.48(115,24) 4.68(114,24) 4.41( 91,24) 4.37(134,24) 4.21(110,24) 
1627. 1810. 331. 4.47(115,24) 4.40( 89,24) 3.89(122,24) 3.69(100,24) 3.49(144,24) 
1627. 2010. 332. 5.44(115,24) 5 .11( 114,24) 4.47( 41,24) 4.16( 92,24) 4.14( 97,24) 
1627. 2210. 333. 5.57(115,24) 4.02(114,24) 3.62( 92,24) 3.46( 41,24) 3.41( 63,24) 



1627. 2410. 337. 4.40(115,24) 3.13(114,24) 2.96( 63,24) 2.62( 41,24) 2.37(134,24) 
1627. 4810. 532. 0.96( 63,24) 0.80( 41,24) 0.65( 62,24) 0.54( 81,24) 0.53(285,24) 
1627. 5010. 533. 0.86( 63,24) 0.74( 41,24) 0.57( 62,24) 0.51(285 ,24) 0.50( 81,24) 
1827. -1390. 325. 4.33(152,24) 3.nc124,24> 3.08(137,24) 2.87( 98,24) 2.86(150,24) 
1827. -1190. 326. 3.81(152,24) 3.72(124,24) 3.38( 98,24) 2.93(138,24) 2.92( 97,24) 
1827. 1610. 321. 7.56(115,24) 4.63(116,24) 4.44(114,24) 3.87( 92,24) 3.64(134,24) 
1827. 5010. 486. 0.85(114,24) 0.84( 63,24) 0.73(172,24) 0.73( 41,24) 0.65( 81,24) 
2027. -2390. 309. 2.26(124,24) 2.00(150,24) 1.72(126,24) 1.67(147,24) 1.60(168,24) 
2027. -1390. 320. 3.09(152,24) 2.-76( 98,24) 2.52( 97,24) 2.51(137,24) 2.43(135,24) 
2027. -390. 322. 4.39(133,24) 4.12(138,24) 3.99(151,24) 3.93(127,24) 3.91( 70,24) 
2027. 610. 317. 14.02(150,24) 10. 91( 126, 24 > 10.69(147,24) 9.73( 95,24) 9.40(151,24) 
2027. 1410. 313. 13.45(115,24) 7 .01(114,24) 6.27( 62,24) 6.07( 92,24) 5.29(116,24) 
2037. 1231. 311. 22.82(115,24)* 11.37(114,24) 10.24( 62,24) 9. 75( 116, 24) 9.64(134,24) 
2027. 1610. 312. 10.58(115,24) 5.nc114,24> 4.45(116,24) 4.43( 70,24) 4.12( 62,24) 
2027. 2610. 327. 2.96(115,24) 2.17(114,24) 2.13( 62,24) 1.83(116,24) 1.73( 63,24) 
2027. 3610. 342. 2.40(114,24) 2.39(115,24) 1.14( 62,24) 1.04( 81,24) 0.99( 90,24) 
2027. 4610. 440. 1.69(114,24) 1.27(115 ,24) 0.80( 62,24) 0.80( 81,24) 0. 78( 172,24) 
2027. 5010. 469. 1.39(114,24) 1.06( 115 ,24) o. 71(172,24) 0.70( 81,24) 0.67( 62,24) 
2027. 5610. 515. 0.72(114,24) 0.64( 81,24) 0.55( 63,24) 0.55( 41,24) 0.49(285,24) 
2227. -1590. 313. 2.56(152,24) 2.46( 98,24) 2.42(137,24) 2.26( 97,24) 2.20(136,24) 
2227. 610. 311. 11.15( 127,24) 10.42(150,24) 9.92(151,24) 9.68(137,24) 9.41(153,24) 
2227. 810. 310. 8.36(134,24) 7.70(149,24) 7.55(133,24) 7.50(109,24) 7.02(123,24) 
2227. 1210. 305. 10 .21( 134, 24) 8.35(120,24) 7.88(106,24) 7.68(122,24) 6.27(148,24) 
2227. 1410. 305. 6.44(115,24) 5.55(134,24) 4.25( 62,24) 3.79(104,24) 3. 71( 91,24) 
2227. 5010. 438. 1.nc114,24> 1.29(115,24) 0.73(116,24) 0.71( 62,24) 0.70(172,24) 
2427. -1590. 309. 2.14( 98,24) 2.04( 97,24) 1.97(152,24) 1.95(135,24) 1.89(124,24) 
2427. 410. 307. 6.83(150,24) 6.25(127,24) 5.84( 98,24) 5.78(151,24) 5.76(126,24) 
2427. 610. 304. 6.59(123,24) 6.31(133,24) 6.20(134,24) 5.57(119,24) 5.38(132,24) 
2427. 810. 305. 5.63(134,24) 5.35(123,24) 5.33( 99,24) 4.nc 70,24> 4.70( 89,24) 
2427. 1210. 305. 8.78( 89,24) 5.32( 88,24) 4. 78( 104,24) 4.62(106,24) 4.59(134,24) 
2427. 5010. 426. 1.65(115,24) 1.58(114,24) 0.72( 62,24) 0.70(116,24) 0.70(172,24) 
2627. -1590. 304. 1.98(152,24) 1. 76(150,24) 1.74(117,24) 1. 71 C 137, 24) 1. 71( 170, 24) 
2627. -1390. 304. 1.98(150,24) 1.91(137,24) 1.80( 87,24) 1.80( 152,24) 1.76(168,24) 
2627. -390. 305. 3.42(133,24) 3.12(135,24) 3.12(146,24) 2.93(134,24) 2.78(151,24) 
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2627. -190. 304. 4.41( 147, 24) 4.28(150,24) 3.94(126,24) 3.92(128,24) 3.85(146,24) 
2627. 10. 305. 5.25(150,24) 4 .63( 147,24) 4.49(126,24) 4.22(152,24) 4.07(125,24) 
2627. 210. 305. 5.05(127,24) 4.67( 98,24) 4.53(151,24) 4.52(147,24) 4.43(152,24) 
2627. 410. 305. 4.66(119,24) 4.50(123,24) 4.14(133,24) 4.07(132,24) 3.96( 99,24) 
2627. 610. 305. 4.89(123,24) 3.97( 70,24) 3.96(134,24) 3.69(138,24) 3.58( 89,24) 
2627. 810. 305. 4.93( 99,24) 3.66(110,24) 3.43( 89,24) 3.41(103,24) 3.31(149,24) 
2627. 1010. 305. 6. 11( 89 ,24) 4.16( 99,24) 3.29(144,24) 3.18(115,24) 3.18(111,24) 
2627. 1210. 305. 4.97(122,24) 4.12( 89,24) 4.09( 88,24) 3.19(150,24) 2.91(103,24) 
2262. 433. 311. 13.14(150,24) 11.67(137,24) 10.32(134,24) 10.31(147,24) 10.09(152,24) 
2627. 5010. 380. 2.00(115,24) 1.22(114,24) 0.69(172,24) 0.68( 92,24) 0.65(109,24) 
2827. -1390. 301. 2.09(137,24) 1.84(126,24) 1. 75( 168, 24) 1.73( 87,24) 1. 73( 135, 24) 
2827. -1190. 302. 2.06(135,24) 2.05( 137,24) 1. 98( 117,24) 1.89(138,24) 1.88(152,24) 
2827. -990. 302. 2.05(138,24) 1.92( 87,24) 1. 91 C 109, 24) 1.87(134,24) 1.86(133,24) 
2827. -790. 302. 2.06(134,24) 2.03( 70,24) 2.00(127,24) 1.99(128,24) 1.98( 87,24) 
2827. -590. 303. 3.04(133,24) 2.61 (146,24) 2.48(127,24) 2.30(151,24) 2.15(137,24) 
2827. -390. 303. 3.38(150,24) 3.29(147,24) 3.19(126,24) 3.03(151,24) 2.92(146,24) 
2827. -190. 303. 3.96(150,24) 3.86(147,24) 3.54(126,24) 3.28(127,24) 3.27(152,24) 
2827. 10. 303. 3.93(151,24) 3.nc152,24> 3.50( 98,24) 3.42(127,24) 3.40(137,24) 
2827. 5010. 358. 1.82( 115, 24) 1.14(114,24) 0.81( 92,24) 0.65(172,24) 0.59(109,24) 
3027. -2390. 297. 1.90(137,24) 1.62(135,24) 1.58(152,24) 1.56( 98,24) 1.53(170,24) 
3027. -1390. 298. 1.83( 117,24) 1. 75(137,24) 1.69( 168, 24) 1 . 69 C 170, 24) 1.68(135,24) 
3027. -390. 300. 3.12(150,24) 3.02(147,24) 2.90(126,24) 2.89(151,24) 2.80(125,24) 
3027. 610. 301. 2.73( 99,24) 2.63( 89,24) 2.47(110,24) 2.43(100,24) 2.29(144,24) 
3027. 1610. 302. 2.36(134,24) 2.34(144,24) 2.23( 89,24) 1.96(106,24) 1.92( 70,24) 
3027. 2610. 303. 1.94(115,24) 1.33( 62,24) 1 • 33 C 90, 24) 1.19(134,24) 1.10(104,24) 
3027. 3610. 305. 2.30(115,24) 1.57( 62,24) 1 . 11( 116, 24) 1.01(114,24) 0.95( 90,24) 
3027. 4610. 333. 1.65(115,24) 0.82(116,24) 0.76( 62,24) 0.66( 92,24) 0.66( 97,24) 
3027. 5010. 348. 1.76(115,24) 0.88(114,24) 0.79( 92,24) 0.68(116,24) 0.61( 97,24) 
3027. 5610. 372. 1.80(115,24) 1.03(114,24) 0.74( 92,24) 0.62(172,24) 0.51( 62,24) 
3227. 5010. 338. 1.44( 115, 24) 0.75(116,24) 0.66( 62,24) 0.58( 97,24) 0.58(172,24) 
3227. 5210. 345. 1.51(115,24) 0.70(116,24) 0.63(114,24) 0.61( 97,24) 0.60( 62,24) 
3227. 5610. 362. 1. 75 C 115, 24) 0.88(114,24) 0.74( 92,24) 0.60(172,24) 0.55( 97,24) 
3227. 6010. 373. 1. 73 ( 115, 24) 0.94(114,24) 0.71( 92,24) 0.58(172,24) 0.46( 62,24) 

*·DENOTES PEAK VALUE 
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-5973. -2390. 798. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·5973. -1390. 793. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-5973. -390. 781. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·5973. 610. 852. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-5973. 2610. 730. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-5973. 3610. 728. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-5973. 4610. 747. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 5610. 625. D.06( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4973. -2390. 797. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4973. -1390. 731. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. -390. 652. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 1610. 771. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 2610. 792. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 3610. 904. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 4610. 858. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4973. 5610. 570. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4773. 410. 646. 0.37( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 610. 669. 0.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 810. 666. 0.34( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 1010. 695. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4573. 410. 633. 0.82( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4573. 1210. 722. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4573. 4810. 853. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 10. 609. 0.38( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 210. 554. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 410. 583. 0.56( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 1410. 694. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 4810. 856. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4173. 10. 553. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4173. 1610. 787. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4173. 4810. 828. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. -2390. 767. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. -1390. 732. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3973. -390. 548. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3973. 10. 549. 0.49( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3973. 610. 722. 0.60( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 1610. m. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 2610. 875. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3973. 3610. 914. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 4610. 954. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 4810. 838. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 5610. 686. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3773. 10. 549. 0.36( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3773. 1610. 755. 0. 19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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-3773. 1810. 792. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3773. 2010. 824. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3773. 4810. 839. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3573. 10. 549. 0.30( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3573. 2010. 848. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3573. 4810. 852. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3373. 10. 549. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3373. 2010. 799. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3373. 4810. 831. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 



-3273. 2010. 787. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3173. 10. 567. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3173. 2410. 841. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. -2390. 661. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. -1390. 613. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. -390. 609. 0.25( 4,24) 0.-00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 10. 601. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 610. 579. 0.86( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2973. 1610. 823. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 2410. 784. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 2610. 786. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 3610. 865. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 4610. no. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 5610. 642. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2773. 10. 609. 0.54( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2m. 2410. 731. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2773. 4810. n4. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2573. 10. 587. 0.81( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2573. 2410. 732. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2573. 4810. 713. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2373. 10. 574. 1.50( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2373. 2410. 726. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2373. 4810. 700. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 10. 564. 1.40( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 0. 11 C 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -390. 487. 0.39( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -190. 526. 0.63( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 10. 549. 0.83( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 210. 549. 1.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 410. 547. 1.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 610. 479. 0.48( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 0.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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-1973. 2610. 799. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 4610. 628. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 5610. 597. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. -790. 529. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1m. -590. 497. 0.33( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1m. 210. 539. 0.68( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1773. 410. 491. 0. 71( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. 2410. 668. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1m. 4810. 609. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -990. 459. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1573. -790. 482. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -590. 487. 0.30( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -390. 465. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -190. 475. 0.37( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 10. 505. 0.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 210. 495. 0.52( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 410. 482. 0.64( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1373. -1190. 427. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1373 . 4810. 575. 0. 10( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -990. 423. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
- 1173. -790. 424. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -590. 425. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 



·1173. ·390. 425. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·1173. 2410. 610. 0.37( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·1173. 4810. 555. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·973. ·2390. 407. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·973. ·1390. 411. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·973. ·390. 421. 0.36( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·973. ·190. 423. 0.45( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·973. 610. 387. 2.01( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·973. 1610. 594. 1.31( 4,24) 0,00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·973. 2410. 610. 0.38( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·973. 2610. 609. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·973. 3610. 609. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·973. 4610. 551. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·973. 4810. 549. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·973. 5610. 549. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. ·190. 420. 0.55( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-m. 2010. 603. 0.60( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-m. 2210. 610. 0.48( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-m. 2410. 610. 0.39( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. 4810. 549. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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·573. ·190. 417. 0.76( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·573. 2010. 593. 0.58( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·573. 2210. 609. 0.48( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·573. 2410. 610. 0.40( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·573. 4810. 572. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) O.DO( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·373. ·390. 410. 0.80( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·373. ·190. 418. 0.96( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·373. 2010. 564. 0.62( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·373. 2210. 594. 0.49( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·373. 2410. 599. 0.42( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·373. 4810. 598. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
· 173. ·390. 402. 1.05( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·173. 2410. 502. 0.50( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·173. 4810. 609. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

27. ·2390. 366. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. · 1390. 366. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
27. ·590. 384. 0.91( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. ·390. 392. 1.64( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
27. 610. 293. 2.34( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 1610. 502. 1.57( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 2410. 428. 0.52( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 2610. 489. 0.43( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 3610. 555. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 4610. 605. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 4810. 609. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
27. 5610. 487. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

227. ·590. 373. 1.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
227. 2410. 426. 0.53( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
227. 4810. 608. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
427. -790. 365. 0.93( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. -590. 366. 1.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. 2410. 424. 0.55( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. 4810. 575. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. ·790. 360. 0.97( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. 2410. 408. 0.55( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
627. 4810. 548. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o; 
827. ·790. 355. 1.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
827. 2410. 372. 0.52( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0' 
827. 4810. 563. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 

1027. -2390. 339. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
1027. ·1390. 346. 0.51( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, o: 
1027. -790. 350. 0.99( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, o· 
1027. ·390. 351. 1.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, o· 
1027. 610. 320. 1.92( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o· 
1027. 1610. 398. 2.76( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
1027. 2410. 363. 0.52( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
1027. 2610. 365. 0.44( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, o· 
1027. 3610. 422. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o· 
1027. 4610. 541. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, o: 
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1027. 4810. 548. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 5610. 600. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1227. -790. 344. 0.88( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1227. 2410. 355. 0.54( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1227. 4810. 585. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1427. -990. 337. 0. 75( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. -790. 338. 0.85( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. 2410. 346. 0.49( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. 4810. 588. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. -1190. 331. 0.66( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1627. -990. 332. 0.73( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 1610. 331. 1.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 1810. 331. 1.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 2010. 332. 0.79( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 2210. 333. 0.58( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 2410. 337. 0.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 4810. 532. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 5010. 533. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. -1390. 325. 0.59( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. -1190. 326. 0.64( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. 1610. 321. 1.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. 5010. 486. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. -2390. 309. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. -1390. 320. 0.56( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. -390. 322. 1.14( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 610. 317. 2.99( 4,24)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 1410. 313. 1.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2037. 1231. 311. 2.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 1610. 312. 0.92( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 2610. 327. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 3610. 342. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 4610. 440. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 5010. 469. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 5610. 515. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. -1590. 313. 0.50( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 610. 311. 2.74( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 810. 310. 2.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 1210. 305. 1.28( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 1410. 305. 0.88( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 5010. 438. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. -1590. 309. 0.48( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 410. 307. 1.65( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 610. 304. 1.58( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2427. 810. 305. 1.39( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 1210. 305. 0.96( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 5010. 426. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. -1590. 304. 0.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. -1390. 304. 0.51( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. -390. 305. 0.79( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8880 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
------ ---------------------------------------------------- ----------------- --- ------ ----- ------ ------------------ ------------- -----

2627. -190. 304. 0.95( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 10. 305. 1.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 210. 305. 1.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 410. 305. 1.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2627. 610. 305. 1.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 810. 305. 0.98( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1010. 305. 0.88( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2627. 1210. 305. 0.74( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2262. 433. 311. 2.84( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 



2627. 5010. 380. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2827. ·1390. 301. 0.49( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2827. -1190. 302. 0.53( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. ·990. 302. 0.56( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2827. -790. 302. 0.59( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -590. 303. 0.64( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -390. 303. 0.73( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2827. -190. 303. 0.83( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. 10. 303. 0.87( 4,24) 0:00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. 5010. 358. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. -2390. 297. 0.33( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. -1390. 298. 0.46( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. -390. 300. 0.66( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 610. 301. 0.69( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 1610. 302. 0.43( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 2610. 303. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 3610. 305. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
3027. 4610. 333. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 5010. 348. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 5610. 372. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 5010. 338. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 5210. 345. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
3227. 5610. 362. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 6010. 373. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0)* 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ · A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MODEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN· POSTZ HIS OUTPUT· PM10 · 04/17/92 · MPV 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: *********************...,********************************************************* 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH·S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(7) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,0=NO) 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH·S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
JSW(13) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH·S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(16) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH·S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(19) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISWC22) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ISW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 24 HOUR AVERAGES 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
91 

5 
92 
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RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2127. 1210. 308. 11. 71 ( 134, 24) 8.14(120,24) 7.89(106,24) 7.67(115,24) 7.04(122,24) 
2227. 1210. 305. 10. 21 C 134, 24) 8.35(120,24) 7.88(106,24) 7.68(122,24) 6.27(148,24) 
2327. 1210. 305. 7.16( 70,24) 6.88(106,24) 6.73( 89,24) 6.73(134,24) 6.16(144,24) 
2427. 1210. 305. 8.78( 89,24) 5.32( 88,24) 4.78(104,24) 4.62(106,24) 4.59(134,24) 
2527. 1210. 305. 5.02( 89,24) 4.22(122,24) 3. 71( 88, 24) 3.54(134,24) 3.43(149,24) 
2627. 1210. 305. 4.97(122,24) 4.12( 89,24) 4.09( 88,24) 3.19(150,24) 2.91(103,24) 
2037. 1231. 311. 22.82(115,24)* 11.37(114,24) 10.24( 62,24) 9.75(116,24) 9.64(134,24) 
2027. 1310. 313. 15.44(115,24) 8. 15( 114,24) 7.68( 62,24) 6.26( 92,24) 6.11( 63,24) 
2127. 1310. 307. 12.03(115,24) 7.24(134,24) 6.06( 62,24) 5.08( 90,24) 4.59( 91,24) 
2227. 1310. 305. 8.27(134,24) 6.56(115,24) 5 .14( 62,24) 4.98(106,24) 4. 91( 120, 24) 
2327. 1310. 305. 8.01(134,24) 6.60(120,24) 6.02(106,24) 5.61(122,24) 5.47(148,24) 
2427. 1310. 305. 6.57(134,24) 4.44( 89,24) 4.19(122,24) 4.17(120,24) 3.97(106,24) 
2527. 1310. 305. 4.87( 70,24) 4.74(106,24) 4.61( 89,24) 4 .40( 134, 24) 4.22(144,24) 
2627. 1310. 305. 6.28( 89,24) 4.16( 88,24) 3.83(104,24) 3.77(106,24) 3.40(134,24) 
2027. 1410. 313. 13.45(115,24) 7.01(114,24) 6.27( 62,24) 6.07( 92,24) 5.29(116,24) 



2127. 1410. 308. 12.86(115,24) 6.38( 62,24) 5.39(114,24) 5.04( 90,24) 4.82(116,24) 
2227. 1410. 305. 6.44(115,24) 5.55(134,24) 4.25( 62,24) 3.79(104,24) 3.71( 91,24) 
2327. 1410. 305. 6.70(134,24) 5.61(115,24) 4.09( 62,24) 3.63( 91,24) 3.40(120,24) 
2427. 1410. 305. 6.60(134,24) 4.83(120,24) 4.71(106,24) 3.98(148,24) 3.87(115,24) 
2527. 1410. 305. 5.49(134,24) 4.64(120,24) 3.91(106,24) 3.79(122,24) 3.65(150,24) 
2627. 1410. 305. 4.33(134,24) 3.34( 89,24) 3.11(144,24) 2.96( 63,24) 2.94(122,24) 
2327. 410. 310. 10.56(150,24) 9.61(137,24) 8.89(127,24) 8.46(147,24) 8.42(126,24) 
2427. 410. 307. 6.83(150,24) 6.25(127,24) 5.84( 98,24) 5.78(151,24) 5.76(126,24) 
2527. 410. 305. 5.49( 98,24) 5:35(127,24) 5.01(152,24) 5.01(151,24) 4.48(150,24) 
2627. 410. 305. 4.66(119,24) 4.50(123,24) 4.14(133,24) 4.07(132,24) 3.96( 99,24) 
2262. 433. 311. 13.14(150,24) 11.67(137,24)* 10.32(134,24) 10.31(147,24) 10.09(152,24) 
2262. 510. 312. 9.82(137,24) 9.55(150,24) 9.09(134,24) 9.04(127,24) 8.82( 98,24) 
2327. 510. 309. 8.26(150,24) 7.94(127,24) 7.63( 98,24) 7.43(137,24) 7.30(126,24) 
2427. 510. 304. 6.39( 98,24) 6.21(152,24) 6.20(127,24) 6.03(151,24) 5.90(150,24) 
2527. 510. 304. 5.65(133,24) 5.44(123,24) 5.21(119,24) 4.69(134,24) 4.57(132,24) 
2627. 510. 305. 4.74(133,24) 4.44(123,24) 4.42(138,24) 3.85( 70,24) 3.74(134,24) 
2227. 610. 311. 11.15(127,24) 10.42(150,24) 9. 92( 151, 24) 9.68(137,24) 9.41( 153, 24) 
2327. 610. 308. 8.08(127,24) 7.98(133,24) 7 .94( 134,24) 7.79(152,24) 7.52( 98,24) 
2427. 610. 304. 6.59(123,24) 6.31( 133, 24) 6.20(134,24) 5.57(119,24) 5.38(132,24) 
2527. 610. 305. 5.14(123,24) 4.nc133,24> 4.53(138,24) 4.47(134,24) 4.22( 70,24) 
2627. 610. 305. 4.89(123,24) 3.97( 70,24) 3.96(134,24) 3.69(138,24) 3.58( 89,24) 
2227. 710. 311. 10.55(150,24) 10.00(152,24) 9.82(134,24) 9. 71(133, 24) 9.42(119,24) 
2327. 710. 308. 7 .32( 133, 24) 6.90(123,24) 6.80(134,24) 6.59(109,24) 6.19( 95,24) 
2427. 710. 306. 5.62(123,24) 5.34(134,24) 4.91(133,24) 4.88( 89,24) 4.65( 70,24) 
2527. 710. 304. 5.42(123,24) 4.97(134,24) 4.27( 99,24) 4.20( 89,24) 4.15( 70,24) 
2627. 710. 305. 4.19(123,24) 4.05( 89,24) 4.00( 99,24) 3.87( 70,24) 3.86(134,24) 
2227. 810. 310. 8.36(134,24) 7.70(149,24) 7 .55( 133,24) 7.50(109,24) 7 .02( 123,24) 
2327. 810. 307. 7.08(123,24) 6.78(134,24) 6.54(133,24) 5.93( 70,24) 5.86(149,24) 
2427. 810. 305. 5 .63( 134,24) 5.35(123,24) 5.33( 99,24) 4.77( 70,24) 4.70( 89,24) 
2527. 810. 304. 5.08( 99,24) 4.30(149,24) 4.18(110,24) 4.11( 134, 24) 3.85( 89,24) 
2627. 810. 305. 4.93( 99,24) 3.66(110,24) 3.43( 89,24) 3.41(103,24) 3.31( 149 ,24) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 
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HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8880 HOUR AVERAGES 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2127. 1210. 308. 1.56( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2227. 1210. 305. 1.28( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2327. 1210. 305. 1.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 1210. 305. 0.96( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 1210. 305. 0.82( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1210. 305. 0.74( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2037. 1231. 311. 2.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 1310. 313. 1.44( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2127. 1310. 307. 1. 17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 1310. 305. 1.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 1310. 305. 0.95( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 1310. 305. 0.83( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2527. 1310. 305. 0. 77( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1310. 305. 0.72( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2027. 1410. 313. 1. 17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2127. 1410. 308. 1.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 1410. 305. 0.88( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 1410. 305. 0.84( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 1410. 305. 0.77( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 1410. 305. o. 71 C 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2627. 1410. 305. 0.64( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 410. 310. 2.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 410. 307. 1.65( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 410. 305. 1.38( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 410. 305. 1.18( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2262. 433. 311. 2.84( 4,24)* 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2262. 510. 312. 2.62( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 510. 309. 2.05( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 510. 304. 1.61 C 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2527. 510. 304. 1.34( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 510. 305. 1.13( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 610. 311. 2. 74( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 610. 308. 2.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 610. 304. 1.58( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 610. 305. 1.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 610. 305. 1.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 



2227. 710. 311. 2.67( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 710. 308. 1.80( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 710. 306. 1.46( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 710. 304. 1.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 710. 305. 1.06( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 810. 310. 2.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( O; 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 810. 307. 1. 72( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 810. 305. 1.39( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 810. 304. 1.14( 4,24) 0;00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 810. 305. 0.98( 4,24) 0.00( 0, O)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

*·DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MOOEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN - POSTZ HIS OUTPUT - CO - 04/20/92 - MPV 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: *********************~********************************************************** 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 1 
ISW(7) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,0=NO) 0 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

3·HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 1 
ISW(13) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,0=NO) 0 
ISW(16) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(19) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(20) EXCEEOANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(22) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

ISW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 0 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

JULI AN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 1 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 91 
JULIAN DAY FOR ENO OF ANALYSIS 5 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 92 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 2 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 

-5973. -2390. 798. 10.49(120,19) 6.70(151, 9) 5.68(106, 8) 3.74(137, 8) 2.44( 79, 9) 
-5973. -1390. 793. 8.82( 51, 3) 5.32(106, 7) 5.07(103, 17) 4.57( 93,17) 3.71(108, 8) 
-5973. -390. 781. 29.88( 7,22) 15.nc 68, 6> 11.88( 77, 7) 11.54(124, 8) 9.59( 75, 7) 
-5973. 610 . 852. 13.93( 74, 6) 8.60( 92, 8) 6.60( 82, 8) 6.55( 70, 9) 5.75( 93,18) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 9.92( 74, 4) 8.74( 70, 7) 6.88(122, 18) 6.55(134, 8) 5.54( 70, 8) 
-5973. 2610. 730. 10.16( 74, 1) 8.54(135, 8) 8.06( 82, 8) 6.66(126, 8) 6.47( 74, 8) 
-5973. 3610. 728. 16.23( 98, 19) 10.52( 92, 7) 9. 76( 139, 18) 4.47(148, 9) 4.46( 74, 2) 
-5973. 4610. 747. 16.39( 74, 4) 11.86(151, 8) 11.28( 70, 7) 8.78(140, 8) 8.40( 70, 8) 
-5973. 5610. 625. 15.03( 74, 2) 7.85( 84,23) 6.56(129, 18) 6.51(140, 7) 6. 18( 147, 7) 
·4973. -2390. 797. 7.47(106, 7) 5.26(137, 8) 5.17(114, 8) 4.97(108, 8) 4.35(117, 8) 
-4973. -1390. 731. 21.41(120,19) 13.81( 74, 5) 11.58(106, 8) 10.16(151, 9) 7.68( 50, 4l 
-4973 . -390. 652. 25.28( 7,22) 20.65(120,19) 17.67(151, 9) 17.54(117, 7) 16.93( 61,22) 
-4973. 1610. 771. 18.83(100,19) 16.82(107,19) 11.64( 95, 8) 11.48( 77, 6) 10.40(111,18) 
-4973 . 2610. 792. 13.50(112,19) 12.96(135, 8) 12.59(126, 8) 11.09( 88, 8) 8.89(136, 9l 
-4973. 3610. 904. 10.27(146,17) 10.12( 70, 8) 9.03( 96, 8) 8.26(122,18) 7.33(105, 18) 



-4973. 4610. 858. 9.69(129,18) 8.01(120,18) 6.61( 94, 19) 6.22(122,18) 5.40( 70, 8) 
-4973. 5610. 570. 8.46( 145, 18) 7.88(140, 7) 5 .47( 132, 18) 5.30(120,18) 5 .12(218, 8) 
-4m. 410. 646. 61.20( 95, 19) 47.92(112,19) 42.42(135, 8) 41.95(126, 8) 37.80( 88, 8) 
-4773. 610. 669. 60.07( 74, 4) 54.50(151, 8) 46.77( 70, 7) 45.67( 44, 4) 45.64(100,18) 
-4m. 810. 666. 34.84( 77, 5) 30.59( 74, 6) 29.51( 44,23) 29.05( 74, 2) 28.52(354, 6) 
-4m. 1010. 695. 38.63( 74, 1) 33.27( 74, 6) 29.46( 45,24) 29.15(132,18) 28.85(136,18) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 29.36(100,19) 24.21(107, 19) 19.45( 82, 7) 16.57( 144, 17) 16.46( 95, 8) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 29.36(100,19) 24.21(107, 19) 19.45( 82, 7) 16.57( 144, 17) 16.46( 95, 8) 
-4573. 410. 633. 126.89( 98,19) 76.-64(123, 15) 72.45( 94, 8) 71.49(113, 9) 67.77< n,21, 
-4573. 1210. 722. 24.56( 5,21) 24.27( 37,22) 18.70(148, 17) 17.88(153, 8) 16.15(149, 17) 
-4573. 4810. 853. 9.81(120, 18) 6.47(145,18) 6.26(104, 8) 5.73(109, 8) 5.60( 94,19) 
-4373. 10. 609. 104.43( 50, 4) 75.67( 61,22) 73.28(107, 5) 10.nc 1,16) 67.99( 1, 17) 
-4373. 210. 554. 30.41( 72,20) 30.24( 77, 5) 26.70(107, 2) 24.98(354, 6) 22.94( 43, 7) 
-4373. 410. 583. 53.29( 93, 19) 48.22( 25, 16) 45.34( 74,17) 45.23( 39, 14) 44.86( 66, 19) 
-4373. 1410. 694. 16.18(104, 4) 14.35( 75,20) 13.58(150, 17) 12.87(135, 18) 12.03(107,18) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 12.12(135, 18) 11.41( 70, 9) 10.71( 68,20) 10.57(151, 8) 9.97(107, 18) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 12.12(135, 18) 11.41( 70, 9) 10. 71( 68,20) 10.57(151, 8) 9.97(107,18) 
-4373. 4810. 856. 10.06(145,18) 8.24(120, 18) 6.78(104, 8) 6.nc109, 8> 6.08(132,18) 
-4173. 10. 553. 33.57( 1, 11) 33.00( 7,22) 27.51( 27,17) 20.99(107, 4) 20.64(149, 1) 
-4173. 1610. 787. 15.62( 74, 4) 15.49(144, 18) 15.08(104, 6) 13.97( 68,20) 13.93(133, 18) 
-4173. 4810. 828. 12. 73(145, 18) 10.00(132,18) 6.90(109, 8) 6.48(150, 9) 6.45(104, 8) 
-3973. -2390. 767. 9.04( 74, 5) 7. 71( 73, 24) 7.32(114, 8) 7.29( 23, 4) 6.90(115, 8) 
-3973. -1390. 732. 23.30(117, 7) 14.73( 51, 3) 14.60( 92, 6) 14.22( 60, 2) 12.39( 22,24) 
-3973. -390. 548. 52.49( 96,23) 27. 97( 46, 3) 21. 16( 102, 2) 16.62(149, 1) 15.93(103, 17) 
-3973. 10. 549. 34.84(149, 1) 32.23( 7,22) 31.66( 57, 3) 30. 98( 48, 7) 30.05( 3, 4) 
-3973. 610. n2. n.31C 28,20, 69.96(133, 1) 68.48( 37,23) 68.19( 51, 1) 67.90(366, 6) 
-3973. 1610. m. 18.42( 68,20) 17.32(120,22) 15 .41( 100, 22) 15.32(134,18) 14.99( 70, 9) 
-3973. 2610. 875. 22.58(139, 18) 11. 75( 146, 17) 10.01(148, 9) 9.99( 94, 8) 8.75(136, 17) 
-3973. 3610. 914. 14.37(129,18) 12.50(122, 18) 11.37(120, 18) 10.50( 70, 8) 8.90(106,18) 
-3973. 4610. 954. 14.05(145, 18) 11.62( 132, 18) 7.58(136, 18) 7.55( 98, 18) 6.94(104, 8) 
-3973. 4810. 838. 13.19(145, 18) 13.06(132, 18) 9.35(136,18) 9.32( 98,18) 7.34(150, 9) 
-3973. 5610. 686. 10.17( 74, 1) 9.40(100,19) 6.54( 82, 7) 6.16(132, 18) 6. 16( 98, 18) 
-3m. 10. 549. 46.84(149, 1) 35.37( 7,22) 25.07( 34,20) 23.83( 68, 6) 22.54( 56,20) 
-3m. 1610. 755. 23.89( 68,20) 18.82(366, 6) 17.58( 92, 8) 17.24( 70, 9) 14.nc 82, 8> 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 3 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUECDAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-3m. 1810. 792. 29.13( 68,20) 21.93( 82, 8) 19.21( 92, 8) 16.38( 70, 9) 15.80(135, 8) 
-3m. 2010. 824. 21.08(126, 8) 17.70( 82, 8) 16.72( 88, 8) 16.54(136, 9) 15.87( 95,19) 
-3m. 4810. 839. 13.72(132, 18) 11.13(145, 18) 10.99(136,18) 10.96( 98,18) 7.10(150, 9) 
-3573. 10. 549. 59. 11( 7,22) 52.73(149, 1) 46.91(107, 3) 31.87( 68, 6) 23.66( 75, 7) 
-3573. 2010. 848. 21.29( 88, 8) 18.69(136, 9) 16.31 C 95, 19) 16.24( 82, 8) 14. 24( 122, 17) 
-3573. 4810. 852. 11.50( 132, 18) 10.30(136, 18) 10.29( 98,18) 9.23(100,19) 7.45(145, 18) 
-3373. 10. 549. 50.32(149, 1) 36.05( 96,23) 26.34( 7,22) 25.80(103,17) 24.60( so, 6) 
-3373. 2010. 799. 28.69(112,19) 28.21(135, 8) 27.72(126, 8) 25.06( 88, 8) 20.36(136, 9) 
-3373. 4810. 831. 14.98(100, 19) 9.54( 82, 7) 9.33(107,19) 7.96(147,17) 7 .56( 98, 18) 
-3273. 2010. 787. 29.59(112,19) 28.04(126, 8) 27.68(135, 8) 27.15( 98, 19) 26.20( 88, 8) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 46.19( 98, 19) 35. 18( 139, 18) 18.46( 96, 7) 16.79(146,17) 15.94(148, 9) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 26.49(146, 17) 24.91(139, 18) 21.49( 96, 8) 19.68( 70, 8) 15.93(105,18) 
-3173. 10. 567. 113.55( 96,23) 74.58( 46, 3) 73.53(102, 2) 39.25(103, 17) 38.97( 93, 17) 
-3173. 2410. 841. 38.03( 96, 7) 28.70(146,17) 26.32( 70, 8) 24.44( 96, 8) 21.77(139, 18) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 17.02(100, 19) 11.96(107, 19) 11.92( 77, 6) 11.02( 95, 8) 9.61( 82, 7) 
-2973. -2390. 661. 21.46( 3, 1) 20.70( 74, 5) 18.03( 74, 3) 9.36( 84,24) 9.29( 52, 4) 
-2973. -1390. 613. 24.59(352, 1) 15.48( 74, 3) 13.16(108, 5) 12.95( 68,21) 12.87( 85,20) 
-2973. -390. 609. 37.85(107, 5) 35.71(117, 7) 32.nc120,19> 32.67( 74, 5) 30.37( 69, 3) 
-2973. 10. 601. 78.82(120,19) n.16c 96,23> 55.69(106, 8) 54.66(151, 9) 51.10(107, 5) 
-2973. 610. 579. 64.16( 64, 2) 57.71(107,20) 50.04(364, 6) 48.36( 96, 7) 47.56(105,18) 
-2973. 1610. 823. 41.95( 68,20) 36.08( 82, 8) 31.43( 92, 8) 28.68( 70, 9) 26.12( 74, 8) 
-2973. 2410. 784. 56.16( 74, 4) 53.16(151, 8) 46.10( 70, 7) 40.71(140, 8) 39.14( 70, 8) 
-2973. 2610. 786. 59.79( 74, 4) 47.44( 70, 7) 37.36(151, 8) 36.25(122,18) 33.74( 70, 8) 
-2973. 3610. 865. 22.57(132, 18) 22.07(145, 18) 17.20(136, 18) 17 .14( 98, 18) 13.30(150, 9) 
-2973. 4610. 770. 17.87(100,19) 15.78< n, 6> 13.38( 95, 8) 13.08(107,19) 9.66( 82, 7) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 16.73< n, 6> 14.44(100,19) 13.07( 95, 8) 11.75(107, 19) 7.80(144, 17) 
-2973. 5610. 642. 12.64( 5,21) 10.02, n, 6> 9.24(148, 17) 7.14(149, 17) 6.87( 95, 8) 
-2773. 10. 609. 70.59( 3, 1) 67.46( 74, 3) 64.55( 68,21) 62.63( 64, 3) 61.09( 47,23) 
-2m. 2410. 731. 69.20( 74, 4) 58.20( 70, 7) 52.25(151, 8) 45.24(122,18) 43.83( 70, 8) 
-2773. 4810. 724. 17.18( 77, 6) 13.34( 5,21) 12.17( 95, 8) 11.12(148,17) 8.59(149, 17) 
-2573. 10. 587. 107.79( 69, 5) 106.04( 2,24) 105 .05( 2,23) 103.52( 18, 1) 92. 98 C 17, 3) 
-2573. 2410. 732. 69.97( 74, 2) 61.87( 74, 4) 48.99( 70, 7) 39.59(122,18) 39.45(129, 18) 
-2573. 4810. 713. 16. 25( 5,21) 12.61c n, 6> 12.08(148, 17) 9.33(149,17) 8.75( 95, 8) 
-2373. 10. 574. 97 .48( 1,21) 95.46( 33, 3) 92.78( 17, 2) 92.00( 30, 4) 91.06( 22,24) 
-2373. 2410. 726. 75.85( 74, 2) 55.06(120,18) 44.18(129, 18) 42.02(133, 8) 35.26( 94, 19) 



-2373. 4810. 700. 14.79( 5,21) 11.19( 37,22) 10.82(153, 8) 10.46(152, 8) 9.30(148, 17) 
-2173. 10. 564. 79.32( 52, 2) 73.39( 10,24) 73.26( 40, 3) 72.80(117, 7) 71.00( 2,21) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 47.10(120,18) 45.74( 74, 1) 44.08( 74, 2) 40.68(145,18) 38. 99( 132, 18) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 11.99(152, 8) 11.92( 37,22) 11.39( 84,22) 10.05(153, 8) 9.93(104, 4) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 22.94(363,22) 20.89(355, 4) 19. 70 C 108, 5) 19.50(363,21) 18.98(351, 5) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 44.81(351, 5) 32.45( 3, 5) 25.08(352, 2) 23.65(108, 5) 20.29(363,22) 
-1973. -390. 487. 45.92( 3, 1) 44.71(117, 5) 44.57( 74, 3) 44.56( 74, 5) 44.19( 80,23) 
-1973. -190. 526. 58.66(352, 1) 50.22( 3, 1) 48.65( 74, 3) 48.61(117, 5) 48.25( 74, 5) 
-1973. 10. 549. 60.92( 59, 2) 54.-95(352, 1) 54.59( 3, 1) 53.78(132,23) 53.36( 74, 3) 
-1973. 210. 549. 92.84( 117, 7) 72.35( 59,24) 70.04( 53, 1) 68.73( 78, 5) 67.50(133, 5) 
-1973. 410. 547. 133.40( 60,22) 129.06(105,24) 127.91( 77,21) 127.30(127,23) 125.24(145,20) 
· 1973 . 610. 479. 135.20(149, 1) 124.05( 96,23) 107.99(120,19) 97.06(139, 2) 92. 75( 85, 22) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 113.73( 74, 4) 111.88(151, 8) 100.18(139, 18) 97.20( 98,19) 95.82( 70, 7) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 55.19(74,1) 46.03(132,18) 44.50(145, 18) 39. 91( 100, 19) 37.90( 77, 6) 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 4 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(OAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-1973. 2610 . 799. 40.37( 77, 6) 39. 79( 132, 18) 37.13(100,19) 36.14( 145, 18) 35.38( 95, 8) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 25. 16( 5,21) 19.77( 77, 6) 19.00(148,17) 18.26(153, 8) 17.95(152, 8) 
-1973. 4610. 628. 16.65(104, 4) 14.43(108, 4) 12.46( 84,22) 11.98(152, 8) 11.87( 75,20) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 16.49(104, 4) 11.75( 75,20) 11.33( 125, 18) 11.14( 84,22) 10.16(152, 8) 
-1973. 5610. 597. 14.43(104, 4) 12.51( 108, 4) 12.15(107,24) 10.26( 75,20) 8.21(125, 18) 
-1773. -790. 529. 57.17(351, 5) 40.83( 74, 5) 39.80( 3, 5) 34.97(363,22) 32.32(108, 5) 
-1773. -590. 497. 62.31 (351, 5) 48.37( 3, 1) 47.37(355, 4) 46.95( 74, 5) 42.68( 3, 5) 
-1773. 210. 539. 67.04( 3, 1) 66.61 (352, 1) 65.36( 74, 5) 64.97( 74, 3) 64.86(117, 5) 
-1773. 410. 491. 125.88( 93,20) 118.82(117, 7) 94.19(114,20) 90.32(355, 3) 87.91(107, 5) 
-1773. 2410. 668. 55. 78( 74, 1) 49.01( 77, 6) 45.90(100,19) 44. 74(132, 18) 44.13( 95, 8) 
-1773. 4810. 609. 18.04(104, 4) 16.58(107,24) 15.63(108, 4) 12 .83( 75, 20) 10.65( 107, 1) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 44.81(363,21) 40.32(351, 5) 39.01(355, 4) 37.44(364, 1) 34.69(363,22) 
-1573. -990. 459. 61.69(351, 5) 48.41(363,21) 47.23(355, 4) 37.69(364, 1) 37.06(363,22) 
-1573. -790. 482. 64.94(351, 5) 52.57(363,21) 46.73(355, 4) 41.46( 3, 5) 40.29(363,22) 
-1573. -590. 487. 65.01(351, 5) 57.25(363,21) 50.57( 3, 5) 49.03(355, 4) 44.22(363,22) 
·1573. -390. 465. 71.09(351, 5) 61.34(363,21) 57.85( 74, 5) 53.99(355, 4) 49.68( 3, 5) 
·1573. -190. 475. 79.22(351, 5) 70.58( 3, 1) 66. 75( 74, 3) 61.16(117, 5) 60.22(355, 4) 
·1573. 10. 505. 89.97(351, 5) 68.46(355, 4) 66.15(117, 5) 64.61( 3, 1) 63.88( 74, 3) 
-1573. 210. 495. 103.52(351, 5) 95.38(352, 1) 78.85(355, 4) 72.66( 3, 1) 72.38( 80,23) 
-1573. 410. 482. 137.76( 93,20) 121.41(351, 5) 97.33(117, 7) 91.19(355, 4) 90.77( 51, 3) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 57.79( 77, 6) 49.29( 95, 8) 48.00(100,19) 41.22( 5,21) 41.05(104, 4) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 18.13(107,24) 15.55(113,23) 14.19(107, 1) 12.06(104, 4) 11. 74( 135, 18) 
-1373. -1190. 427. 46.00(363,21) 44.12(364, 1) 35.86(363,22) 28.84(135, 4) 28.22( 85,20) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 62.27( 96, 6) 46.66( 5,21) 43.92(113,23) 43.80(104, 4) 43.49(107,24) 
-1373. 4810. 575. 18.07(113,23) 15.43( 93, 6) 14.30(144,18) 14.21(107, 1) 13.72(135, 18) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 49.69(364, 1) 44.09(363,21) 34.98( 94, 1) 30.63( 23, 5) 30.47(106, 5) 
-1173. -990. 423. 59.05(363,21) 52.94(364, 1) 38.03( 94, 1) 34.69( 73,24) 33.77( 96,24) 
-1173. -790. 424. 68.96(363,21) 55.75(364, 1) 41.64( 94, 1) 39.63( 73,24) 37.22( 96,24) 
-1173. -590. 425. 69.92(363,21) 59.49(364, 1) 46.00( 94, 1) 45.13( 73,24) 41.29(363,22) 
-1173. -390. 425. 68.41(363,21) 65.43(364, 1) 62.53(363,22) 51.38( 94, 1) 51.30( 73,24) 
-1173. 2410. 610. 56.56( 96, 6) 54.87(104, 4) 53.84(144,18) 47.85(107,24) 47.56(108, 4) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 21.41(123,23) 19.29(144,18) 16.90(104, 6) 15.37(113,23) 12.57(113,22) 
·973. -2390. 407. 25.28( 94, 1) 23.19( 73,24) 19.72(364, 2) 19.24( 85,21) 19.08( 23, 4) 
·973. -1390. 411. 35.85( 94, 1) 32.49( 73,24) 31.12(136, 6) 28.69( 77, 1) 27.76(364, 2) 
-973. -390. 421. 74.62(364, 1 > 55.61(135, 4) 53.14( 94, 1) 51.63( 92, 6) 51.63(124, 2) 
·973. -190. 423. 97.03(364, 1) 69.52(363,21) 63.30(135, 4) 59.40( 94, 1) 58.88( 92, 6) 
-973. 610. 387. 333.16(351, 5)* 266.83(355, 4)* 174.46(352, 2) 166.24(364, 1) 163.21( 3, 5) 
·973. 1610. 594. 203.61( 3, 7) 150.63( 94, 6) 149.98(359, 1) 145.40( 77, 6) 137.60( 96, 6) 
-973. 2410. 610. 58.63(114, 3) 58.46(120,22) 58.29(144,18) 55.72(113,23) 53.15(114, 2) 
-973. 2610. 609. 51.34(120,22) 51.32(144, 18) 50.12(114, 3) 46.89(113,23) 46.67(114, 2) 
-973. 3610. 609. 30.12(144, 18) 26.73(104, 6) 26.19(100,22) 20-.54(133, 18) 19.87(113,22) 
-973. 4610. 551. 19.17(104, 6) 19. 09( 144, 18) 15.57(123,23) 14.24(113,22) 14.10(133, 18) 
-973. 4810. 549. 18.02(104, 6) 17 .59( 144, 18) 13. 73( 123, 23) 13.39(113,22) 13.15(133, 18) 
-973. 5610. 549. 14.26(104, 6) 13.05(144,18) 10.59(113,22) 10.10(133, 18) 8.96( 94, 6) 
-773. -190. 420. 78.69( 73,24) 71.57(136, 6) 67.97( 77, 1) 64.39( 23, 4) 64.04( 94, 5) 
-773. 2010. 603. 121.77( 3, 7) 81.97(359, 1) 80.16(100,22) 78.97(366, 6) 78.63( 70, 6) 
·773. 2210. 610. 71.34( 3, 7) 67.72(366, 6) 65.87(120,22) 65.85( 97, 5) 65.69(114, 4) 
-773. 2410. 610. 59.30(366, 6) 57.62( 97, 5) 57.44(114, 4) 56.98(120,22) 56.90(114, 3) 
-773. 4810. 549. 18.35(100,22) 13.81( 81,22) 12.68(107,22) 11. 92( 84,20) 11. 25 C 104, 6) 
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RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
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X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-573. -190. 417. 63.62( 92, 6) 63.62(124, 2) 62.94(149,21) 62.55( 87,22) 62.55(132,24) 
-573. 2010. 593. 111.97( 3, 7) 82.85(114, 4) 79.17(366, 6) 78.17(359, 1) 76.51(114, 3) 
-573. 2210. 609. 97.96( 3, 7) 78.00(114, 3) 67.81(359, 1) 64.80(366, 6) 63.64(114, 4) 
-573. 2410. 610. 85.30( 3, 7) 67."61(114, 3) 64.37(120,22) 58.52(114, 2) 56.69(366, 6) 
-573. 4810. 572. 20.76(120,22) 19.14(100,22) 18.88(114, 2) 17.30(114, 1) 15.39(134,18) 
-373. -390. 410. 63.41( 98,21) 59.62(125, 1) 56.19( 92,24) 56. 19( 135, 6) 54. 20 C 151 , 5) 
-373. -190. 418. 73.19( 92,24) 73.19(135, 6) 71.99(352, 3) 71.99(352, 4) 70.83( 125, 1) 
-373. 2010. 564. 106.92( 3, 7) 75.51( 77, 4) 73.34( 97, 6) 73.34(146,18) 72.31(359, 1) 
-373. 2210. 594. 91.57( 3, 7) 67.47( 97, 5) 63.19(359, 1) 60.43(366, 6) 60.00( 97, 6) 
-373. 2410. 599. 81.63( 3, 7) 67.24(366, 6) 62.97( 97, 5) 61.63(114, 4) 56.23(359, 1) 
-373. 4810. 598. 22.73(120,22) 21.73(114, 3) 20.67(114, 2) 18.94(114, 1) 17.22(134, 18) 
-173. -390. 402. 59.55(124, 3) 57.88(128,21) 56.97( 87,22) 56.97(132,24) 54.45( 97, 4) 
-173. 2410. 502. 79.35( 3, 7) 55.90( 77, 4) 55.90(115, 2) 55.90(115, 4) 53.14(359, 1) 
-173. 4810. 609. 22.33(114, 3) 18.05(120,22) 16.40(114, 2) 15.04(114, 1) 14.24(114, 4) 

27. -2390. 366. 25.14( 98,21) 20.70(153, 7) 19.31(125, 1) 19.10( 17, 1) 18.35( 97, 2) 
27. -1390. 366. 36.06(125, 1) 35.04( 92,24) 34.99(135, 6) 33.80(352, 3) 33.80(352, 4) 
27. -590. 384. 50.73(153, 2) 49.20( 87,22) 49.20(132,24) 46.34(124, 3) 44.91(117, 6) 
27. -390. 392. 62.16(117, 6) 61.38(153, 2) 57.68( 87,22) 57.68(132,24) 54.90(146,20) 
27. 610. 293. 114.87( 70, 5) 114.86( 73,23) 114.83( 70, 4) 114.82(133,19) 114.82(151, 7) 
27. 1610. 502. 125.91(144,19) 125.89( 70, 2) 124.31( 63, 1) 123.39(106, 3) 119.14( 77,22) 
27. 2410. 428. 65.32( 3, 7) 55.48(359, 1) 54.49( 70, 6) 52.71(115, 3) 52.71(115,20) 
27. 2610. 489. 77.63( 3, 7) 49.30(114,21) 49.24(114, 5) 47.52(359, 1) 45.53( 77, 4) 
27. 3610. 555. 31.95( 97, 5) 31.95(366, 6) 29.52( 3, 7) 27.32( 77, 4) 26.62( 97, 6) 
27. 4610. 605. 23.03(366, 6) 22. 75 C 114, 4) 20.86( 97, 5) 14.14( 3, 8) 12.35( 40, 5) 
27. 4810. 609. 21.02(114, 4) 20.65(366, 6) 17. 15 C 97, 5) 13.58(114, 3) 12.20( 3, 8) 
27. 5610. 487. 17.31(115, 6) 17.04(114, 3) 12.34( 92,20) 12.02(110, 4) 11.29(150,22) 

227. -590. 373. 52.13(127, 3) 47.65(146,20) 47 .35( 140 ,24) 46.35(117, 6) 44.54( 39,23) 
227. 2410. 426. 53.34( 91,23) 49.68(115, 5) 49.53(125,19) 48.84(104,21) 48.60( 88, 2) 
227. 4810. 608. 22.47(366, 6) 21.66(114, 4) 21.26( 97, 5) 14. 12( 96, 6) 13.46( 3, 8) 
427. -790. 365. 46.31(127, 3) 40.52( 94, 4) 40.52( 95, 6) 40.52(147, 3) 38.81( 137, 6) 
427. -590. 366. 46.71( 94, 4) 46.71( 95, 6) 46.71(147, 3) 46.70(114,23) 46.57( 77, 3) 
427. 2410. 424. 68.99(115, 5) 67.40( 98, 3) 67.40(134, 6) 59.66(134, 7) 53.21( 91,23) 
427. 4810. 575. 20.57( 97, 5) 19.42(366, 6) 15.92(113,24) 14.55(114, 4) 14.20( 97, 6) 
627. -790. 360. 40.76(114,23) 40.76( 94, 4) 40.76( 95, 6) 40.76(147, 3) 40.61( 77, 3) 
627. 2410. 408. 64.23(132, 19) 63.81( 98, 3) 63.80(134, 6) 61.22(115, 5) 59.64(148, 6) 
627. 4810. 548. 17.07( 97, 6) 17.07(146, 18) 16.05( 77, 4) 15. 99( 109, 1) 15.75(113,24) 
827. -790. 355. 62.01(137, 5) 56.37(138, 1) 52.06(126, 2) 51.67(149,20) 51.67(153, 5) 
827. 2410. 372. 61.10(106, 1) 61.10( 92, 1) 61.10(122,20) 59.86(132,19) 55.97(148, 18) 
827. 4810. 563. 26.95( 3, 7) 19.92( 77, 4) 18.91(114, 5) 15.27( 74, 7) 15.27(122, 19) 

1027. -2390. 339. 22.74(153, 2) 21.59(117, 6) 21.06( 87,22) 20.77(132,24) 19.47( 87, 3) 
1027. -1390. 346. 30.84( 94, 4) 30.82( 95, 6) 30.82(147, 3) 30.21( 114, 23) 29.28(128,24) 
1027. -790. 350. 53.96( 98, 4) 53.89( 97,24) 53.88(153,22) 53.82(151,24) 53.81( 98, 6) 
1027. -390. 351. 64.47(127, 2) 64.15(114, 6) 61.57(298, 6) 60.97( 98, 5) 58.14( 92, 4) 
1027. 610. 320. 88.06(149, 1) 71.34( 89,21) 70.76( 95, 1) 66.23( 134, 1) 65.87( 91,21) 
1027. 1610. 398. 288.80( 74, 4) 255.72( 70, 7) 253.51(151, 8) 236.75(123,22) 226.93(122,18) 
1027. 2410. 363. 57.59(148, 18) 56.34( 87, 1) 53.37(134, 4) 51.93( 92, 1) 51.93(106, 1) 
1027. 2610. 365. 54.23(132, 19) 51.65(106, 1) 51.65( 92, 1) 51.64(122,20) 49.30(118,24) 
1027. 3610. 422. 24.18(103, 19) 23.83(104, 5) 21.32( 92, 2) 20.82( 88,23) 20.59(123,24) 
1027. 4610. 541. 32.82( 3, 7) 20.19( 70, 6) 20.09(114, 5) 18.85(359, 1) 17.89( 77, 4) 
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1027. 4810. 548. 30.93( 3, 7) 19.94(114, 5) 19.43( 77, 4) 17.32( 70, 6) 16.09( 74, 7) 
1027. 5610. 600. 12.96( 97, 6) 12.96(146,18) 12.14( 77, 4) 11.27(113,24) 9.77(113,23) 
1227. -790. 344. 46.83(114, 6) 46.75(127, 2) 44.77(298, 6) 44.32( 98, 5) 44.24( 97,24) 
1227. 2410. 355. 53.29(134, 4) 51.59( 63, 1) 50.81( 87, 1) 48.56( 88,23) 48. 15 C 93, 6) 
1227. 4810. 585. 29.33( 3, 7) 19.35( 70, 6) 18.61(359, 1) 16.03(114, 5) 15.42(133, 7) 
1427. -990. 337. 42.76(127, 2) 41.71(114, 6) 41.13( 97,24) 41.04(151,24) 41.02( 98, 6) 
1427. -790. 338. 45 .37( 98, 5) 44.77(114, 6) 44.46( 92, 4) 44.46(123, 2) 44.46(150, 7) 
1427. 2410. 346. 50.62(144,19) 50.37( 63, 1) 47.78( 70, 2) 41.58(106, 3) 41.32(134, 4) 
1427. 4810. 588. 18.28(359, 1) 17.42( 70, 6) 16.80( 3, 7) 15.57( 92, 2) 14.50( 10, 3) 
1627. -1190. 331. 38.93(127, 2) 38.31( 97,24) 38.17(151,24) 38. 15 ( 98, 6) 36.56(114, 6) 
1627. -990. 332. 40.77( 98, 5) 40.48(114, 6) 38.80(298, 6) 38.72(127, 2) 38.64( 92, 4) 
1627. 1610. 331. 60.45( 70, 1) 58.74(115, 19) 48.02( 82, 4) 44.92(100,20) 44.42(150,23) 
1627. 1810. 331. 67.96(359, 3) 61.57( 93, 4) 55.95( 70, 1) 55.03(153, 3) 50.86(100,20) 
1627. 2010. 332. 92.11( 150, 19) 83. 76( 97, 5) 81.54( 88, 3) 66.91( 94,21) 64.07( 84, 1) 
1627. 2210. 333. 58.59(114, 4) 52.95( 89,20) 52.06( 95, 5) 51.18( 88, 6) 51.08(135,23) 



1627. 2410. 337. 47.87( 70, 2) 46.96(106, 3) 45.30(144,19) 43.12( 88, 6) 42 .93( 77,22) 
1627. 4810. 532. 16. 75( 92, 2) 15.20( 90, 4) 15.19(103, 19) 13.49(359, 1) 13 . 14(104, 5) 
1627. 5010. 533. 15:85(359, 1) 15.27( 92, 2) 14.02( 70, 6) 13.87( 90, 4) 12 .76( 10, 3) 
1827. -1390. 325. 35.58( 97,24) 35.40(151,24) 35.36( 98, 6) 35.08(127, 2) 33 . 10( 98, 4) 
1827. -1190. 326. 36.98(114, 6) 36.47( 98, 5) 35.55(127, 2) 35.35(298, 6) 33 . 04( 92, 4) 
1827. 1610. 321. 53.97(115,19) 50.20( 70, 1) 43.28( 92,23) 41.73( 82, 4) 41.04(150,23) 
1827. 5010. 486. 15.55( 92, 2) 15.28(115, 3) 14.77(103,19) 14.14( 90, 4) 13 . 26(100,22) 
2027. -2390. 309. 20.67(114,23) 19.88( 94, 4) 19.80( 95, 6) 19.80(147, 3) 18.85( 77, 3) 
2027. -1390. 320. 33.78(114, 6) 32.-99(127, 2) 32.32( 98, 5) 32.22(298, 6) 30.18( 97,24) 
2027. -390. 322. 66.96( 70, 4) 60.38( 70, 5) 58.55( 83,24) 56.06(127, 1) 52.85( 73,23) 
2027. 610. 317. 81.81(114,23) 73.64( 94, 4) 73 .64( 95, 6) 73.64(147, 3) 63.95(125,22) 
2027. 1410. 313. 79.92(104, 5) 77.26(103,19) 59.89( 92, 2) 53.75(115, 3) 53.68(115,20) 
2037. 1231. 311. 119.55(114, 5) 113.21(115, 2) 113.21(115, 4) 113.17( 77, 4) 103.56( 3, 7) 
2027. 1610. 312. 61.31( 70, 6) 50.29(115, 3) 50.27(115,20) 49.89(115,19) 42.78(359, 1) 
2027. 2610. 327. 40.56( 70, 2) 39.43(106, 3) 37.75(144, 19) 34.98( 88, 6) 34.80( 77,22) 
2027. 3610. 342. 32.05( 98, 3) 31.11(134, 6) 28.58(115, 5) 23.87(148, 6) 21.58( 81, 5) 
2027. 4610. 440. 18.39(115 , 22) 14.18(120,22) 13.69(104, 5) 13.13( 2,20) 13 .07(114, 2) 
2027. 5010. 469. 15.16(103, 19) 15.06(104, 5) 12.17( 92, 2) 11.60(120,22) 11 .43(115,22) 
2027. 5610. 515. 12.81(359, 1) 12.60( 92, 2) 11.58( 90, 4) 10.85( 70, 6) 10 .82(100,22) 
2227. -1590. 313. 30.70(127, 2) 30.69(114, 6) 29.21(298, 6) 28.38( 97,24) 28 . 23( 98, 5) 
2227. 610. 311. 74.58( 98, 4) 74.58(153,22) 71.18( 97,24) 71. 18( 98, 6) 71.18(151,24) 
2227. 810. 310. 87.47(136, 5) 87.47(124, 5) 87.47(153,23) 79.04(123, 4) 73 .84( 73,22) 
2227. 1210. 305 . 125.38( 87, 1) 122.16(148, 18) 121.93(134, 4) 107.67(122,20) 107.67( 92 , 1) 
2227. 1410. 305. 61.19(115, 5) 54.03( 91,23) 50.17(125, 19) 49.36(134, 6) 49 .36( 98, 3) 
2227. 5010. 438. 16.34(115,22) 14.70(120,22) 14.10(104, 5) 13.70(114, 2) 12.83(114, 1) 
2427. -1590. 309. 30.68( 98, 5) 29.08(114, 6) 28.72( 92, 4) 28.72(123, 2) 28 .72(150, 7) 
2427. 410. 307. 54.05(125,20) 52.32(135,21) 52.31( 91,21) 46.82(151, 6) 46 .05( 98, 4) 
2427. 610. 304. 66.58( 92, 5) 63.03( 77, 2) 63.03( 94, 3) 62.26( 93, 2) 55 . 49(109, 6) 
2427. 810. 305. 75.02(136, 5) 75.02(153,23) 75.02(124, 5) 65.70(123, 4) 58 .77(359, 2) 
2427. 1210. 305. 108.13( 95, 5) 108.13( 89,20) 106.65(135,23) 92.70( 88, 6) 92 .70( 77,22) 
2427. 5010. 426. 18.03(115,22) 14.09(114, 3) 11. 76( 2,20) 9.98( 9,23) 9.94(104, 5) 
2627. -1590. 304. 29.56( 92, 4) 29.56(123, 2) 29.56(150, 7) 29.48( 94, 3) 29. 41( 77, 2) 
2627. -1390. 304. 32.35( 93, 2) 31.87( 92, 5) 28.38( 95, 4) 28.35( 73,22) 28.35( 85, 1) 
2627. -390. 305. 45.16(151, 7) 45.16(133 , 19) 41.79( 70, 3) 41.79( 73,21) 30 . 47( 23, 3) 
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2627. -190. 304. 41.24( 134,20) 38.22( 70, 3) 38.22( 73,21) 36.54(140,23) 35 .88( 94, 4) 
2627. 10. 305. 46.52(140,23) 43.88(149,19) 41.03(134,20) 38.83(134, 1) 38 . 51( 77, 3) 
2627. 210. 305. 47.75(134, 1) 44.83(135,21) 44.82( 91,21) 43.52(149,19) 38.84(125,20) 
2627. 410. 305. 48.17( 92, 4) 48.17(123, 2) 48.17(150, 7) 47.70(125,20) 46 .30( 77, 2) 
2627. 610. 305. 51.82(123, 4) 48.63(151, 6) 36.01(149,24) 35.70(125,20) 35 .09(135,20) 
2627. 810. 305. 66.93(136, 5) 66.92(153,23) 66.92(124, 5) 54.69(123, 4) 50 .88(359, 2) 
2627. 1010. 305. 56.34(123,21) 53.23( 89,21) 52.99(359, 5) 52.93( 95, 1) 49 . 15( 99,21) 
2627. 1210. 305. 72.62( 88, 3) 69.60(150,19) 50.41( 93, 4) 41.46(123,21) 38 .88( 94,21) 
2262. 433. 311. 77.23( 77, 3) 70.21(145, 19) 67.67(137, 5) 67.35(134,21) 67.35(146,23) 
2627. 5010. 380. 16.35(115,22) 14.04(115, 6) 11. 78( 2,20) 11.13( 9,23) 10.03( 92,20) 
2827. -1390. 301. 31.50( 95, 4) 31.46( 73,22) 31.46( 85, 1) 29.64(109, 4) 28 .35( 93, 2) 
2827. -1190. 302. 32.73(138, 5) 32.73(123, 1) 27.78(109, 4) 27.44(123, 3) 27.44(134, 19) 
2827. -990. 302. 35.73( 73,23) 34.13(123, 3) 34.13(134, 19) 32.13( 70, 5) 29.85( 88, 5) 
2827. -790. 302. 42.68( 70, 4) 39.01( 70, 5) 34.46( 83,24) 32.25( 73,23) 30 . 49( 92, 3) 
2827. -590. 303. 36.47(151, 7) 36.47(133,19) 33.03(127, 1) 29.38(133, 6) 28. 49( 23, 3) 
2827. -390. 303. 41.22( 70, 3) 41.22( 73,21) 39.55(151, 7) 39.54(133, 19) 32 .55(134,20) 
2827. -190. 303. 37.63(134,20) 34.61(140,23) 31.39( 149, 19) 30.46( 70, 3) 30 .46( 73,21) 
2827. 10. 303. 42.09(149,19) 41.78(140,23) 39.27( 134, 1) 32.15( 10, 2) 31 .37(134,20) 
2827. 5010. 358. 12.17( 93,22) 12.13( 88, 2) 11.98(104,21) 11.02(114, 4) 10 . 57(115,22) 
3027. -2390. 297. 22.76( 97,24) 22.32(151,24) 22.21(127, 2) 22.10( 98, 6) 20 . 11( 98, 4) 
3027. -1390. 298. 29.17(109, 4) 25.21(138, 5) 25. 20( 123, 1) 24.06( 95, 4) 24 .02( 73,22) 
3027. -390. 300. 35.91( 70, 3) 35.91( 73,21) 35 .25( 134,20) 31.73(151, 7) 31. 73(133, 19) 
3027. 610. 301. 43.35(123, 4) 37.52(151, 6) 32.04(149,24) 30.54(136, 5) 30 . 48(153,23) 
3027. 1610. 302. 40.65( 63, 1) 37.81(144, 19) 30.89(134, 4) 29.51( 70, 2) 28 . 28(115, 19) 
3027. 2610. 303. 33.40(149,18) 29.25( 84, 1) 25 .93( 135, 23) 25.12(150, 19) 21.93(139, 6) 
3027. 3610. 305. 24.33( 87, 1) 23.26(148,18) 22.04(134, 4) 17.92(120,20) 17.67(150, 18) 
3027. 4610. 333. 20. 95 C 115, 5) 19.90( 98, 3) 17.49(134, 6) 16.31(116, 3) 14 .51( 59, 1) 
3027. 5010. 348. 14.55( 88, 2) 14.53(115, 1) 12.27( 91,23) 12.09(108,24) 11.76(366, 6) 
3027. 5610. 372. 17.02(115,22) 11.84( 93,22) 10.59(115, 1) 10.52(114, 4) 9.99( 2,20) 
3227. 5010. 338. 13.93(115, 5) 13.52( 91,23) 12.56(125,19) 12.32( 88, 2) 11.27( 116, 3) 
3227. 5210. 345. 13.67( 88 , 2) 11.18(108,24) 11.17( 91,23) 10.69(104,21) 10 . 43(125,19) 
3227. 5610. 362. 14.57(115, 1) 13.62(115,22) 11.08( 92,21) 10.97(366, 6) 10.30( 97, 5) 
3227. 6010. 373. 16.45(115,22) 12.63(115, 1) 10.15(114, 4) 9.69(366, 6) 9.58( 93,22) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

X 

-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4m. 
-4m. 
-4m. 
-4m. 
-4m. 
-4m. 
-4573. 
-4573. 
-4573. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4173. 
-4173. 
-4173. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3m. 
-3m. 

y 

-2390. 
-1390. 
-390. 
610. 

1610. 
2610. 
3610. 
4610. 
5610. 

-2390. 
-1390. 
-390. 
1610. 
2610. 
3610. 
4610. 
5610. 
410. 
610. 
810. 

1010. 
1210. 
1210. 
410. 

1210. 
4810. 

10. 
210. 
410. 

1410. 
1610. 
1610. 
4810. 

10. 
1610. 
4810. 

-2390. 
-1390. 
-390. 

10. 
610. 

1610. 
2610. 
3610. 
4610. 
4810. 
5610. 

10. 
1610. 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

X 

-3m. 
-3m. 
-3773. 
-3573. 
-3573. 
-3573. 
-3373. 
-3373. 
-3373. 

y 

1810. 
2010. 
4810. 

10. 
2010. 
4810. 

10. 
2010. 
4810. 

ELEV. 

798. 
793. 
781. 
852. 
731. 
730. 
728. 
747. 
625. 
797. 
731. 
652. 
771. 
792. 
904. 
858. 
570. 
646. 
669. 
666. 
695. 
730. 
730. 
633. 
722. 
853. 
609. 
554. 
583. 
694. 
756. 
756. 
856. 
553. 
787. 
828. 
767. 
732. 
548. 
549. 
722. 
m. 
875. 
914. 
954. 
838. 
686. 
549. 
755. 

ELEV. 

792. 
824. 
839. 
549. 
848. 
852. 
549. 
799. 
831. 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8 HOUR AVERAGES 

HIGHEST 

1.31(120,24) 
1.14( 51, 8) 
3.73( 7,24) 
2.21( 74, 8) 
1.87( 70, 16) 
2.17( 74, 8) 
2.22( 98,24) 
2.46( 70, 8) 
2.42( 74, 8) 
1.29(114, 16) 
2.68(120,24) 
3.16( 7,24) 
2.42(100,24) 
2.52(148, 16) 
1.69( 148, 16) 
1. 74(129,24) 
1.66(150, 16) 

10.99( 77, 16) 
10.49( 70, 8) 
8.21(132, 16) 
9.63( 74, 8) 
3.67(100,24) 
3.67(100,24) 

22.45(113, 16) 
3.10( 92, 16) 
1.86(150, 16) 

15.88(107, 8) 
7.43( 77, 8) 

16. 22( 75, 16) 
2.92( 73, 8) 
3. 15( 70, 16) 
3.15( 70, 16) 
2.15(150, 16) 
7.43( 1, 16) 
3.58( 70,16) 
2.40(150,16) 
1.62( 23, 8) 
2.91(117, 8) 
6.75( 96,24) 

14.91( 20, 8) 
12.41( 37,24) 
4.12( 70, 16) 
3. 74(139,24) 
2.82(134,16) 
2.09(132,24) 
2.53(150, 16) 
2.14( 74, 8) 
7.10(149, 8) 
4.65( 70,16) 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

2ND HIGH 

0.84(151,16) 
0.90(365,24) 
2.39( 77, 8) 
2.03( 70, 16) 
1. 78( 70, 8) 
1.66( 70, 16) 
1.66( 148, 16) 
2.19( 74, 8) 

1.33( 96,24) 
1.16(106, 8) 
1.86( 74, 8) 
2.90(365,24) 
2.42( 70, 16) 
2.12( 77, 16) 
1.60(149, 16) 
1.69(134, 16) 
1.40( 74, 8) 
9.80(106, 16) 
9.29(100,24) 
7.93(150,16) 
6.31(150, 16) 
3.03(107,24) 
3.03(107,24) 

21.37( 72,24) 
3.07( 5,24) 
1. 79( 132, 16) 

15.69( 1,16) 
5.43( 72,24) 

15.73( 69, 16) 
2.87( 70, 16) 
2.55( 73, 8) 
2.55( 73, 8) 
1.78(132, 16) 
5.60(107, 8) 
2.82( 74, 8) 
1.83(132,24) 
1.51(114,16) 
2.28(114, 16) 
3.50( 46, 8) 

12. 77( 12, 8) 
10.72( 28,24) 
3.54( 84,24) 
3.59(148, 16) 
2.79(129,24) 
1.85(133, 16) 
2.19(132,24) 
1.49(150, 16) 
6.23( 4, 8) 
3.48(144, 16) 

3RD HIGH 

0.75(106, 8) 
0.89(106, 8) 
1.97( 68, 8) 
1.66(144, 16) 
1 .64( 74, 8) 
1.57(149, 16) 
1.57(139,24) 
1.48(151, 8) 
1.30(140, 8) 
0.88(115,16) 
1.45(106, 8) 
2.72(106, 8) 
2.10(107,24) 
2.07(106,16) 
1.52(105, 16) 
1.59(132,16) 
1.33( 96,24) 
8.82(137,16) 
9.08(105,16) 
7.75( 74, 8) 
4.93(147, 16) 
3.00( 77, 8) 
3.00( 77, 8) 

18.80(123,16) 
3.03( 37,24) 
1.59(120,24) 

15.19(365,24) 
5.40(107, 8) 

13.87( 67,16) 
2.73(121,16) 
2.40(144,16) 
2.40(144,16) 
1.53(133, 16) 
4.42( 77, 8) 
2.79(109, 16) 
1. 70( 132, 16) 
1.30( 74, 8) 
2.10( 23, 8) 
2.95(130, 16) 

11.61( 16, 8) 
10.36(108,24) 
3.15( 74, 8) 
2.99(123, 16) 
2. 53( 132, 16) 
1.84(132, 16) 
1. 79(133, 16) 
1.28(100,24) 
5.88( 34,24) 
3.06( 68,24) 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

HIGHEST 

4.56( 70,16) 
3.81( 70, 16) 
2.47(150, 16) 
8.10(149, 8) 
4.35(148,16) 
2.24(150, 16) 
8.00(149, 8) 
5.42(148,16) 
2.04(100,24) 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

2ND HIGH 

3.80( 68,24) 
3.64( 77,16) 
2.18(132,24) 
7.39( 7,24) 
4.14( 77, 16) 
1.80( 133, 16) 
4.85( 96,24) 
4.85(106, 16) 
1.90(150, 16) 

3RD HIGH 

3.53(144,16) 
3. 51( 106, 16) 
1.85 ( 133, 16) 
7.05(107, 8) 
4.13(106, 16) 
1. 77( 132, 24) 
4.28(103,24) 
4.62( 77,16) 
1.62(133,16) 
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4TH HIGH 

0.65(114, 16) 
0.84(103,24) 
1.47( 72,24) 
1.55( 77, 16) 
1.64( 149, 16) 
1.49( 77, 16) 
1.36( 92, 8) 
1.41 (218, 16) 
1.27(218, 16) 
0.66(137, 8) 
1.35( 55, 8) 
2.58(120,24) 
1.94( 88,16) 
2.03(112,24) 
1.52(139,24) 
1.55(135,16) 
1.29(132, 16) 
7.88(144, 16) 
9.07( 74, 8) 
7.55(112, 16) 
4.90(133,16) 
2.73(147,16) 
2. 73( 147, 16) 

17.47(106,16) 
2.94(134, 16) 
1.46(135,16) 

13.58( 50, 8) 
5.13(354, 8) 

11. 73( 76, 16) 
2.65( 38, 8) 
2.33(104,16) 
2.33(104,16) 
1.41(120,24) 
4.12( 7,24) 
2.71(144, 16) 
1.67(133, 16) 
1.00( 78, 8) 
1.97( 55,24) 
2.88(149, 8) 

10.62( 2, 8) 
10.02( 29,16) 
3.09(144,16) 
2.89(106,16) 
2.52(135,16) 
1. 76(145,24) 
1.65(145,24) 
1.28(133, 16) 
4.42( 7,24) 
3.05( 74, 8) 
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4TH HIGH 

3.18( 77, 16) 
3.43(148, 16) 
1.53(147, 16) 
4.02( 68, 8) 
4.04(149, 16) 
1.55(147, 16) 
4.25(146, 16) 
4.56(149, 16) 
1.57(134, 16) 

5TH HIGH 

0.47(137, 8) 
0.72(114, 16) 
1.44(124, 8) 
1.46(104, 16) 
1.61( 135, 16) 
1.45(136, 16) 
1.31 C 149, 16) 
1.37( 96, 8) 
1.17(134, 16) 
0.65(114, 8) 
1.27( 151, 16) 
2.21 C 151, 16) 
1.93( 98,24) 
1.97(149, 16) 
1.46(136, 16) 
1.30(150,16) 
1.26(140, 8) 
7 .83( 148, 16) 
8.92( 96, 8) 
6.98(133,16) 
4.80(132,24) 
2.72( 82, 8) 
2.72( 82, 8) 

17.20(122, 16) 
2.72( 39,16) 
1.43(134, 16) 

13.56( 1,24) 
3.26( 43, 8) 
9.46( 78,16) 
2.62( 8,16) 
2.27( 92,24) 
2.27( 92,24) 
1.41(135, 16) 
3.44( 27,24) 
2.55( 68,24) 
1.59(145,24) 
0.96( 73,24) 
1.94( 1,24) 
2.69(142, 16) 
9.95( 25, 8) 
9.41( 51, 8) 
3.08(120,24) 
2.74(149, 16) 
2.03(149, 16) 
1. 75(150, 16) 
1.57( 132, 16) 
1.17(147, 16) 
4.14( 18, 8) 
2.94(111, 16) 
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5TH HIGH 

2.97(149, 16) 
3.42(149,16) 
1.52(126, 16) 
3.07( 33,24) 
3.90( 70, 16) 
1.50(126, 16) 
3.61 ( 73, 16) 
3.99(144, 16) 
1.51(147, 16) 



-3273. 2010. 787. 6.01(148,16) 5.23(106, 16) 4.83( 77, 16) 4. 75( 149, 16) 4.21(144, 16) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 6.12( 98,24) 5.89(148,16) 5. 79( 139 ,24) 4.77(106,16) 4.24(149, 16) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 4.97(139,24) 4.82(148,16) 4.19(146,24) 4.02(149,16) 3.91(124, 16) 
-3173. 10. 567. 14.55( 96,24) 9.32( 46, 8) 9.30(102, 8) 5.73(103,24) 5.70(146,16) 
-3173. 2410. 841. 7.81( 96, 8) 4.90(148,16) 4.77(139,24) 4.67(146,24) 4.34(149, 16) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 2.26(100,24) 1.82(107,24) 1.67(134, 16) 1.58(150,16) 1.55(218, 16) 
-2973. -2390. 661. 4.84( 74, 8) 4.38( 3, 8) 2.31(106, 8) 2.05(352, 8) 1.89(353,24) 
-2973. -1390. 613. 4.61(352, 8) 3.06(108, 8) 2.93( 3, 8) 2.92( 40, 8) 2.55(146,24) 
-2973. -390. 609. 8.02(107, 8) 7:48( 74, 8) 6.84(106, 8) 6.07( 61,24) 6.05( 3, 8) 
-2973. 10. 601. 9.85(120,24) 9.76(365,24) 9.76(106, 8) 9.40( 96,24) 8.41(107, 8) 
-2973. 610. 579. 15.46( 72,24) 13.97(106,16) 13.95(124,16) 13.10(152, 16) 13 .03( 137, 16) 
-2973. 1610. 823. 7.81( 70, 16) 6.05(144, 16) 5.78( 77,16) 5.35(106,16) 5.24( 68,24) 
-2973. 2410. 784. 10.65( 70, 8) 7.82( 96, 8) 7.54( 74, 8) 6.64(151, 8) 5.94(122,24) 
-2973. 2610. 786. 11.52( 74, 8) 10.15( 70, 8) 5.54(122,24) 5.42(135, 16) 5.26(134, 16) 
-2973. 3610. 865. 4.71(150, 16) 3.83( 132, 24) 3.40(133, 16) 2.95(126,16) 2.89( 132, 16) 
-2973. 4610. 770. 2.39(100,24) 1.97( 77, 8) 1.91(107,24) 1.89( 74, 8) 1.87(134, 16) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 2.09( 77, 8) 1. 90( 100, 24) 1. 74( 134, 16) 1.70(107,24) 1.63( 95, 8) 
-2973. 5610. 642. 1.58( 5,24) 1.35(271, 8) 1.25( 77, 8) 1.20(134, 16) 1.15(148,24) 
-2m. 10. 609. 19.08(114,16) 16.69( 1,24) 15.42( 74, 8) 13.63( 3, 8) 13.06( 64, 8) 
-2m. 2410. 731. 13.88( 70, 8) 12.64( 74, 8) 6.64( 135, 16) 6.53(151, 8) 6.28(122,24) 
-2m. 4810. 724. 2.15( 77, 8) 1. 78(134, 16) 1.67( 5,24) 1.55(123,24) 1.52( 95, 8) 
-2573. 10. 587. 26.39( 2,24) 22.58( 69, 8) 22.12( 18, 8) 17.29( 56, 8) 16.85( 51, 8) 
-2573. 2410. 732. 16.82( 74, 8) 10.49( 70, 8) 7.99(132, 16) 7.80(135, 16) 7.77(129,24) 
-2573. 4810. 713. 2.03( 5,24) 1. 76(134, 16) 1.58( 77, 8) 1.53(271, 8) 1.51(148,24) 
-2373. 10. 574. 33.17(152,24) 25.42( 3, 8) 21.01(130, 16) 20.96(153, 8) 20.38( 79, 8) 
-2373. 2410. 726. 15.46( 74, 8) 10.30(150,16) 8.92(132,16) 8.72(120,24) 8.07(134, 16) 
-2373. 4810. 700. 1.85( 5,24) 1.77( 45,24) 1.69(134, 16) 1.57( 37,24) 1.54(271, 8) 
-2173. 10. 564. 31.07(146,24) 19.72(148,24) 18.47(130,24) 18.09( 52, 8) 16.93( 20, 8) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 11.96(150,16) 11.89( 74, 8) 9.48(120,24) 9. 17 C 133, 16) 8.80(132, 16) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 2.46( 84,24) 2.25( 45,24) 1.86( 37,24) 1.62(104, 8) 1.56(134, 16) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 5.91(363,24) 4.57(355, 8) 3.35(351, 8) 3.07(108, 8) 2.85( 4, 8) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 7.25(351, 8) 5.41( 3, 8) 5.27(108, 8) 4.12(352, 8) 3.85(353,24) 
-1973. -390. 487. 13.74( 3, 8) 11.29( 74, 8) 8.30(352, 8) 7.65(365, 8) 7.16(117, 8) 
-1973. -190. 526. 13.04( 74, 8) 12.58(352, 8) 11.66( 3, 8) 9.41( 68, 8) 8.22(148,24) 
-1973. 10. 549. 32.47(119,24) 18.22(120, 8) 17.16(132,24) 13.18( 74, 8) 12.90(123, 8) 
-1973. 210. 549. 21.84(131, 8) 21.48(142, 8) 19.93(142,24) 16.87( 53, 8) 16.45( 51, 8) 
-1973. 410. 547. 38.12(118, 8) 32.93(145, 8) 32.82(100, 8) 31.85(144, 8) 30.37( 89,24) 
-1973. 610. 479. 20.33(149, 8) 16.28( 96,24) 13.51(120,24) 12.83(107, 8) 12.81(139, 8) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 23.74(148,16) 22.91( 70, 8) 20.69(149,16) 20.51( 96, 8) 19.76(106, 16) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 11. 78( 150, 16) 9.04( 74, 8) 8.87(133, 16) 8. 18( 147, 16) 8.17(126, 16) 
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HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ -----------

-1973. 2610. 799. 8.61(150,16) 6.65( 98,24) 6.59(132,24) 6.47(147, 16) 6.41 C 133, 16) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 3.56(134, 16) 3.44( 84,24) 3.14( 5,24) 3.01( 45,24) 2.63(218, 16) 
-1973. 4610. 628. 2.55( 84,24) 2.51( 45,24) 2.47(104, 8) 2.11(107,24) 1.90( 75,24) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 2.40(104, 8) 2.24( 84,24) 2.20( 45,24) 1.90( 75,24) 1.64( 76,24) 
-1973. 5610. 597. 3.32(107,24) 1.89(104, 8) 1.66(108, 8) 1.53( 75,24) 1.36( 45, 24) 
-1m. -790. 529. 9.64(351, 8) 8.26( 3, 8) 7.23(108, 8) 6.56(363,24) 6.31(353,24) 
-1m. -590. 497. 13.09( 3, 8) 10.68( 74, 8) 10.53(351, 8) 9.30(355, 8) 8.68(108, 8) 
-1m. 210. 539. 17.34( 74, 8) 17. 13( 3, 8) 15.93(352, 8) 15.82(117, 8) 14.53(131, 8) 
-1773. 410. 491. 24.10(117, 8) 19.18(355, 8) 18.86( 74, 8) 17.78(107, 8) 17.37( 93,24) 
-1m. 2410. 668. 9.73(150, 16) 8. 74( 74, 8) 8.12(134, 16) 7.93( 98,24) 7.67(147, 16) 
-1773. 4810. 609. 3.93(107,24) 2.54(104, 8) 1.95(108, 8) 1.94( 45,24) 1.92( 75,24) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 10.89(363,24) 6.99(364, 8) 6.89(106, 8) 6.75(351, 8) 6. 19(108, 8) 
-1573. -990. 459. 11.75(363,24) 9.76(351, 8) 7 .40(364, 8) 6.98(106, 8) 6.59(355, 8) 
-1573. -790. 482. 12.81(363,24) 10.54(351, 8) 7.86(108, 8) 7.64(364, 8) 6.80(106, 8) 
-1573. -590. 487. 14.07(363,24) 10.96(351, 8) 9.08(108, 8) 8.03( 3, 8) 7.60(364, 8) 
-1573. -390. 465. 15.42(363,24) 12.19(351, 8) 11.85( 3, 8) 9.88(108, 8) 9.85( 74, 8) 
-1573. -190. 475. 18.84( 3, 8) 16.40( 74, 8) 16. 10(363, 24) 13.76(351, 8) 13.06(355, 8) 
-1573. 10. 505. 20.33( 3, 8) 18.02( 74, 8) 16.56(355, 8) 15.67(351, 8) 14. 70(108, 8) 
-1573. 210. 495. 26.61(352, 8) 22.86( 3, 8) 19.50(355, 8) 18.80( 74, 8) 17.80(351, 8) 
-1573. 410. 482. 32.01(355, 8) 26.66(117, 8) 26.48( 3, 8) 26.42(352, 8) 24.63( 74, 8) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 9.27(134, 16) 7.97( 77, 8) 7.39(218, 16) 7.31( 45,24) 7. 19( 38, 8) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 4.49(107,24) 2.09(113,24) 1.96( 38, 8) 1.92(104, 8) 1.80(121, 16) 
-1373. -1190. 427. 11.19(363,24) 8.55(364, 8) 7.74( 85,24) 7.62(106, 8) 6.91( 69, 8) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 13.25(107,24) 9.41( 96, 8) 8.81(104, 8) 8.53(134, 16) 7.98( 45,24) 
-1373. 4810. 575. 3.99(107,24) 3.24(113,24) 2.19( 92,24) 2.12(144,24) 1.94( 86,24) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 10.15(364, 8) 8.66(106, 8) 8.46(363,24) 7.97( 23, 8) 7.60( 69, 8) 
-1173. -990. 423. 11.41(363,24) 11.07(364, 8) 9.28(106, 8) 8.90( 23, 8) 8.21( 69, 8) 
-1173. -790. 424. 14.69(363,24) 12.14(364, 8) 9.80( 23, 8) 9.44(106, 8) 8.86( 69, 8) 
-1173. -590. 425. 18.08(363,24) 13.61(364, 8) 11.04( 23, 8) 9.67( 69, 8) 9.57( 94, 8) 



-1173. -390. 425. 21.55(363,24) 15.75(364, 8) 12.78( 94, 8) 12.69( 23, 8) 11.20( 85 ,24) 
-1173. 2410. 610. 16.25(107,24) 13.49( 84,24) 12.76(104, 8) 9.79(113,24) 9.34(121,16) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 3.71(123,24) 3.49(113,24) 2.83(144,24) 2.74(107,24) 2.43(104, 8) 
-973. -2390. 407. 5.04( 94, 8) 3.46( 23, 8) 3.37(364, 8) 3.14( 2,24) 3.10( 47, 8) 
-973. -1390. 411. 10.55( 94, 8) 6.01( 23, 8) 5.62(124, 8) 5.50(364, 8) 5.41( 47, 8) 
-973. -390. 421. 19.35(124, 8) 18.46( 94, 8) 15.72( 23, 8) 15.22(364, 8) 12.53( 69, 8) 
-973. -190. 423. 23.34(124, 8) 20.87( 94, 8) 19.59( 23, 8) 18.87(364, 8) 16.50(363,24) 
-973. 610. 387. 96.30(150, 8)* 90._78(124, 8)* 77.57(355, 8) 74.79(146,24) 68.98(138, 8) 
-973. 1610. 594. 74.89(114, 8) 49.28(107,24) 47.48( 63, 8) 46.63(104, 8) 42.96( 78,24) 
-973. 2410. 610. 23.76(114, 8) 14.60(107,24) 12.39( 41, 8) 11.40( 84, 24) 11.24( 113,24) 
-973. 2610. 609. 18.18(114, 8) 11. 00( 107, 24) 9.74( 84,24) 9.64(113,24) 9.45( 41, 8) 
-973. 3610. 609. 5.03( 84,24) 4.73(113,24) 4.46(107,24) 4.19(104, 8) 4. 04( 144, 24) 
-973. 4610. 551. 3.26(107,24) 3. 06( 123, 24) 2.85(104, 8) 2.85(144,24) 2.62(113,24) 
-973. 4810. 549. 2.96(107,24) 2.74(123,24) 2.67(144,24) 2.57(104, 8) 2.39(100,24) 
-973. 5610. 549. 1.97(104, 8) 1.91(144,24) 1.89( 123, 24) 1.77( 4,24) 1.76(107,24) 
-m. -190. 420. 31.14(124, 8) 27.58( 97, 8) 21.27( 94, 8) 18.04(136, 8) 17.02(352, 8) 
-m. 2010. 603. 45.92(114, 8) 23.20( 3, 8) 22.56( 41, 8) 19.68( 63, 8) 18.71( 97, 8) 
-m. 2210. 610. 37.74(114, 8) 18.63( 41, 8) 15.83( 97, 8) 15.64( 3, 8) 14.24( 84,24) 
-m. 2410. 610. 27.30(114, 8) 15.77( 41, 8) 11.79( 97, 8) 11.77( 84,24) 10.15(366, 8) 
-m. 4810. 549. 3.43( 81,24) 3.24(100,24) 3.19( 84,24) 3.15(107,24) 2.64(114, 8) 
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-573. -190. 417. 41.53(124, 8) 27. 71( 97, 8) 24.16(152,24) 22.87(138, 8) 21.12(153, 8) 
-573. 2010. 593. 40.38(114, 8) 22.27( 3, 8) 21.83( 63, 8) 18.25( 62, 8) 18.18( 62,24) 
-573. 2210. 609. 39.36(114, 8) 18. 91( 3, 8) 15.43( 63, 8) 15.13( 97, 8) 13.81(133, 8) 
-573. 2410. 610. 36.26(114, 8) 16.30( 3, 8) 13.24( 97, 8) 10.96( 41, 8) 10.71( 63, 8) 
-573. 4810. 572. 6.40(114, 8) 3.56( 84,24) 3.04(100,24) 2.66(107,24) 2.60(120,24) 
-373. -390. 410. 24.51( 97, 8) 20.07(124, 8) 20.03(117, 8) 19.89(153, 8) 19.87(138, 8) 
-373. -190. 418. 29.53( 97, 8) 24.73(352, 8) 24.30(138, 8) 23.38(124, 8) 22.54(153, 8) 
-373. 2010. 564. 20.41( 63, 8) 19.53( 62,24) 17.24( 62, 8) 16.66( 3, 8) 15.37( 90, 8) 
-373. 2210. 594. 17.93( 63, 8) 16.40( 3, 8) 15.93( 97, 8) 14.95( 62,24) 14.28(114, 8) 
-373. 2410. 599. 15.81(114, 8) 15.43( 3, 8) 14.03( 97, 8) 12.72( 63, 8) 11.75(133, 8) 
-373. 4810. 598. 8.15(114, 8) 2.85(120,24) 2. 75( 84, 24) 2.59( 78,24) 2.49( 41, 8) 
-173. -390. 402. 20.14(117, 8) 19.56( 97, 8) 19.54(352, 8) 19.54(128,24) 19.06(138, 8) 
-173. 2410. 502. 21.21(115, 8) 14.18( 63, 8) 12.40( 62,24) 12.26( 62, 8) 12.19( 74, 8) 
-173. 4810. 609. 9.01(114, 8) 2.54( 41, 8) 2.26(120,24) 1.83( 84,24) 1. 73(366, 8) 

27. -2390. 366. 5.31( 97, 8) 5.06(195, 8) 3.84(124,24) 3.69(355, 8) 3.58( 3, 8) 
27. -1390. 366. 13.53( 97, 8) 10.53(352, 8) 9.51(124, 8) 9.09(138, 8) 7.81(195, 8) 
27. -590. 384. 17.66(124, 8) 17.41(117, 8) 17.04(146,24) 16.39(128,24) 15.59(153, 8) 
27. -390. 392. 26.70(150, 8) 26.49(146,24) 22.13(124, 8) 21.25(117, 8) 19.95(153, 8) 
27. 610. 293. 44.72( 70, 8) 43.83( 73,24) 31.81(129, 8) 31.62(134,24) 31.21(133, 8) 
27. 1610. 502. 41.06(134, 8) 32.31(150,24) 26.11( 84, 8) 24.93(120,24) 23.74(121, 8) 
27. 2410. 428. 16.82(115,24) 12.88(115, 8) 11.12( 90, 8) 10.98( 63, 8) 10.77(133, 8) 
27. 2610. 489. 17.71(115, 8) 10.69( 74, 8) 10.69( 63, 8) 10.20( 3, 8) 10.15(133, 8) 
27. 3610. 555. 7.32( 97, 8) 6.98(114, 8) 6.01( 3, 8) 4.85( 77, 8) 4.64( 79,24) 
27. 4610. 605. 5 .25( 114, 8) 3.34(366, 8) 3.15( 97, 8) 2.73( 41, 8) 2.38( 3, 8) 
27. 4810. 609. 5.84(114, 8) 3.04(366, 8) 2.55( 41, 8) 2.45( 97, 8) 2.36( 3, 8) 
27. 5610. 487. 5.76(114, 8) 2.93(115, 8) 2.87(172,24) 2.44( 92,24) 2.42(109,24) 

227. -590. 373. 24.74(150, 8) 24.61(146,24) 18.61(137, 8) 15.74(117, 8) 15.66(153, 8) 
227. 2410. 426. 11.90( 91,24) 10.86(115, 8) 10.76(140, 8) 10.40(134, 8) 10.09(103,24) 
227. 4810. 608. 3.63( 97, 8) 3.55(114, 8) 3.30(366, 8) 2.36(351,24) 2.26( 41, 8) 
427. -790. 365. 23.10(150, 8) 20.86(146,24) 15.88(137, 8) 13.92(126, 8) 13.44(147,24) 
427. -590. 366. 31.39(150, 8) 23.62(137, 8) 21.46(146,24) 21.35(126, 8) 17.31(147,24) 
427. 2410. 424. 17.82(134, 8) 11. 74(115, 8) 11.70( 91,24) 11.33( 62,24) 10.15(120,24) 
427. 4810. 575. 4.35( 97, 8) 2.99(366, 8) 2.86(114, 8) 2.84(351,24) 2.83( 79,24) 
627. -790. 360. 26.97(150, 8) 19.27(137, 8) 18.57(126, 8) 16.20(146,24) 14.31(147,24) 
627. 2410. 408. 20.85(134, 8) 15.27(120,24) 13.13(115, 8) 12.04( 62,24) 11.20(132,24) 
627. 4810. 548. 3.52( 97, 8) 3.01( 79 ,24) 2.94(114, 8) 2.57( 62,24) 2.45( 3, 8) 
827. -790. 355. 25.28(126, 8) 25.21(137, 8) 23.43(150, 8) 21.19(146,24) 20.50(152, 8) 
827. 2410. 372. 18.95(134, 8) 16.87(120,24) 12.88(150,24) 9.20(118,24) 9.02( 86,24) 
827. 4810. 563. 3.85( 3, 8) 3.63(114, 8) 2. 71( 107, 24) 2.66( 62,24) 2._59( 63, 8) 

1027. -2390. 339. 6.09(153, 8) 5.95(135, 8) 5.63(117, 8) 5.45(124, 8) 4.99(146,24) 
1027. -1390. 346. 17.96(150, 8) 11. 24( 146, 24 > 10.90(126, 8) 9.95(137, 8) 9.10(147,24) 
1027. -790. 350. 24.59(152, 8) 23.39(126, 8) 23.25(137, 8) 23.00(150, 8) 19.31(127, 8) 
1027. -390. 351. 22.59(152, 8) 22.16( 98, 8) 20.38(119,24) 17.15( 87, 8) 16.91(132,24) 
1027. 610. 320. 18.77( 95, 8) 18.04( 89,24) 16.54(149,24) 16.44(123,24) 16.27(140, 8) 
1027. 1610. 398. 75.63( 70, 8) 43.88( 74, 8) 37.04(140, 8) 36.34(123,24) 35.26(151, 8) 
1027. 2410. 363. 15.73(150,24) 15.55(134, 8) 14.23(120,24) 9.55(122,24) 8.00(148,24) 
1027. 2610. 365. 15.41(134, 8) 13.92(150,24) 13.08(120,24) 9.02( 62,24) 8.69(118,24) 
1027. 3610. 422. 5.09(115,24) 4.76(173, 8) 4.69(172,24) 4.60( 86,24) 4.58(107,24) 
1027. 4610. 541. 4.55( 81,24) 4.36( 3, 8) 3.75(114, 8) 3.65(133, 8) 2.77( 63, 8) 
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1027. 4810. 548. 4.17( 81,24) 4.15( 3, 8) 3.70(114, 8) 2.88(133, 8) 2. 79(116,24) 
1027. 5610. 600. 2.85(113,24) 2.25( 97, 8) 2.19(114, 8) 2.03( 62,24) 1. 76(116,24) 
1227. -790. 344. 25.00(152, 8) 18.22(137, 8) 17.77(150, 8) 17.39(127, 8) 17.01( 98, 8) 
1227. 2410. 355. 13.62(134, 8) 11.60( 86,24) 10.82(150,24) 9.23(120,24) 9.21( 63, 8) 
1227. 4810. 585. 3.90( 3, 8) 3.48(133, 8) 3.10(114, 8) 2.57( 63, 8) 2.42( 70, 8) 
1427. -990. 337. 21.49(152, 8) 16.21( 98, 8) 16.08(137, 8) 15.37(127, 8) 13.87(150, 8) 
1427. -790. 338. 17.28( 98, 8) 17.24(152, 8) 15.35(119,24) 13.76(136, 8) 12.80(132,24) 
1427. 2410. 346. 12.28(134, 8) 9.54(104, 8) 9.18(144,24) 9.05( 63, 8) 7.07( 90, 8) 
1427. 4810. 588. 3.17(133, 8) 2. 73( 63, 8) 2.nc104, 8> 2.34( 3, 8) 2.31(359, 8) 
1627. -1190. 331. 18.50(152, 8) 15.31( 98, 8) 14.25(137, 8) 13.76(127, 8) 12.40(148,24) 
1627. -990. 332. 16.22( 98, 8) 15.51(152, 8) 14.35(136, 8) 13.29(119,24) 11. 93( 132,24) 
1627. 1610. 331. 15.27( 91,24) 14.36( 70, 8) 13.76( 89,24) 13.37(114, 8) 12.85(100,24) 
1627. 1810. 331. 21.91(122, 8) 15.28( 89,24) 14.41(359, 8) 13.63( 70, 8) 13.09( 91,24) 
1627. 2010. 332. 17.79(122, 8) 15.48(150,24) 14.42( 97, 8) 13.36( 94,24) 12.85( 88, 8) 
1627. 2210. 333. 14.38(115, 8) 13.08(114, 8) 11.31(134, 8) 11.31( 41, 8) 10.54(366, 8) 
1627. 2410. 337. 11.02(134, 8) 10.25(114, 8) 9.54(115, 8) 7.64( 41, 8) 7.25(106, 8) 
1627. 4810. 532. 2.72( 90, 8) 2.59( 81,24) 2.58(104, 8) 2.51( 63, 8) 2.34(133, 8) 
1627. 5010. 533. 2.77( 90, 8) 2.73( 81,24) 2.73(133, 8) 2.46( 63, 8) 2.00(359, 8) 
1827. -1390. 325. 15.96(152, 8) 13.66( 98, 8) 12.69(137, 8) 12.38(127, 8) 11.23( 148, 24) 
1827. -1190. 326. 13.99(152, 8) 13.59( 98, 8) 11.39(119,24) 10.56(137, 8) 10.17(136, 8) 
1827. 1610. 321. 15.58(115,24) 14.23(115, 8) 13. 85 ( 150, 24) 11.73( 89,24) 11.57(116, 8) 
1827. 5010. 486. 3.21(172,24) 3.12(173, 8) 3.03(115, 8) 2.81( 81, 24) 2.45( 90, 8) 
2027. -2390. 309. 11.64(150, 8) 7.56(126, 8) 5.70(146,24) 5.54(147,24) 5.51(148,24) 
2027. -1390. 320. 12.62(152, 8) 11.61( 98, 8) 9.90(137, 8) 9.63(119,24) 8.80(132,24) 
2027. -390. 322. 17.50( 70, 8) 16.60(127, 8) 12.72( 73,24) 12.45(123, 8) 12.41(109, 8) 
2027. 610. 317. 37.10(150, 8) 32.05( 95, 8) 30.21(151, 8) 28.26(126, 8) 27.09( 94, 8) 
2027. 1410. 313. 31.07(115, 8) 25.36(115,24) 22.72(114, 8) 17.90(104, 8) 17.48( 89,24) 
2037. 1231. 311. 57.48(115, 8) 38.51( 115 ,24) 31.82( 114, 8) 31.75(134, 8) 27.45(116, 8) 
2027. 1610. 312. 22.83(115,24) 19.56(115, 8) 16.72( 70, 8) 15 .85( 114, 8) 13.34(133, 8) 
2027. 2610. 327. 8.26(116, 8) 8.18(134, 8) 6.37(114, 8) 6.14(115, 8) 6.14(115,24) 
2027. 3610. 342. 7.48(115, 8) 7.19(134, 8) 6.60(114, 8) 4.38( 62,24) 4.08(120,24) 
2027. 4610. 440. 4.86(114, 8) 3.54(115,24) 3.31(172,24) 3.27(173, 8) 2.74( 81,24) 
2027. 5010. 469. 3.78(114, 8) 3.36(115,24) 3.09(172,24) 3.09(173, 8) 2.62( 81,24) 
2027. 5610. 515. 3.14( 81,24) 2.53(114, 8) 2.22(133, 8) 2.21( 90, 8) 1.84( 63, 8) 
2227. -1590. 313. 11.37(152, 8) 10.67( 98, 8) 9.37(137, 8) 8.26(127, 8) 8.01(119,24) 
2227. 610. 311. 38.22(127, 8) 34.57(137, 8) 33.36(151, 8) 29.87(126, 8) 28.38(146,24) 
2227. 810. 310. 29.02(149,24) 27.78(123, 8) 26.08( 95, 8) 24.89(359, 8) 23.96(109, 8) 
2227. 1210. 305. 36.75(134, 8) 28.75(120,24) 22.04(150,24) 20.43(122,24) 19.56(106, 8) 
2227. 1410. 305. 17.77(134, 8) 14.84(115, 8) 14.19( 89,24) 14.02(115,24) 13.22( 91,24) 
2227. 5010. 438. 5.23(114, 8) 3.37(115,24) 3.04(173, 8) 2.99c1n,24> . 2.12( 81,24) 
2427. -1590. 309. 9.51(119,24) 8.92(152, 8) 8.69( 98, 8) 8.52(136, 8) 8.13(132,24) 
2427. 410. 307. 20.78(127, 8) 20.75(137, 8) 19.55(151, 8) 19.40( 95, 8) 19.36(123, 8) 
2427. 610. 304. 26.06(123, 8) 20.49( 92, 8) 20.33(149,24) 20.20(109, 8) 18.01( 136, 8) 
2427. 810. 305. 23.51(123, 8) 18.97( 70, 8) 18.62(149,24) 18.60(359, 8) 15.91( 99,24) 
2427. 1210. 305. 24.21( 89,24) 18.29( 95, 8) 16.54( 88, 8) 16.31( 77,24) 15.97(135,24) 
2427. 5010. 426. 4.54(114, 8) 3.39(115,24) 2.97(173, 8) 2.89c1n,24> 2.72(115, 8) 
2627. -1590. 304. 9.40(119,24) 8.21(132,24) 7.99(136, 8) 7.40( 92, 8) 7.36(152, 8) 
2627. -1390. 304. 7.79(109, 8) 7.09(150, 8) 6.84(132,24) 6.77( 92, 8) 6.39( 85, 8) 
2627. -390. 305. 12.41(127, 8) 10.83(153, 8) 10.31(146,24) 9.84(134,24) 9.78(133,24) 
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2627. -190. 304. 17.65(150, 8) 14.29(146,24) 14.27(137, 8) 13 .81( 126, 8) 13.23(127, 8) 
2627. 10. 305. 20.47(150, 8) 16.28(134,24) 14.62(137, 8) 14.61(152, 8) 14.53(127, 8) 
2627. 210. 305. 16.67(152, 8) 16.46(149,24) 16.45(127, 8) 15. 78(137, 8) 14.70(151, 8) 
2627. 410. 305. 16.31(123, 8) 14.68(136, 8) 14.41(149,24) 14.26( 92, 8) 13.32( 95, 8) 
2627. 610. 305. 18.81(123, 8) 14.09( 70, 8) 12.93(149,24) 12.23(359, 8) 10.84( 73,24) 
2627. 810. 305. 15.74(359, 8) 14.18( 99,24) 13.65(149,24) 13.38(123, 8) 12.49(141, 8) 
2627. 1010. 305. 17.40( 89,24) 14.77( 99,24) 13.13(141, 8) 12.73(359, 8) 12.59(118, 8) 
2627. 1210. 305. 14.39(122, 8) 13.22( 88, 8) 12.90( 89,24) 12.32(150,24) 11.79(359, 8) 
2262. 433. 311. 43.74(150, 8) 42.40(137, 8) 38.65(146,24) 37.49(127, 8) 36.90(152, 8) 



2627. 5010. 380. 3.88(115, 8) 3.13(115,24) 2.99(114, 8) 2.90(173, 8) 2.80(172,24) 
2827. -1390. 301. 7.75(109, 8) 6.04( 85, 8) 5.96(137, 8) 5.92(138, 8) 5.49( 95, 8) 
2827. -1190. 302. 8.74(123, 8) 8.19( 138, 8) 7.52(109, 8) 6.53(134,24) 6.09( 81, 8) 
2827. -990. 302. 8.90(123, 8) 8.39(109, 8) 7.78(134,24) 7.59(138, 8) 7.43( 70, 8) 
2827. -790. 302. 10.54( 70, 8) 8.95(127, 8) 7.06(134,24) 6.71(146,24) 6.47(109, 8) 
2827. -590. 303. 12.44(127, 8) 8.99(146,24) 8.90( 70, 8) 8.28(137, 8) 7.61(151, 8) 
2827. -390. 303. 13.63(150, 8) 11.93(127, 8) 11.76(151, 8) 10.65(126, 8) 10.35(146,24) 
2827. -190. 303. 15.64(150, 8) 12.72(152, 8) 12.35(127, 8) 11.77(137, 8) 11.60(134,24) 
2827. 10. 303. 13.32(152, 8) 12:63( 127, 8) 12.41(137, 8) 12.17(149,24) 11.29(151, 8) 
2827. 5010. 358. 3.73(115, 8) 2.65(173, 8) 2.63(114, 8) 2.55( 92,24) 2.55(172,24) 
3027. -2390. 297. 7.46(137, 8) 7.44(152, 8) 7.07( 98, 8) 6.67(127, 8) 5.86(135, 8) 
3027. -1390. 298. 6.94(109, 8) 6.32(138, 8) 6.27(123, 8) 5.76(117, 8) 5.41(137, 8) 
3027. -390. 300. 12.01(150, 8) 11.40(127, 8) 10.85(151, 8) 10.50(152, 8) 9.54(137, 8) 
3027. 610. 301. 9.81(149,24) 8.66(359, 8) 8.45(123, 8) 8.15(135,24) 7.65(141, 8) 
3027. 1610. 302. 8.71( 89,24) 8.29(134, 8) 7.73(150,24) 7.65(144,24) 6.05(115,24) 
3027. 2610. 303. 5.31( 84, 8) 4.40(103,24) 4.29(134, 8) 4.18(149,24) 4.09(150,24) 
3027. 3610. 305. 5.19(115, 8) 5.17(134, 8) 4.46(120,24) 3.94(150,24) 3.61(122,24) 
3027. 4610. 333. 5.23(115, 8) 3.95(134, 8) 3.37(116, 8) 2.50( 62,24) 2.49( 98, 8) 
3027. 5010. 348. 4.16(115, 8) 2.48( 92,24) 2.44( 91,24) 2.42(173, 8) 2.30(172,24) 
3027. 5610. 372. 3.30(115, 8) 3.29(115,24) 2.66(173, 8) 2.46(172,24) 2.39( 92,24) 
3227. 5010. 338. 3.87(115, 8) 2.70(116, 8) 2.55( 91,24) 2.32(134, 8) 2.22(173, 8) 
3227. 5210. 345. 3.30(115, 8) 2.30(173, 8) 2.23( 91,24) 2.15( 172,24) 2.13(108,24) 
3227. 5610. 362. 3.17(115, 8) 3.15( 115 ,24) 2.52(173, 8) 2.39( 92,24) 2.32(172,24) 
3227. 6010. 373. 3.25(115,24) 3.19(115, 8) 2.53(173, 8) 2.30( 92,24) 2.29(172,24) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ · A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MODEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN· POSTZ HIS OUTPUT· CO· 04/20/92 · MPV 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: ******************************************************************************** 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH·S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(7) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(13) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(16) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 
ISWC17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(19) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(22) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ISWC24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY C1=YES,O=NO) 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
91 

5 
92 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 2 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-1973. 10. 549. 60.92( 59, 2) 54.95(352, 1) 54.59( 3, 1) 53.78(132,23) 53.36( 74, 3) 
-1973. 110. 549. 73.00(117, 7) 63.25( 51, 3) 58.71( 51,23) 58.47( 78, 4) 57.71(101, 1) 
-1973. 210. 549. 92.84(117, 7) n.3sc 59,24> 70.04( 53, 1) 68.73( 78, 5) 67.50(133, 5) 
-1973. 310. 548. 101.57(146, 2) 99.59(102, 6) 99.26(144,21) 98.91(117, 7) 98.77(127,24) 
-1973. 410. 547. 133.40( 60,22) 129.06(105,24)* 127.91( 77,21) 127.30(127,23) 125.24(145,20) 
-1873. 10. 548. 58.96(352, 1) 57 .27( 3, 1) 55.48( 74, 3) 55.44( 74, 5) 55.41(117, 5) 
-1873. 110. 549. 60.81( 3, 1) 60.36(352, 1) 58.91( 74, 3) 55.29( 74, 5) 53.20( 51, 3) 
-1873. 210. 546. 87.04(117, 7) 70.32( 51, 3) 64.70( 20,20) 63.41(352, 1) 63.29( 3, 1) 
-1873. 310. 534. 112.32( 93,20) 104. 78( 117, 7) 85.29(117, 3) 83.14( 83, 1) 81.51(128, 5) 
-1873. 410. 512. 118.40( 93,20) 110.81(117, 7) 108.44( 120, 19) 94.80( 85,22) 81.44(107, 5) 
-1m. 10. 548. 72.89(352, 1) 59. 51 C 3, 1) 57.93( 74, 5) 57.73(117, 5) 57.72( 74, 3) 
-1773. 110. 549. 65.02(352, 1) 63.05( 3, 1) 61.51( 74, 5) 61.12( 74, 3) 53.99( 3, 5) 
-1773. 210. 539. 67.04( 3, 1) 66.61(352, 1) 65.36( 74, 5) 64.97( 74, 3) 64.86(117, 5) 
- 1773. 310. 511. 119.36( 93,20) 104. 00( 117, 7) 82.00(355, 3) 78.58( 51, 3) 71.55( 3, 1) 
-1773. 410. 491. 125.88( 93,20) 118.82(117, 7) 94. 19( 114, 20) 90.32(355, 3) 87. 91 C 107, 5) 



-1673. 10. 548. 87.73(351, 5) 69.49(352, 1) 61.68( 3, 1) 60.20(117, 5) 60.15( 3, 5> 
-1673. 110. 543. 92.59(351, 5) 82.68(352, 1) 65.42( 3, 1) 64.19( 3, 5) 63.64( 74, 5) 
-1673. 210. 520. 91.09(351, 5) 72.05(352, 1) 69.73( 3, 1) 68.61( 3, 5) 68.01( 74, 5) 
-1673. 310. 496. 114.29( 93,20) 75.31( 51, 3) 74.65( 3, 1) 74.33(352, 1) 74.02(117, 7) 
-1673. 410. 487. 134.76( 93,20) 124.18( 117, 7) 95.86(355, 3) 88.72( 51, 3) 83.93(114,20) 
-1573. 10. 505. 89.97(351, 5) 68.46(355, 4) 66.15(117, 5) 64.61( 3; 1 > 63.88( 74, 3) 
-1573. 110. 504. 96.27(351, 5) 79.00( 80,23) 74.90(352, 1) 73.29(355, 4) 68.16( 3, 1) 
-1573. 210. 495. 103.52(351, 5) 95.38(352, 1) 78.85(355, 4) 72.66( 3, 1) 72.38( 80,23) 
-1573. 310. 485. 111.95(351, 5) 85.-26C355, 4> 80.81(352, 1) 78.00( 3, 1) 76.84( 3, 5) 
-1573. 410. 482. 137.76( 93,20)* 121.41(351, 5) 97 .33( 117, 7) 91.19(355, 4) 9o.nc 51, 3> 
2127. 1210. 308. 105.93(122,20) 105.93( 92, 1) 105.93(106, 1) 105.84(132, 19) 98.76(134, 6) 
2227. 1210. 305. 125.38( 87, 1) 122.16(148, 18) 121.93(134, 4) 107.67(122,20) 107.67( 92, 1) 
2327. 1210. 305. 129.63( 70, 2) 127.48(144, 19) 113.79(106, 3) 108.72( 63, 1) 86.37( 88, 6) 
2427. 1210. 305. 108.13( 95, 5) 108.13( 89,20) 106.65(135,23) 92.70( 88, 6) 92.70< n,22, 
2527. 1210. 305. 74.97(149, 18) 69.66(150,19) 56.58(135,23) 54.66( 84, 1 > 49.46( 88, 3) 
2627. 1210. 305. 72.62( 88, 3) 69.60(150,19) 50.41( 93, 4) 41.46(123,21) 38.88( 94,21) 
2037. 1231. 311. 119.55(114, 5) 113.21(115, 2) 113.21(115, 4) 113.17< n, 4> 103.56( 3, 7) 
2027. 1310. 313. 71. 92 C 115 , 22) 68.53( 70, 6) 68.16(104, 5) 60.32( 92,23) 56.37( 3, 7) 
2127. 1310. 307. 82.31(115, 5) 74.35(115, 3) 74.20(115,20) 72.79(134, 6) 72.79( 98, 3) 
2227. 1310. 305. 81.71(134, 6) 81.69( 98, 3) 81.67( 132, 19) 80.28(115, 5) 76.02(148, 6) 
2327. 1310. 305. 88.93(122,20) 88.93( 92, 1) 88.93(106, 1) 83.88(132,19) 83.nc148, 18> 
2427. 1310. 305. 93.54(134, 4) 84.36( 87, 1) 79.38( 63, 1) 69.45(148,18) 60.88( 144, 19) 
2527. 1310. 305. 85.96( 70, 2) 82.06(144, 19) 75.68(106, 3) 66.73( 63, 1) 56.29( 88, 6) 
2627. 1310. 305. 72.22( 95, 5) 72.21( 89,20) 71. 72( 88, 6) 71.72< n,22, 71.69(140,22) 
2027. 1410. 313. 79.92(104, 5) n.26(103, 19> 59.89( 92, 2) 53.75(115, 3) 53.68(115,20) 
2127. 1410. 308. 69.28(114, 5) 68.68(115, 2) 68.68(115, 4) 68.61< n, 4> 59.48(115,22) 
2227. 1410. 305. 61.19(115, S) 54.03( 91,23) 50.17(125, 19) 49.36(134, 6) 49.36( 98, 3) 
2327. 1410. 305. 69.47(134, 6) 69.43( 98, 3) 68.79(115, 5) 59.09(148, 6) 56.34( 132, 19) 
2427. 1410. 305. 71.24(132, 19) 67.55(122,20) 67.55( 92, 1) 67.55(106, 1) 64.76(118,24) 
2527. 1410. 305. 72.38(148, 18) 69.96( 87, 1) 60.65(134, 4) 59.03(122,20) 59.02( 92, 1) 
2627. 1410. 305. 65.40( 63, 1) 61.92(134, 4) 53. 79(144, 19) 49.39( 87, 1) 38.nc 89,21> 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 
1 POSTZ - PAGE NO. 3 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8 HOUR AVERAGES 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-1973. 10. 549. 32.47(119,24) 18.22(120, 8) 17.16(132,24) 13.18( 74, 8) 12.90(123, 8) 
-1973. 110. 549. 14.78(106, 8) 14.17(141,24) 13.60(108, 8) 13.44(133, 8) 13.26(142, 8) 
-1973. 210. 549. 21.84( 131, 8) 21.48(142, 8) 19.93(142,24) 16.87( 53, 8) 16.45( 51, 8) 
-1973. 310. 548. 27.04(117, 8) 25.47(147, 8) 23.63(101,24) 23.48(127,24) 22.38(128, 8) 
-1973. 410. 547. 38.12(118, 8) 32.93(145, 8) 32.82(100, 8) 31.85(144, 8) 30.37( 89,24) 
-1873. 10. 548. 15.86( 74, 8) 13.96(352, 8) 13.81( 3, 8) 13.03(108, 8) 11.98(109, 8) 
-1873. 110. 549. 16.36(141,24) 15.90( 53, 8) 15.74( 74, 8) 14.78(133, 8) 13.63( 51, 8) 
-1873. 210. 546. 18.70(117, 8) 16.43( 131, 8) 16.17(142,24) 15.58(102,24) 14.32(142, 8) 
-1873. 310. 534. 31.68(117, 8) 19.79(127,24) 18.99(147, 8) 18.43(110,24) 18.29(100,24) 
-1873. 410. 512. 26.45(118, 8) 25.64(100, 8) 19.82(144, 8) 19.25(117, 8) 18.02(145, 8) 
-1m. 10. 548. 19.31(352, 8) 18.53( 3, 8) 16.54( 74, 8) 10.92(108, 8) 9.88( 70, 8) 
-1m. 110. 549. 18.70( 3, 8) 17.64(352, 8) 16.86( 74, 8) 14.38(133, 8) 13.42(141,24) 
-1m. 210. 539. 17.34( 74, 8) 17 .13( 3, 8) 15.93(352, 8) 15.82(117, 8) 14.53(131, 8) 
-1m. 310. 511. 26.71(117, 8) 18.26(355, 8) 18.20( 74, 8) 15.24( 93,24) 15.15(352, 8) 
-1m. 410. 491. 24.10(117, 8) 19.18(355, 8) 18.86( 74, 8) 17.78(107, 8) 17.37( 93,24) 
-1673. 10. 548. 19.45( 3, 8) 19.03(352, 8) 17.16( 74, 8) 14.52(351, 8) 12.51(108, 8) 
-1673. 110. 543. 23.15(352, 8) 20.61( 3, 8) 17.50( 74, 8) 15.14(351, 8) 12.14(108, 8) 
-1673. 210. 520. 22.28(352, 8) 21.88( 3, 8) 18.05( 74, 8) 14.88(351, 8) 13.66(117, 8) 
-1673. 310. 496. 23.01( 3, 8) 21.66(117, 8) 21.27(352, 8) 20.80(355, 8) 19.40( 74, 8) 
-1673. 410. 487. 25.85(117, 8) 23.65( 74, 8) 22.25( 3, 8) 21.95(355, 8) 19.62(352, 8) 
-1573. 10. sos. 20.33( 3, 8) 18.02( 74, 8) 16.56(355, 8) 15.67(351, 8) 14.70(108, 8) 
-1573. 110. 504. 21.43( 3, 8) 20.80(352, 8) 18.24( 74, 8) 17.98(355, 8) 16.69(351, 8) 
-1573. 210. 495. 26.61(352, 8) 22.86( 3, 8) 19.50(355, 8) 18.80( 74, 8) 17.80(351, 8) 
-1573. 310. 485. 25.80(352, 8) 24.52( 3, 8) 23.49(355, 8) 20.27(108, 8) 20.20( 74, 8) 
-1573. 410. 482. 32.01(355, 8) 26.66(117, 8) 26.48( 3, 8) 26.42(352, 8) 24.63( 74, 8) 
2127. 1210. 308. 40.65( 134, 8) 28.16(120,24) 23.87( 91,24) 19.79(150,24) 19.02(106, 8) 
2227. 1210. 305. 36. 75( 134, 8) 28. 75(120,24) 22.04(150,24) 20.43(122,24) 19.56(106, 8) 
2327. 1210. 305. 23.85(134, 8) 21.06( 70, 8) 20.20(106, 8) 19.52(144,24) 18. 75( 89 ,24) 
2427. 1210. 305. 24.21( 89,24) 18.29( 95, 8) 16.54( 88, 8) 16.31< n,24> 15.97(135,24) 
2527. 1210. 305. 15.05( 89,24) 13.02(150,24) 11.98(134, 8) 11. 95 C 84, 8) 11.53( 88, 8) 
2627. 1210. 305. 14.39(122, 8) 13.22( 88, 8) 12.90( 89,24) 12.32(150,24) 11. 79(359, 8) 
2037. 1231. 311. 57.48(115, 8)* 38.51(115,24)* 31.82(114, 8) 31.75(134, 8) 27.45(116, 8) 
2027. 1310. 313. 35.24(115, 8) 32.61(115,24) 25. 70(114, 8) 18.80( 92,24) 18.13(104, 8) 
2127. 1310. 307. 27.96(115, 8) 23.85(134, 8) 23.21(115,24) 17.08( 91,24) 15.59( 89,24) 
2227. 1310. 305. 27.97(134, 8) 17.22(115, 8) 16. 09(120, 24) 16.05( 91,24) 14.39( 89,24) 
2327. 1310. 305. 27.41(134, 8) 22.60(120,24) 16.90(150,24) 15.71(122,24) 13.79( 89,24) 



2427. 1310. 305. 22.90(134, 8) 13.98(150,24) 13.83(120,24) 13.57( 89,24) 11.86( 63, 8) 
2527. 1310. 305. 16.09( 89,24) 15.31(134, 8) 14.07( 70, 8) 13.22(106, 8) 13.01(144,24) 
2627. 1310. 305. 20. 11( 89, 24) 14.27( 95, 8) 13.81( 77,24) 13.33( 88, 8) 11.85(134, 8) 
2027. 1410. 313. 31.07(115, 8) 25.36(115,24) 22.72(114, 8) 17. 90( 104, 8) 17.48( 89,24) 
2127. 1410. 308. 27.97(115,24) 27.76(115, 8) 15.61( 89,24) 14.40(114, 8) 13.92(116, 8) 
2227. 1410. 305. 17.77(134, 8) 14.84(115, 8) 14.19( 89, 24) 14.02(115,24) 13.22( 91,24) 
2327. 1410. 305. 22.58(134, 8) 15.49(115, 8) 13.83( 89,24) 12.71( 91,24) 11 .06( 88, 8) 

2427. 1410. 305. 22.74(134, 8) 16._09(120,24) 13.04( 89,24) 12.84(150,24) 11.53(122,24) 
2527. 1410. 305. 19.26(134, 8) 15.44(120,24) 14.00(150,24) 12.53( 89,24) 10.48(122,24) 
2627. 1410. 305. 15.20(134, 8) 12.32( 89,24) 10.01(150,24) 9.48( 63, 8) 9.43(144,24) 

* · DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MOOEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN - POSTZ HIS _OUTPUT - CO - 04/20/92 - MPV 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: ******************************************************************************** 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,0=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
!SW(?) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,0=NO) 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(13) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,0=NO) 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(16) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES~O=NO) 
ISW(19) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(22) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISWC23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ISW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
91 
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92 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 2 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------

-5973. -2390. 798. 14.32(120, 19) 8.83(151, 9) 7.63(106, 8) 4.80(137, 8) 3.17( 79, 9) 
-5973. -1390. 793. 8.82( 51, 3) 6.40(103, 17) 5.75( 93, 17) 5.32(106, 7) 4.80(149, 8) 
-5973. -390. 781. 34.94( 7,22) 18.43( 68, 6) 14.29( TT, 7) 13.75(124, 8) 10.99( 75, 7) 
-5973. 610. 852. 19.97( 74, 6) 8.63( 92, 8) 7.19(111, 8) 7.00( 80, 8) 6.75( 97, 17) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 9.92( 74, 4) 8.74( 70, 7) 7.28< n, 19> 7.08(125, 17) 6.88(122, 18) 
-5973. 2610. 730. 11.89(135, 8) 11.14( 82, 8) 10.16( 74, 1) 9.30(126, 8) 8.91( 74, 8) 
-5973. 3610. 728. 23.03( 98, 19) 14.56( 92, 7) 13.59(139,18) 6.15(148, 9) 5.86( 96, 7) 
-5973. 4610. 747. 23.14( 74, 4) 16.74(151, 8) 15.94( 70, 7) 12.28(140, 8) 11.81( 70, 8) 
-5973. 5610. 625. 21.10( 74, 2) 11 . 03 C 84, 23) 9.22(129, 18) 9.13(140, 7) 8.40(147, 7) 
-4973. -2390. 797. 10.42(106, 7) 7.10(137, 8) 6. 75(108, 8) 6.16( 114, 8) 5.27( 71,16) 
-4973. -1390. 731. 27.97(120,19) 14.88(106, 8) 13.81( 74, 5) 12.68(151, 9) 8. 72( so, 4) 
-4973. -390. 652. 31. 94( 7,22) 20.65(120, 19) 17.68(151, 9) 17.54(117, 7) 16.93( 61,22) 
-4973. 1610. TT1. 18.83(100,19) 16.82(107,19) 11.64( 95, 8) 11.48< n, 6> 10.87( 70, 9) 
-4973. 2610. 792. 18.83(112,19) 18.02(135, 8) 17.54(126, 8) 15.43( 88, 8) 12.32(136, 9) 
-4973. 3610. 904. 14.42(146, 17) 14.27( 70, 8) 12.70( 96, 8) 11.61 (122, 18) 10.37(105, 18) 



·4973. 4610. 858. 13.63(129,18) 11.27(120, 18) 9.30( 94,19) 8.42(122,18) 7.27(134, 9) 
·4973. 5610. 570. 11.91(145, 18) 10.95(140, 7) 7. 75(132, 18) 7.26(120,18) 7.03(109, 8) 
-4m. 410. 646. 61.20( 95, 19) 47.92(112,19) 42.42(135, 8) 41.95(126, 8) 37.80( 88, 8) 
-4m. 610. 669. 60.07( 74, 4) 54.50(151, 8) 46.nc 70, n 45.67( 44, 4) 45.64(100, 18) 
-4m. 810. 666. 50.14< n, 5> 44.22( 74, 6) 40.24(354, 6) 29.51( 44,23) 29. 05( 74, 2) 
-4m. 1010. 695. 47.52( 74, 6) 38.63( 74, 1) 38.21< n, 5> 29.46( 45,24) 29.15(132, 18) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 29.36(100,19) 24.21(107, 19) 19.45( 82, 7) 16.57(144, 17) 16. 46( 95, 8) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 29.36(100,19) 24.21(107, 19) 19.45( 82, 7) 16.57(144, 17) 16. 46( 95, 8) 
·4573. 410. 633. 126.89( 98,19) 76."64(123, 15) 72.45( 94, 8) 71.49( 113, 9) 67.nc 72,21> 
·4573. 1210. 722. 24.56( 5,21) 24.27( 37,22) 18. 70( 148, 17) 17.88(153, 8) 17.36( 74, 6) 
·4573. 4810. 853. 13. 73(120, 18) 9.17(145, 18) 8.79(104, 8) 8.06(109, 8) 7 .81( 94, 19) 
·4373. 10. 609. 104.43( 50, 4) 75.67( 61,22) 73.28(107, 5) 70.72( 1, 16) 67.99( 1, 17) 
·4373. 210. 554. 33.64< n, 5> 30.47( 72,20) 28.81(107, 2) 27.62(354, 6) 25.07( 74, 6) 
·4373. 410. 583. 53.29( 93,19) 48.22( 25, 16) 45 .34( 74, 17) 45.23( 39, 14) 44.86( 66,19) 
·4373. 1410. 694. 16.18(104, 4) 14.35( 75,20) 13.58(150,17) 13.10(125, 17) 12.98< n,19> 
·4373. 1610. 756. 15.89( 70, 9) 14.10( 68,20) 13.55( 92, 8) 12.66( 69, 7) 12 . 12(135, 18) 
·4373. 1610. 756. 15.89( 70, 9) 14.10( 68,20) 13.55( 92, 8) 12.66( 69, 7) 12 . 12(135, 18) 
-4373. 4810. 856. 14.22(145,18) 11.46(120, 18) 9.50(104, 8) 9.42(109, 8) 8.66(132, 18) 
·4173. 10. 553. 45.78( 7,22) 33.57( 1, 11) 29.46(149, 1) 27.51( 27, 17) 26.25(107, 3) 
·4173. 1610. 787. 18.84( 68,20) 18.21( 70, 9) 16.51( 92, 8) 15.62( 74, 4) 15 . 49(144, 18) 
·4173. 4810. 828. 17.89(145, 18) 14. 17( 132, 18) 9.64(109, 8) 9.11(150, 9) 9. 00(104, 8) 
-3973. ·2390. 767. 10.19(114, 8) 9.68(115, 8) 9.04( 74, 5) 8.98(352, 6) 7. 71( 73,24) 
·3973. ·1390. 732. 33.17(117, 7) 21.23( 51, 3) 16.02( 61,22) 14.60( 92, 6) 14 . 22( 60, 2) 
·3973. ·390. 548. 67.56( 96,23) 34.58( 46, 3) 27.04(102, 2) 22.02(149, 1) 19 .34(103, 17) 
·3973. 10. 549. 49.50(149, 1) 44.37( 7,22) 31.66( 57, 3) 30.98( 48, 7) 30.05( 3, 4) 
·3973. 610. 722. 72.31( 28,20) 69.96(133, 1) 68.48( 37,23) 68.19( 51, 1) 67. 90(366, 6) 
·3973. 1610. m. 25.42( 68,20) 20.95( 70, 9) 20.14( 92, 8) 17.32(120,22) 15 . 67( 82, 8) 
·3973. 2610. 875. 31.78(139, 18) 16.61(146, 17) 14.08( 94, 8) 13.98(148, 9) 12 .38(136, 17) 
·3973. 3610. 914. 20.24(129,18) 17.48(122, 18) 16.02( 120, 18) 14.52( 70, 8) 12 . 55(106, 18) 
·3973. 4610. 954. 19.73(145, 18) 16.46(132,18) 10.nc136, 18> 10. 73( 98, 18) 9.66(104, 8) 
·3973. 4810. 838. 18.40( 145, 18) 18.37( 132, 18) 13.22( 136, 18) 13.17( 98, 18) 10 . 28(150, 9) 
·3973. 5610. 686. 13.76( 74, 1) 13.47(100,19) 9.26( 82, 7) 8.44( 98,18) 8 . 42(136, 18) 
-3m. 10. 549. 65.99(149, 1) 45. 14( 7,22) 27. 73( 68, 6) 26.07(107, 3) 25 . 07( 34,20) 
-3m. 1610. 755. 33.55( 68,20) 24.49( 92, 8) 24.14( 70, 9) 20.36( 82, 8) 18 .82(366, 6) 
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-3m. 1810. 792. 41.28( 68,20) 30.69( 82, 8) 26. 91( 92, 8) 22.94( 70, 9) 22 . 10(135, 8) 
-3m. 2010. 824. 29.57(126, 8) 24. 71( 82, 8) 23.43( 88, 8) 23.16(136, 9) 22 . 12( 95, 19) 
-3m. 4810. 839. 19.13(132, 18) 15.41(136, 18) 15.37( 98,18) 15.35(145,18) 9.88(150, 9) 
·3573. 10. 549. 73.49(149, 1) 65.02( 7,22) 50.30(107, 3) 34.47( 68, 6) 26 .45( 75, 7) 
·3573. 2010. 848. 29.86( 88, 8) 26. 19( 136, 9) 22.80( 95,19) 22.61( 82, 8) 19 .89(122, 17) 
·3573. 4810. 852. 15.85(132, 18) 14.29(136,18) 14.27( 98, 18) 13.30(100, 19) 10 . 12(145, 18) 
·3373. 10. 549. 69.39(149, 1) 51.27( 96,23) 31.18(103, 17) 28.76( 50, 6) 28. 51( 7,22) 
·3373. 2010. 799. 40.19(112,19) 39.61(135, 8) 38.93(126, 8) 35.16( 88, 8) 28 . 55(136, 9) 
-3373. 4810. 831. 21.40(100, 19) 13.48( 82, 7) 13.32(107,19) 11.22(147, 17) 10 .43( 95, 8) 
·3273. 2010. 787. 41.44( 112, 19) 39.37(126, 8) 39.36( 98,19) 38.84(135, 8) 36 . 74( 88, 8) 
·3273. 2210. 841. 66.37( 98,19) 49. 79(139, 18) 26.10( 96, 7) 23. 75( 146, 17) 22 . 41( 148, 9) 
·3273. 2410. 862. 37.66(146, 17) 34.81(139, 18) 30.51( 96, 8) 27.72( 70, 8) 22 . 66(105,18) 
·3173. 10. 567. 137.49( 96,23) 85.09( 46, 3) 84.30(102, 2) 45 • 03 C 1 03, 17) 44 . 13( 93, 17) 
·3173. 2410. 841. 54.29( 96, 7) 40. 80( 146, 17) 37.21( 70, 8) 34.73( 96, 8) 30 . 51( 122, 18) 
·3173. 4810. 806. 23.91 (100, 19) 16.99< n, 6> 16.84(107,19) 15.59( 95, 8) 13 . 43( 82, 7) 
·2973. ·2390. 661. 30.03( 3, 1) 29.75( 74, 5) 24.97( 74, 3) 13.27( 52, 4) 13 . 27( 69, 3) 
·2973. ·1390. 613. 33.67(352, 1) 22.34( 74, 3) 17.55( 68,21) 15.02(114, 8) 14 .89(115, 8) 
·2973. ·390. 609. 54.18(107, 5) 51.46(117, 7) 45.29(120,19) 42.69( 61,22) 39 .82( 50, 4) 
·2973. 10. 601. 98.93( 96,23) 93.88(120,19) 64.60(106, 8) 60.49(151, 9) 51 . 93(107, 5) 
·2973. 610. 579. 64.16( 64, 2) 63.23< n, n 57.71(107,20) 56.95( 7,22) 55 .87(107, 4) 
·2973. 1610. 823. 59.64( 68,20) 50.81( 82, 8) 44.33( 92, 8) 40.44( 70, 9) 36 .65( 74, 8) 
·2973. 2410. 784. 79.75( 74, 4) 75. 65 C 151 , 8) 65.34( 70, 7) 57.86(140, 8) 55 . 56( 70, 8) 
·2973. 2610. 786. 84.75( 74, 4) 67.36( 70, 7) 53.14(151, 8) 51.42(122, 18) 47.85( 70, 8) 
·2973. 3610. 865. 31. 71( 132, 18) 30.85(145,18) 24.29(136, 18) 24.20( 98, 18) 18 . 62(150, 9) 
-2973. 4610. no. 24.96(100,19) 22 . 43< n, 6> 18.88( 95, 8) 18 . 28(107,19) 13 . 42( 82, 7) 
· 2973. 4810. 747. 23.65( 77, 6) 20.04(100,19) 18.38( 95, 8) 16.31(107,19) 10 .89(144,17) 
·2973. 5610. 642. 17.91( 5,21) 13.83< n, 6> 12.99(148, 17) 10.04(149,17) 9.46( 95, 8) 
·2773. 10. 609. 84.05( 96,23) 81.19(120,19) 70.59( 3, 1) 67.46( 74, 3) 64 . 58( 68,21) 
·2773. 2410. 731. 98.34( 74, 4) 82.70( 70, 7) 74.38(151, 8) 64.24(122, 18) 62 . 28( 70, 8) 
-2m. 4810. 724. 24.03( 77, 6) 19. 12( 5,21) 16.97( 95, 8) 15.78(148,17) 12 . 20(149,17) 
·2573. 10. 587. 107.79( 69, 5) 106.04( 2,24) 105.05( 2,23) 103.52( 18, 1) 92 .98( 17, 3) 
·2573. 2410. 732. 98.89( 74, 2) 87.24( 74, 4) 69.46( 70, 7) 56.11(122,18) 55 .84(129,18) 
·2573. 4810. 713. 22.92( 5,21) 17.4oc n, 6> 16.96(148,17) 13.10(149, 17) 12 . 40(153, 8) 
·2373. 10. 574. 99.27(117, 7) 97.48( 1,21) 95.46( 33, 3) 92. 78( 17, 2) 92 . 00( 30, 4) 
·2373. 2410. 726. 107.65( 74, 2) 78.02(120,18) 62.55(129,18) 59.48(133, 8) 49 .98( 94,19) 



-2373. 4810. 700. 20.56( 5,21) 15.98( 37,22) 15.29(153, 8) 14.87(152, 8) 12.87(148, 17) 
-2173. 10. 564. 103.75(117, 7) 80. 71( 51, 3) 79.32( 52, 2) 73.39( 10,24) 73.26( 40, 3) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 66.18(120, 18) 65.81( 74, 1) 60.86( 74, 2) 57.45(145,18) 55.66(132, 18) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 16.91(152, 8) 16.69( 37,22) 16.19( 84,22) 14.33(104, 4) 14.06(153, 8) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 33.00(363,22) 28.63(355, 4) 28.14(363,21) 27. 94( 108, 5) 25.80(351, 5) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 64.62(351, 5) 45.74( 3, 5) 35.86(352, 2) 34. 12( 108, 5) 29.29(363,22) 
-1973. -390. 487. 66.26( 3, 1 > 64.40(117, 5) 64.30( 74, 5) 64.27( 74, 3) 60.00( 80,23) 
-1973. -190. 526. 80.61(352, 1) n.48< 3, 1) 70.20( 74, 3) 70.15(117, 5) 69.63( 74, 5) 
-1973. 10. 549. 79.25(352, 1) 78.78( 3, 1) 77.00( 74, 3) 62.67( 51, 3) 60.92( 59, 2) 
-1973. 210. 549. 133.18(117, 7) 96.35( 51, 3) 90.61(107, 5) 87.39(352, 1) 86.40(106, 7) 
-1973. 410. 547. 152.52(120, 19) 145.44(117, 7) 133.49( 96,23) 133.40( 60,22) 129.06(105,24) 
-1973. 610. 479. 187 .51( 149, 1) 177.57( 96,23) 155. 71(120, 19) 135.69(139, 2) 133.83( 85,22) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 161.62( 74, 4) 159.66(151, 8) 142.46(139,18) 140. 11( 98, 19) 136.13( 70, 7) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 76.61( 74, 1) 63.99(132,18) 62.55(145,18) 57.59(100, 19) 54.53( 77, 6) 
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-1973. 2610. 799. 57.98( 77, 6) 55.58(132,18) 53.26(100,19) 50.57( 95, 8) 50.20(145,18) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 35.00( 5,21) 27.33( 77, 6) 26.52(148, 17) 25.92(153, 8) 25.64(152, 8) 
-1973. 4610. 628. 23.96(104, 4) 20.76(108, 4) 17.44( 84,22) 17.07( 75,20) 16.77(152, 8) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 23.65(104, 4) 16.85( 75,20) 16.09(125, 18) 15.53( 84,22) 14.15(152, 8) 
-1973. 5610. 597 . . 20.31(104, 4) 17.60(108, 4) 17.47(107,24) 14.45( 75,20) 11.51(125, 18) 
-1m. -790. 529. 82.50(351, 5) 57 .13( 3, 5) 55.67( 74, 5) 50.47(363,22) 46.65(108, 5) 
-1m. -590. 497. 89.92(351, 5) 68.36(355, 4) 65.74( 3, 1) 65.72( 74, 5) 61.59( 3, 5) 
-1m. 210. 539. 96. 75( 3, 1) 96.09(352, 1) 94.32( 74, 5) 93. 75( 74, 3) 93.59(117, 5) 
-1m. 410. 491. 181.65( 93,20) 171.13(117, 7) 133.80(114,20) 130.21(355, 3) 124.88(107, 5) 
-1m. 2410. 668. 78.90( 74, 1) 70. 14( 77, 6) 64.55(100,19) 62.89(132,18) 62.71( 95, 8) 
-1m. 4810. 609. 25.30(104, 4) 23.81(107,24) 21.93(108, 4) 18.00( 75,20) 15.36(107, 1) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 64.67(363,21) 55.08(351, 5) 54.02(364, 1) 53.17(355, 4) 49.83(363,22) 
-1573. -990. 459. 84.04(351, 5) 69.86(363,21) 65.02(355, 4) 54.40(364, 1) 53.46(363,22) 
-1573. -790. 482. 90.83(351, 5) 75.87(363,21) 66.48(355, 4) 58. 15 (363, 22) 56.46( 3, 5) 
-1573. -590. 487. 93.55(351, 5) 82.61(363,21 > 70.70(355, 4) 69.89( 3, 5) 63.81(363,22) 
-1573. -390. 465. 102.59(351, 5) 88.52(363,21) 78.31( 74, 5) 77.92(355, 4) 71.31( 3, 5) 
·1573. -190. 475. 114.32(351, 5) 95. 17( 3, 1) 90.01( 74, 3) 86.90(355, 4) 85.20(363,21) 
-1573. 10. 505. 129.84(351, 5) 98.79(355, 4) 93.55(117, 5) 92.84( 3, 1) 91.29( 74, 3) 
• 1573. 210. 495. 149.39(351, 5) 127.39(352, 1) 113.79(355, 4) 104.85( 3, 1 > 102.58( 3, 5) 
-1573. 410. 482. 196.27( 93,20) 175.21(351, 5) 133.61(117, 7) 131.60(355, 4) 129.27( 51, 3) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 80.03( 77, 6) 68.66( 95, 8) 67.94(100, 19) 59.24(104, 4) 58.89( 5,21) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 25.47(107,24) 22.41( 113, 23) 20.30(107, 1) 16. 77( 135, 18) 16.69(104, 4) 
-1373. -1190. 427. 66.12(363,21) 63.66(364, 1) 48.98(363,22) 41.62(135, 4) 38.87( 23, 5) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 87.39( 96, 6) 65.08( 5,21) 63.38( 113,23) 63.06(104, 4) 62. 75(107, 24) 
-1373. 4810. 575. 25.66(113,23) 21.41( 93, 6) 20.58(144,18) 19.82(107, 1) 19.43(135,18) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 68.96(364, 1) 60.41(363,21) 50.48( 94, 1) 43.74( 73,24) 43.17(135, 4) 
-1173. -990. 423. 79.89(363,21) 74.19(364, 1) 54.88( 94, 1) 50.06( 73,24) 46.53( 23, 5) 
-1173. -790. 424. 92.67(363,21) 79.13(364, 1) 60.09( 94, 1) 57.19( 73,24) 51.23( 96,24) 
-1173. -590. 425. 96.18(363,21) 85.37(364, 1) 66.38( 94, 1) 65.13( 73,24) 56.58(363,22) 
-1173. -390. 425. 97.79(363,21) 94.35(364, 1) 84.31(363,22) 74.14( 94, 1) 74.03( 73,24) 
-1173. 2410. 610. 80.34( 96, 6) 77.69(144, 18) 74.71(104, 4) 67.73(107,24) 67.21(100,22) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 30.12(123,23) 27.50(144, 18) 24.32(104, 6) 21.32(113,23) 18.09(113,22) 
-973. -2390. 407. 35 • 25 C 94, 1 > 33 .41( 73,24) 27.80(364, 2) 27.49( 23, 4) 26.86( 97, 1) 
-973. -1390. 411. 50.12( 94, 1) 46.86( 73,24) 44.91(136, 6) 41.31( 77, 1) 39.23(364, 2) 
-973. -390. 421. 101.46(364, 1) 75.95( 94, 1) 74.55(135, 4) 74.50( 92, 6) 74.50(124, 2) 
-973. -190. 423. 129.88(364, 1) 97.88(363,21) 85.38( 94, 1) 84.98( 92, 6) 84.98(124, 2) 
-973. 610. 387. 416.57(351, 5)* 329.43(355, 4)* 239.90(364, 1) 229.04(363,21) 225. 71(352, 2) 
-973. 1610. 594. 293.83( 3, 7) 216.43(359, 1) 214.47( 94, 6) 207.22( 77, 6) 197.31( 96, 6) 
-973. 2410. 610. 84.61(114, 3) 84.36(120,22) 82.23(144, 18) 76.69(114, 2) 75.77(113,23) 
-973. 2610. 609. 74.09(120,22) 72.32(114, 3) n.19<144, 18> 67.36(114, 2) 64.32(113,23) 
-973. 3610. 609. 42.23( 144, 18) 37.80(100,22) 37.73(104, 6) 29.17(133, 18) 28.05( 113, 22) 
-973. 4610. 551. 26.97(104, 6) 26. 77( 144, 18) 21.48(123,23) 20.30(100,22) 20.04(113,22) 
-973. 4810. 549. 25.35(104, 6) 24.66(144,18) 18.92(123,23) 18.84(113,22) 18. 65 C 133, 18) 
-973. 5610. 549. 20.05(104, 6) 18.28(144, 18) 14.90(113,22) 14.32( 133, 18) 11. 95( 2, 1) 
-m. -190. 420. 104.56( 73,24) 97.59(136, 6) 91.69( 77, 1) 90.15( 94, 5) 90.15( 97, 23) 
·773. 2010. 603. 175. 72( 3, 7) 118.30(359, 1) 113.95(366, 6) 113.48( 70, 6) 112.73(114, 5) 
-m. 2210. 610. 102.95( 3, 7) 97.73(366, 6) 95 . 03 C 97, 5 > 94.98(120,22) 94.79(114, 4) 
-773. 2410. 610. 85.57(366, 6) 83.15( 97, 5) 82.89(114, 4) 82.21(120,22) 82. 11( 114, 3) 
-m. 4810. 549. 26.41(100,22) 19.87( 81,22) 18.16(107,22) 17.16( 84,20) 15.47(104, 6) 
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-573. -190. 417. 88. 12( 92, 6) 88.12(124, 2) 88.10( 87,22) 88.10(132,-24) 88.01(153, 2) 
-573. 2010. 593. 161.59( 3, 7) 114.83(114, 4) 112.81(359, 1) 112.17(366, 6) 106.nc114, 3> 
-573. 2210. 609. 141.37( 3, 7) 105.52(114, 3) 97.85(359, 1) 93.45(366, 6) 91.48(114, 4) 
-573. 2410. 610. 123.09( 3, 7) 91."84(114, 3) 87.nc120,22, 81.81(366, 6) 79.86< n, 4> 
-573. 4810. 572. 29.94(120,22) 27.22(114, 2) 26.93(100,22) 24.95( 114, 1) . 22.11(134, 18) 
-373. -390. 410. 84.80( 98,21) 81.08(125, 1) n.nc 92,24> n.nc135, 6> 75.36(352, 3) 
-373. -190. 418. 96.95( 92,24) 96.95(135, 6) 95.nc352, 3> 95.nc352, 4> 94.67(125, 1) 
-373. 2010. 564. 152.58( 3, 7) 104.83C n, 4> 103.96(359, 1) 100.62(114, 5) 99.51( 97, 6) 
-373. 2210. 594. 132.12( 3, 7) 91.87( 97, 5) 91.19(359, 1) 85.23C n, 4> 85. 00( 114, 5) 
-373. 2410. 599. 117.79( 3, 7) 90.78(366, 6) 85.96( 97, 5) 83.60(114, 4) 81.14(359, 1) 
-373. 4810. 598. 32.33(120,22) 31.28( 114, 3) 29.39(114, 2) 26.94(114, 1) 24.43(134, 18) 
-173. -390. 402. 79.96(124, 3) 78.30(128,21) n.42C 87,22> n.42C132,24> 74.79( 97, 4) 
-173. 2410. 502. 113.39( 3, 7) n.65< n, 4> n.65C115, 2> n.65<115, 4> 76.53(359, 1) 
-173. 4810. 609. 31.46(114, 3) 24.94(120,22) 22.67(114, 2) 20.78(114, 1) 20.54(114, 4) 

27. -2390. 366. 35.98( 98,21) 29.14(153, 7) 27.81(125, 1) 26.91( 17, 1) 26.07( 97, 2) 
27. -1390. 366. 49.55(125, 1) 48.54( 92,24) 48.46(135, 6) 47.32(352, 3) 47.32(352, 4) 
27. -590. 384. 68.57(153, 2) 66.99( 87,22) 66.99(132,24) 63.90(124, 3) 62.37(117, 6) 
27. -390. 392. 79.25( 117, 6) 78.88(153, 2) 74.21( 87,22) 74.21(132,24) 70 . 78(146,20) 
27. 610. 293. 163.69( 70, 5) 163.66( 73,23) 163.63( 70, 4) 163.61(133, 19) 163 .61(151, 7) 
27. 1610. 502. 174.14( 70, 2) 173.94(144,19) 172.17( 63, 1) 171.84(106, 3) 167.73< n,22, 
27. 2410. 428. 89.32( 3, 7) 76.23(359, 1) 73.89( 70, 6) 73.03(115, 3) 73.03(115,20) 
27. 2610. 489. 106.58( 3, 7) 67.80(114,21) 67.58(359, 1) 67.09(114, 5) 64 . 19( 70, 6) 
27. 3610. 555. 44.46( 97, 5) 43.96(366, 6) 42.60( 3, 7) 39.43< n, 4> 38.29( 97, 6) 
27. 4610. 605. 33.20(366, 6) 32. 70(114, 4) 30.09( 97, 5) 20.20( 3, 8) 17 .65( 40, 5) 
27. 4810. 609. 30.28(114, 4) 29.79(366, 6) 24.74( 97, 5) 18.60(114, 3) 17.46( 3, 8) 
27. 5610. 487. 24.87(115, 6) 23.89(114, 3) 17.79( 92,20) 17.31(110, 4) 15 . 16( 93, 5) 

227. -590. 373. 67.nc121, 3> 62.33(146,20) 61.99(117, 6) 61.82(140,24) 58 .59( 94, 4) 
227. 2410. 426. 76.98( 91,23) 71. 70( 115, 5) 71.48(125,19) 70.48(104,21) 70.14( 88, 2) 
227. 4810. 608. 32.09(366, 6) 30.62(114, 4) 30.53( 97, 5) 19.09( 3, 8) 17.79(113,24) 
427. -790. 365. 61.02(127, 3) 54.nc 94, 4> 54.nc 95, 6> 54.n<147, 3> 52 .90(114,23) 
427. -590. 366. 64.28( 94, 4) 64.28( 95, 6) 64.28(147, 3) 63.42(114,23) 62 . 55(128,24) 
427. 2410. 424. 99.55(115, 5) 97 .27( 98, 3) 97.27(134, 6) 85.93(134, 7) 76 .70( 91,23) 
427. 4810. 575. 28.84( 97, 5) 26.92(366, 6) 22.89(113,24) 20.42( 97, 6) 20 .42(146,18) 
627. -790. 360. 56.65( 94, 4) 56.65( 95, 6) 56.65(147, 3) 56.38(114,23) 55 . 16< n, 3> 
627. 2410. 408. 92.26(132, 19) 91.58( 98, 3) 91.57(134, 6) 87.20(115, 5) 85 .55(148, 6) 
627. 4810. 548. 24.34( 97, 6) 24.34(146,18) 23.15< n, 4> 22.91(109, 1) 22 . 16(113,24) 
827. -790. 355. 84.17(137, 5) 76.52(138, 1) 70.33(126, 2) 70.14(149,20) 70 . 14(153, 5) 
827. 2410. 372. 87.42(106, 1) 87.42( 92, 1) 87.42(122,20) 84.99(132, 19) 80 . 12(148, 18) 
827. 4810. 563. 38.89( 3, 7) 28.61< n, 4> 27.24(114, 5) 21.90( 74, 7) 21.90(122, 19) 

1027. -2390. 339. 31.23(153, 2) 30.51(117, 6) 28.73( 87,22) 28.33(132,24) 26 .95( 87, 3) 
1027. -1390. 346. 42.28( 94, 4) 42.25( 95, 6) 42.25(147, 3) 41.37(114,23) 39 .86(128,24) 
1027. -790. 350. 74.48( 98, 4) . 74.37(153,22) 73.40( 97,24) 73.30(151,24) 73 . 29( 98, 6) 
1027. -390. 351. 108.51( 96,23) 89.13(127, 2) 88.27(114, 6) 86.64( 85,22) 84 . 89(298, 6) 
1027. 610. 320. 94.46(134, 1) 93.93( 91,21) 93.93(135,21) 93.40(149, 1) 91.61(149, 19) 
1027. 1610. 398. 281.34( 74, 4) 240.82( 70, 7) 236.16(151, 8) 222.46(123,22) 211 .88( 96,21) 
1027. 2410. 363. 81.98(148,18) 80.69( 87, 1) 76.68(134, 4) 73.28( 92, 1) 73 . 28( 106, 1) 
1027. 2610. 365. n.37C132, 19> 74.01(106, 1) 74.01( 92, 1) 74.01(122,20) 70 .34(118,24) 
1027. 3610. 422. 34.02(103,19) 33.94(104, 5) 29.36( 92, 2) 29.27(115,22) 26 .62( 2,20) 
1027. 4610. 541. 46.53( 3, 7) 29.03( 70, 6) 28.16(114, 5) 27.10(359, 1) 24 . 81C n, 4> 
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1027. 4810. 548. 44.35( 3, 7) 28.35(114, 5) 27.33< n, 4) 24.97( 70, 6) 22 .81( 74, 7) 
1027. 5610. 600. 18.40( 97, 6) 18.39( 146, 18) 17.51c n, 4> 15.74(113,24) 13 .09( 73, 19) 
1227. -790. 344. 66.44(127, 2) 66.31(114, 6) 63.35(298, 6) 62.76( 97,24) 62 .66(151,24) 
1227. 2410. 355. 75.71(134, 4) 73.51( 63, 1) 71. 75( 87, 1) 65.68(144,19) 63 .08(148,18) 
1227. 4810. 585. 41.08( 3, 7) 27.66( 70, 6) 26.66(359, 1) 22.23(114, 5) 21.81(133, 7) 
1427. -990. 337. 60.39(127, 2) 58.41(114, 6) 58.21( 97,24) 58.07(151,24) 58 .05( 98, 6) 
1427. -790. 338. 64.14( 98, 5) 63.20( 92, 4) 63.20(123, 2) 63.20(150, 7) 62 .63(114, 6) 
1427. 2410. 346. 71. 72( 144, 19) 71.05( 63, 1) 70.07( 93, 5) 68.03( 70, 2) 59 .55(106, 3) 
1427. 4810. 588. 25.82(359, 1) 24.34( 70, 6) 22.93( 3, 7) 22.42( 92, 2) 20 . 48( 10, 3) 
1627. -1190. 331. 54.56(127, 2) 53.99( 97,24) 53.78(151,24) 53. 75( 98, 6) 50 .59(114, 6) 
1627. -990. 332. 57.76( 98, 5) 56.97(114, 6) 54.nc 92, 4> 54.nc123, 2> 54 . nc15o, 7> 
1627. 1610. 331. 99.05( 86,22) 99.05( 94, 6) 85.70( 97,22) 80.54( 70, 1) 80 .01( 97,21) 
1627. 1810. 331. 117.87( 93, 5) 90.67(114,22) 88.34(359, 3) 81.11( 93, 4) 81 . 08( 86,22) 
1627. 2010. 332. 108.03(150, 19) 97. 73( 88, 3) 83.03( 93, 5) 79.93( 96, 6) 78 . 60( 94,21) 
1627. 2210. 333. 103.78( 96, 6) 73.09(150,22) 71.64( 89,20) 71.01(135,23) 70 . 76( 95, 5) 



1627. 2410. 337. 78.34(150,22) 67. 15( 70, 2) 66.48(106, 3) 62.87(144,19) 61.41( 88, 6) 
1627. 4810. 532. 23.86( 92, 2) 21.87(103, 19) 21.64( 90, 4) 18.94(104, 5) 18.66(359, 1) 
1627. 5010. 533. 22.24(359, 1) 21.94( 92, 2) 19.93( 90, 4) 19.43( 70, 6) 17.87( 10, 3) 
1827. ·1390. 325. 49.89( 97,24) 49.62(151,24) 49.56( 98, 6) 48.78(127, 2) 46.37( 98, 4) 
1827. -1190. 326. 52.16(114, 6) 51.54( 98, 5) 49.82(298, 6) 49.73(127, 2) 46.64( 137, 3) 
1827. 1610. 321. 208.43( 96, 6) 189.87(150,22) 122.86( 86,21) 121.98(153;24) 93.83(104, 4) 
1827. 5010. 486. 22.02( 92, 2) 21.22(103,19) 21.16(115, 3) 20.02( 90, 4) 18.88(104, 5) 
2027. -2390. 309. 28. 57( 114, 23 > 27.34( 94, 4) 27.22( 95, 6) 27.22(147, 3) 26.17( 77, 3) 
2027. -1390. 320. 47.59(114, 6) 46.27( 127, 2) 45.36( 98, 5) 45.33(298, 6) 41.97( 97,24) 
2027. -390. 322. 151.34( 70, 4) 142.89( 70, 5) 132.26( 73,23) 128.82( 83,24) 123.74(127, 1) 
2027. 610. 317. 237. 91 ( 74, 1) 218.97( 73,24) 216.28( 96,22) 197.63( 96, 5) 190.42(356, 1) 
2027. 1410. 313. 154.03(115, 6) 151.01( 114, 4) 144.85(366, 6) 144.15(114, 3) 139.93( 115, 1) 
2037. 1231. 311. 261.15(114, 5) 257.26(115, 2) 257.26(115, 4) 257.21( 77, 4) 213.44(115,24) 
2027. 1610. 312. 95. 75( 120,22) 89.38(123,23) 87 .05( 114, 2) 84.76(104, 6) 79.79(114, 1) 
2027. 2610. 327. 56.67( 70, 2) 55.70(106, 3) 52.04(144,19) 49.75( 88, 6) 49.56( 77,22) 
2027. 3610. 342. 45. 78( 98, 3) 44.42(134, 6) 40.41( 115, 5) 34.29(148, 6) 30.82( 81, 5) 
2027. 4610. 440. 26.29(115,22) 18.92(104, 5) 18.87( 2,20) 16.01( 9,23) 14.86(120,22) 
2027. 5010. 469. 21.53(104, 5) 21.48(103, 19) 16.84( 92, 2) 16.49(115,22) 15.31( 90, 4) 
2027. 5610. 515. 18.08( 92, 2) 17.95(359, 1) 16.62( 90, 4) 14.99( 70, 6) 14.89(133, 1) 
2227. -1590. 313. 43.06(127, 2) 43.05(114, 6) 40.93(298, 6) 39.58( 97,24) 39.33(151,24) 
2227. 610. 311. 204.31(153, 2) 202.27( 87,22) 202.27(132,24) 190.67(124, 3) 185.32(117, 6) 
2227. 810. 310. 150.69(136, 5) 150.69(124, 5) 150.69(153,23) 139.36(123, 4) 133.69(366, 6) 
2227. 1210. 305. 153.71( 87, 1) 151.12(148, 18) 150.41(134, 4) 138.57(122,20) 138.57( 92, 1) 
2227. 1410. 305. 88.06(115, 5) 77.63(134, 6) 77.63( 98, 3) 77.21(366, 6) 76.73(114, 4) 
2227. 5010. 438. 23.50(115,22) 19.79(104, 5) 16. 95 ( 103, 19) 16.58(120,22) 15.41(114, 2) 
2427. -1590. 309. 47.38( 94, 5) 47.38( 97,23) 47 .38( 98, 1) 47.38(124, 1) 43.24( 98, 5) 
2427. 410. 307. 136.74(123, 1) 136.74(138, 5) 136.48(123, 3) 136.48( 134, 19) 131.67(109, 4) 
2427. 610. 304. 139.79( 92, 5) 137.95( 93, 2) 131.65( 77, 2) 131.65( 94, 3) 131.48( 73,22) 
2427. 810. 305. 120.44(136, 5) 120.44(153,23) 120.44(124, 5) 106.62(123, 4) 95.75(359, 2) 
2427. 1210. 305. 128.58( 95, 5) 128.58( 89,20) 127.47(135,23) 114.09( 88, 6) 114.09( 77,22) 
2427. 5010. 426. 25.65(115,22) 16.84( 2,20) 16.25(114, 3) 14.32( 9,23) 13.58(104, 5) 
2627. -1590. 304. 41.74( 92, 4) 41.74(123, 2) 41. 74( 150, 7) 41.70( 94, 3) 41.60( 77, 2) 
2627. -1390. 304. 45.97( 93, 2) 45.05( 92, 5) 40.39( 95, 4) 40.34( 73,22) 40.34( 85, 1) 
2627. -390. 305. 101.78( 87,22) 101. 78(132,24) 101.63(153, 2) 98.91(124, 3) 90.48(117, 6) 
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2627. -190. 304. 97.47( 94, 4) 97.47( 95, 6) 97.47(147, 3) 93.90(114,23) 89.40(128,24) 
2627. 10. 305. 100.38(109, 4) 100.28( 95, 4) 100. 26 C 85, 1 ) 100.25( 73,22) 100. 25 C 138, 5) 
2627. 210. 305. 91.83(134, 1) 89.59( 93, 2) 89.39( 92, 5) 88.61( 95, 4) 88.61( 85, 1) 
2627. 410. 305. 98.93( 92, 4) 98.93(123, 2) 98.93(150, 7) 97.32( 77, 2) 97.32( 94, 3)0 

2627. 610. 305. 103.62(123, 4) 98.77(151, 6) 71.47( 87, 1) 70.57(125,20) 69.79(148,18) 
2627. 810. 305. 103.28(136, 5) 103.27(153,23) 103.27(124, 5) 85.52(123, 4) 79.39(359, 2) 
2627. 1010. 305. 87.89(359, 5) 85.30( 99,21) 82.93(123,21) 75.34( 89,21) 75. 04 C 95, 1 > 
2627. 1210. 305. 88.60( 88, 3) 86.27(150,19) 77 .04( 123 ,21) 70.07(359, 5) 69.52( 93, 4) 
2262. 433. 311. 281.25( 117, 6) 272.68(153, 2) 256.49( 87,22) 256.49(132,24) 236.30(146,20) 
2627. 5010. 380. 22.82(115,22) 16.63( 2,20) 15.86( 9,23) 15.66(115, 6) 13.60( 50, 2) 
2827. -1390. 301. 56.26( 98,21) 51.08(125, 1 > 46.44(151, 5) 44.59( 95, 4) 44.53( 73,22) 
2827. -1190. 302. 66.15( 92,24) 66.15(135, 6) 63.09(125, 1) 58.81(352, 3) 58.81(352, 4) 
2827. -990. 302. 70.76( 97, 4) 70.76(135,22) 69.02(128,21) 63.85(352, 3) 63.85(352, 4) 
2827. -790. 302. 81.38( 70, 4) 76.68( 70, 5) 70.31( 87,22) 70.31(132,24) 69.97(124, 3) 
2827. -590. 303. 71.58(151, 7) 71.58(133, 19) 63.87( 70, 3) 63.87( 73,21) 62.91(127, 3) 
2827. -390. 303. 67.38(114,23) 65.87( 94, 4) _65.87( 95, 6) 65.87(147, 3) 65.23( 77, 3) 
2827. -190. 303. 70.61( 94, 3) 70.51( 77, 2) 70.29(150, 7) 70.29(123, 2) 70.29( 92, 4) 
2827. 10. 303. 76.36(149,19) 76.00(140,23) 71. 98( 134, 1) 64.60( 98, 5) 63.18(114, 6) 
2827. 5010. 358. 17.44( 88, 2) 17.14(104,21) 14.62( 9,23) 14.32(115,22) 14.29(107,23) 
3027. -2390. 297. 31.71( 97,24) 31.09( 151, 24) 30.81(127, 2) 30.77( 98, 6) 27.97( 98, 4) 
3027. -1390. 298. 50.00(128,21) 47.67( 97, 4) 47.67(135,22) 41.07(109, 4) 38.83(352, 3) 
3027. -390. 300. 51.59(114, 6) 51.14( 77, 3) 50.26( 98, 5) 49.43(298, 6) 48.59(127, 2) 
3027. 610. 301. 72. 71(123, 4) 60.55(151, 6) 58.16(136, 5) 58.10(153,23) 58.05(124, 5) 
3027. 1610. 302. 51.07( 63, 1) 48.77(144,19) 43.20(134, 4) 41.82( 70, 2) 38.65(115, 19) 
3027. 2610. 303. 42.67(149,18) 38.15( 84, 1) 34.46(150,19) 32.71(135,23) 28.82(139, 6) 
3027. 3610. 305. 34.49( 87, 1) 32.49( 148, 18) 31.48(134, 4) 25.02(120,20) 24.46(150, 18) 
3027. 4610. 333. 29. 90 C 115 , 5 ) 28.55( 98, 3) 25.09(134, 6) 23.27(116, 3) 20.67( 59, 1) 
3027. 5010. 348. 20. 78( 88, 2) 17.53( 91,23) 17.32(115, 1) 17.24(108,24) 16.32(125, 19) 
3027. 5610. 372. 24.04(115,22) 14.23( 2,20) 13.35( 93,22) 12.51(115, 6) 12.28( 9,23) 
3227. 5010. 338. 20.02(115, 5) 19.22( 91,23) 17 .85( 125, 19) 17 .34( 88, 2) 16.20(116, 3) 
3227. 5210. 345. 19.52( 88, 2) 16.14(115, 1) 15.93( 91,23) 15.93(108,24) 15.11(104,21) 
3227. 5610. 362. 18.85(115,22) 17.62(115, 1) 13.48(366, 6) 13.32( 2,20) 13.18( 9,23) 
3227. 6010. 373. 23.45(115,22) 13.88(115, 1) 12.16(114, 4) 11.89( 93,22) 11.61( 2,20) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

X 

-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4m. 
-4m. 
-4m. 
-4m. 
-4m. 
-4m. 
-4573. 
-4573. 
-4573. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4173. 
-4173. 
-4173. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3m. 
-3m. 

y 

-2390. 
-1390. 
-390. 
610. 

1610. 
2610. 
3610. 
4610. 
5610. 

-2390. 
-1390. 
-390. 
1610. 
2610. 
3610. 
4610. 
5610. 
410. 
610. 
810. 

1010. 
1210. 
1210. 
410. 

1210. 
4810. 

10. 
210. 
410. 

1410. 
1610. 
1610. 
4810. 

10. 
1610. 
4810. 

-2390. 
-1390. 
-390. 

10. 
610. 

1610. 
2610. 
3610. 
4610. 
4810. 
5610. 

10. 
1610. 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

X 

-3773. 
-3773. 
-3773. 
-3573. 
-3573. 
-3573. 
-3373. 
-3373. 
-3373. 

y 

1810. 
2010. 
4810. 

10. 
2010. 
4810. 

10. 
2010. 
4810. 

ELEV. 

798. 
793. 
781. 
852. 
731. 
730. 
n8. 
747. 
625. 
797. 
731. 
652. 
771. 
792. 
904. 
858. 
570. 
646. 
669. 
666. 
695. 
730. 
730. 
633. 
722. 
853. 
609. 
554. 
583. 
694. 
756. 
756. 
856. 
553. 
787. 
828. 
767. 
732. 
548. 
549. 
722. 
m. 
875. 
914. 
954. 
838. 
686. 
549. 
755. 

ELEV. 

792. 
824. 
839. 
549. 
848. 
852. 
549. 
799. 
831. 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8 HOOR AVERAGES 

HIGHEST 

1.79(120,24) 
1.16( 51, 8) 
4.37( 7,24) 
2.96( 74, 8) 
2.35( 70, 16) 
2.47( 74, 8) 
3.07( 98,24) 
3.47( 70, 8) 
3.32( 74, 8) 
1.62(114, 16) 
3.50(120,24) 
3.99( 7,24) 
3.18( 70,16) 
3.30(148, 16) 
2.22(148,16) 
2.45(129,24) 
2.28(150,16) 

11.18( 77,16) 
10.97(354, 8) 
9.46( 74, 8) 

11.42( 74, 8) 
3.67(100,24) 
3.67(100,24) 

22.45(113, 16) 
3.12( 92, 16) 
2.56(150,16) 

17.13(107, 8) 
9.10( 77, 8) 

16.23( 75, 16) 
3. 75( 70, 16) 
4.23( 70, 16) 
4.23( 70, 16) 
2.97(150,16) 
7.43( 1,16) 
4.82( 70,16) 
3.32(150,16) 
2.01(114, 16) 
4.15(117, 8) 
8.69( 96,24) 

14.91( 20, 8) 
12.41( 37,24) 

•·· S.55( 70, 16) 
5.27(139,24) 
3.93(129,24) 
2.95(132,24) 
3.48(150,16) 
2.97( 74, 8) 
9.79(149, 8) 
6.31( 70, 16) 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOOR) 

2ND HIGH 

1.10(151,16) 
1.08(103,24) 
2.88( 77, 8) 
2.20( 70,16) 
1.90( 77, 16) 
2.23( 70,16) 
2.19(139,24) 
3.04( 74, 8) 
1.77( 96,24) 
1.59( 106, 8) 
1.86(106, 8) 
2.96(365,24) 
2.42(100,24) 
2.84( 77, 16) 
2.15(149,16) 
2.25(134, 16) 
2.00( 74, 8) 
9.81(106, 16) 

10.49( 70, 8) 
8.23( 77, 8) 
6.31(150, 16) 
3.30( 77, 8) 
3.30( 77, 8) 

21.9,c n,24> 
3.07( 5,24) 
2.44(132,16) 

15.69( 1,16) 
6.50(107, 8) 

15.73( 69,16) 
3.49( 73, 8) 
3.13(144, 16) 
3.13(144, 16) 
2.42(132, 16) 
6.93(107, 8) 
3.56(144,16) 
2.59(132,24) 
1.62( 23, 8) 
2.81(114, 16) 
4.32( 46, 8) 

12.77( 12, 8) 
10.nc 28,24> 
4.08(144,16) 
4.88(148,16) 
3.80(134,16) 
2.55(133,16) 
3.08(132,24) 
2.00(150,16) 
6.23( 4, 8) 
4.64(144, 16) 

3RD HIGH 

1.00(106, 8) 
1. 01(365 ,24) 
2.31( 68, 8) 
1.78(144, 16) 
1.79(135, 16) 
1.98(149, 16) 
2.19(148, 16) 
2.09(151, 8) 
1.77(140, 8) 
1.12(115, 16) 
1.86( 74, 8) 
2.73(106, 8) 
2.39( 76,16) 
2.80(106,16) 
2.07(139,24) 
2.17(132, 16) 
1.85( 96,24) 
8.97(137, 16) 
9.68( 74, 8) 
8.21(132,16) 
5.78( 77, 8) 
3.03(107,24) 
3.03(107,24) 

18.80(123,16) 
3.03( 37,24) 
2.23(120,24) 

15.24(365,24) 
6.08C n,24> 

13.87( 67,16) 
3.19( 104, 16) 
3.04( 73, 8) 
3.04( 73, 8) 
2.10(133, 16) 
5.72( 7,24) 
3.17(109, 16) 
2.30(132,16) 
1.33( 74, 8) 
2.67( 51, 8) 
3.76(149, 8) 

11.61( 16, 8) 
10.36(108,24) 
3.61( 68,24) 
3.96(106,16) 
3.49( 132, 16) 
2.49(132, 16) 
2.45(133, 16) 
1.84(100,24) 
5.88( 34,24) 
4.27( 68,24) 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8 HOOR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

HIGHEST 

6.25( 70, 16) 
5.24( 70, 16) 
3.38(150,16) 

11.01(149, 8) 
5. 94( 148, 16) 
3.03(150, 16) 

10.71(149, 8) 
7.44(148, 16) 
2.95(100,24) 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOOR) 

2ND HIGH 

5.31( 68,24) 
5.00( 77,16) 
3.03( 132,24) 
8.13( 7,24) 
5.73(106,16) 
2.43(132,24) 
6.85( 96,24) 
6. 74(106, 16) 
2.55(150, 16) 

3RD HIGH 

4.79(144,16) 
4.86(106,16) 
2.52(133, 16) 
7.97(107, 8) 
5. 71( 77, 16 > 
2.42(133,16) 
5.03(103,24) 
6.38( 77,16) 
2.15(133, 16) 
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4TH HIGH 

0.75(114, 16) 
0.96(106, 8) 
1. 72( 72, 24) 
1.73( 77, 16) 
1.79(149, 16) 
1.97( 77, 16) 
1.88( 92, 8) 
1.87(218, 16) 
1.69(218, 16) 
0.89(137, 8) 
1.58(151, 16) 
2.72( 77, 8) 
2.36( 88,16) 
2.69(112,24) 
2.06(105, 16) 
2.10(135, 16) 
1.76(140, 8) 
8.05( 144, 16) 
9.29(100,24) 
7.93(150,16) 
5.01(147, 16) 
2.83(147, 16) 
2.83(147,16) 

17.49(106, 16) 
2.94(134,16) 
1.96(135, 16) 

13.71( 50, 8) 
5.83(354, 8) 

11. 77( 76, 16) 
2.85(354, 8) 
3.03(104, 16) 
3.03(104,16) 
1.96(120,24) 
5.47( 77, 8) 
3.16( 68,24) 
2.29(133,16) 
1.27(114, 8) 
2.39(106, 8) 
3.38(102, 8) 

10.62( 2, 8) 
10.02( 29,16) 
3.54( 84,24) 
3.91(123, 16) 
3.49(135, 16) 
2.47(145,24) 
2.30(145,24) 
1. 70( 133, 16) 
5.64( 7,24) 
3.93(153, 16) 
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4TH HIGH 

4.33( 77,16) 
4.67(148,16) 
2.11(147, 16) 
4.35( 68, 8) 
5.37(149, 16) 
2.13(147,16) 
4.87(146,16) 
6. 10( 149, 16) 
2.07(134, 16) 

5TH HIGH 

0.60(137, 8) 
0.79(146, 16) 
1.nc124, 8> 
1.59(104, 16) 
1.78( 70, 8) 
1.82( 106, 16) 
1.69(149, 16) 
1.86( 96, 8) 
1.62(129,24) 
0.84(108, 8) 
1.35( 55, 8) 
2.58(120,24) 
2.33(104, 16) 
2.59(149, 16) 
1.96(124, 16) 
1. 77(120,24) 
1. 74( 132, 16) 
7 .84( 148, 16) 
9. 11C105, 16 > 
7.93(354, 8) 
4.90(133, 16) 
2.76( 82, 8) 
2.76( 82, 8) 

17.20(122, 16) 
2.92( 77, 8) 
1 .93(133, 16) 

13.56( 1,24) 
3.60(361,24) 
9.46( 78, 16) 
2. 78(144, 16) 
2.82( 76, 16) 
2.82( 76, 16) 
1.89( 135, 16) 
4.79(149, 8) 
3.13(104, 16) 
2.24(145,24) 
1.21(115, 8) 
2.17(365,24) 
2.95(130, 16) 
9.95( 25, 8) 
9.76( 51, 8) 
3.44( 74, 8) 
3.63(149,16) 
2.81(150, 16) 
2.40(150, 16) 
2.11(132, 16) 
1.60(218, 16) 
4.92(107, 8) 
3.86(111,16) 
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5TH HIGH 

4.03(106, 16) 
4.56(149, 16) 
2 .09( 126, 16) 
3.81( 77, 8) 
5.36( 70,16) 
2.05(126, 16) 
4.15( 73, 16) 
5.52(144, 16) 
2.05(147, 16) 



-3273. 2010. 787. 8.26( 148, 16) 7.27(106,16) 6.67< n, 16> 6.39(149,16) 5.87(104,24) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 8.64( 98,24) 8.18(139,24) 8.08(148,16) 6.59(106, 16) 5.73(149, 16) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 6.97(139,24) 6.53(148,16) 5.59(146,24) 5.47(149, 16) 5.43(124,16) 
-3173. 10. 567. 17.64( 96,24) 10.65(102, 8) 10.64( 46, 8) 6.54(103,24) 6.41( 146, 16) 
-3173. 2410. 841. 11.13( 96, 8) 6.67(139,24) 6.62(148,16) 6.18(146,24) 5.96(149,16) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 3.21(100, 24) 2.43(107,24) 2.24(134, 16) 2. 14(218, 16) 2.12c n, 8> 
-2973. -2390. 661. 6.84( 74, 8) 6.08( 3, 8) 2.57(353,24) 2.45(106, 8) 2.21(352, 8) 
-2973. -1390. 613. 6.24(352, 8) 4.21( 3, 8) 3.62(108, 8) 3.25(114, 16) 2.94( 74, 8) 
-2973. -390. 609. 10.78(107, 8) 8.32( 106, 8) 7.96( 74, 8) 7.67( 61,24) 7.11(362, 8) 
-2973. 10. 601. 12.85( 96,24) 11.74(120,24) 10.87(106, 8) 10.37(365,24) 9.13(107, 8) 
-2973. 610. 579. 17.13( 72,24) 14.02(124,16) 14.01(106, 16) 13.43( 137, 16) 13.42< n, 8> 
-2973. 1610. 823. 10.91( 70, 16) 8.43(144, 16) 8.01< n, 16> 7 .46( 106, 16) 7.46( 68,24) 
-2973. 2410. 784. 15.11( 70, 8) 11. 12( 96, 8) 10.65( 74, 8) 9.46(151, 8) 7.95(122,24) 
-2973. 2610. 786. 16.26( 74, 8) 14.40( 70, 8) 7.61(135, 16) 7.51(122,24) 7.26(134, 16) 
-2973. 3610. 865. 6.51(150, 16) 5.37(132,24) 4. 70(133, 16) 4.07(126,16) 3.91(132, 16) 
-2973. 4610. no. 3.39(100,24) 2.80c n, 8> 2.57( 74, 8) 2.56(107,24) 2.52(134, 16) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 2.96< n, 8> 2.67(100,24) 2.38(134, 16) 2.30( 95, 8) 2.27(107,24) 
-2973. 5610. 642. 2.24( 5,24) 1.83(271, 8) 1. 73< n, 8> 1.68(134,16) 1.62(148,24) 
-2773. 10. 609. 19.74(114,16) 16. 71( 1,24) 15.91( 74, 8) 13.63( 3, 8) 13.16( 64, 8) 
-2m. 2410. 731. 19.25( 70, 8) 17.86( 74, 8) 9.35(135,16) 9.30(151, 8) 8.74(122,24) 
-2m. 4810. 724. 3.ooc n, 8> 2.45(134, 16) 2.39( 5,24) 2.12( 95, 8) 2.10(123,24) 
-2573. 10. 587. 26.39( 2,24) 22.83( 69, 8) 22.12( 18, 8) 17.54( 51, 8) 17.29( 56, 8) 
-2573. 2410. 732. 23. 74( 74, 8) 14.83( 70, 8) 11.25(132, 16) 11. 00 C 129, 24) 10.97(135, 16) 
-2573. 4810. 713. 2.86( 5,24) 2.45(134, 16) 2.18c n, 8> 2.12(148,24) 2.08(271, 8) 
-2373. 10. 574. 34.51(152,24) 25.42( 3, 8) 21.47( 79, 8) 21.01(130, 16) 20.96(153, 8) 
-2373. 2410. 726. 21.97( 74, 8) 14.55( 150, 16) 12.51 C 132, 16) 12.31( 120, 24) 11.37(134, 16) 
-2373. 4810. 700. 2.57( 5,24) 2.43( 45,24) 2.36(134, 16) 2.17( 37,24) 2.09(271, 8) 
-2173. 10. 564. 31.07(146,24) 19.72(148,24) 18.47(130,24) 18.10( 52, 8) 16.93( 20, 8) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 16.92( 74, 8) 16.82(150,16) 12.86(133, 16) 12.66(120,24) 12.26(132, 16) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 3.36( 84,24) 3.04( 45,24) 2.45( 37,24) 2.26(104, 8) 2.19(134, 16) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 8.43(363,24) 5.88(355, 8) 4.52(351, 8) 4.19(108, 8) 4.04( 85,24) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 10.29(351, 8) 7.40(108, 8) 7.31( 3, 8) 5.64(352, 8) 5.36(353,24) 
-1973. -390. 487. 19.72( 3, 8) 16. 73( 74, 8) 11.40(352, 8) 10.81(365, 8) 9.82(117, 8) 
-1973. -190. 526. 19.16( 74, 8) 17.25(352, 8) 16.81( 3, 8) 10.01(114,16) 9.87(117, 8) 
-1973. 10. 549. 32.47(119,24) 18.64( 74, 8) 18.22(120, 8) 17.16(132,24) 17 .04(352, 8) 
-1973. 210. 549. 21.84( 131, 8) 21.48( 142, 8) 20.22( 51, 8) 19.93(142,24) 18.21(352, 8) 
-1973. 410. 547. 38.12(118, 8) 32.93(145, 8) 32.82(100, 8) 31.85(144, 8) 30.37( 89,24) 
'-1973. 610. 479. 28.27(149, 8) 23.17( 96,24) 19.48(120,24) 18. 13( 107, 8) 17.85(139, 8) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 33.58(148,16) 32.58( 70, 8) 29.28( 96, 8) 29.25(149,16) 28.10(139,24) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 16.39(150,16) 12.64( 74, 8) 12.33( 133, 16) 11.40(147,16) 11.37(126, 16) 
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HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-1973. 2610. 799. 11.87(150, 16) 9.39( 98,24) 9.19(132,24) 8.96(147,16) 8.79(133, 16) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 4.81(134, 16) 4.48( 84,24) 4.37( 5,24) 4.19( 45,24) 3.59(218,16) 
-1973. 4610. 628. 3.49( 84,24) 3.49(104, 8) 3.35( 45,24) 2.93(107,24) 2.60(108, 8) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 3.41 (104, 8) 2.98( 84,24) 2.91( 45,24) 2.57( 75,24) 2.25( 76,24) 
-1973. 5610. 597. 4.40(107,24) 2.72(104, 8) 2.30(108, 8) 2.13( 75,24) 1.84( 45,24) 
-1m. -790. 529. 13.70(351, 8) 11.52( 3, 8) 10.24(108, 8) 9.34(363,24) 8.87(353,24) 
-1773. -590. 497. 18.26( 3, 8) 15.00(351, 8) 14.79( 74, 8) 13.02(355, 8) 12.30(108, 8) 
-1m. 210. 539. 25.58( 74, 8) 24.71( 3, 8) 22.80(352, 8) 22.02( 117, 8) 17.18(114, 16) 
-1m. 410. 491. 34.74(117, 8) 27.67(355, 8) 26.30( 74, 8) 24.69( 93,24) 24.57(107, 8) 
-1773. 2410. 668. 13.42(150, 16) 12.20( 74, 8) 11.34(134, 16) 11.12( 98,24) 10.61(147, 16) 
-1773. 4810. 609. 5.45(107,24) 3.59(104, 8) 2.74(108, 8) 2.61( 75,24) 2.46( 45,24) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 15.58(363,24) 9.95(364, 8) 9.65(106, 8) 9.19(351, 8) 8.63(108, 8) 
-1573. -990. 459. 16.86(363,24) 13.28(351, 8) 10.56(364, 8) 9.85(106, 8) 9.20(108, 8) 
-1573. -790. 482. 18.41(363,24) 14.68(351, 8) 11.03(108, 8) 10.91(364, 8) 9.71(106, 8) 
-1573. -590. 487. 20.24(363,24) 15.64(351, 8) 12.70(108, 8) 10.90( 3, 8) 10.83(364, 8) 
-1573. -390. 465. 22.19(363,24) 17.49(351, 8) 16.69( 3, 8) 14.00(108, 8) 13.80( 74, 8) 
-1573. -190. 475. 26.20( 3, 8) 23.29( 74, 8) 23.19(363,24) 19.78(351, 8) 18.28(355, 8) 
-1573. 10. sos. 29.09( 3, 8) 25.30( 74, 8) 23.34(355, 8) 22.57(351, 8) 20.91(108, 8) 
-1573. 210. 495. 36.45(352, 8) 32.95( 3, 8) 27.79( 74, 8) 27.68(355, 8) 25.67(351, 8) 
-1573. 410. 482. 45.70(355, 8) 38.21( 3, 8) 38.00(352, 8) 37.62(117, 8) 34.60( 74, 8) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 12.86( 134, 16) 10.75( 77, 8) 10.30( 45,24) 10.15(218, 16) 10.08( 38, 8) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 6.13(101,24) 3.02(113,24) 2.74(104, 8) 2.67( 38, 8) 2.54(107, 8) 
-1373. -1190. 427. 15.69(363,24) 12.20(364, 8) 10.63(106, 8) 10.47( 85,24) 9.89( 69, 8) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 18.44(107,24) 12.85( 96, 8) 12.67(104, 8) 11.65(134, 16) 11.28(113,24) 
-1373. 4810. 575. 5.22(107,24) 4.62(113,24) 3.12( 92,24) 2.95(144,24) 2.74( 86,24) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 14.19(364, 8) 11.61(363,24) 11. 54( 106, 8) 11.05( 23, 8) 10.73( 69, 8) 
-1173. -990. 423. 15.58(363,24) 15.55(364, 8) 12.51(106, 8) 12.48( 23, 8) 11.62( 69, 8) 
-1173. -790. 424. 20.07(363,24) 17.17(364, 8) 13.94( 23, 8) 12.93(106, 8) 12.61( 69, 8) 
-1173. -590. 425. 25.05(363,24) 19.34(364, 8) 15.85( 23, 8) 13.83( 69, 8) 13.81( 94, 8) 



-1173. -390. 425. 30.16(363,24) 22.45(364, 8) 18.44( 94, 8) 18.29( 23, 8) 15.79( 69, 8) 
-1173. 2410. 610. 22.92(107,24) 18.97( 84,24) 17.81(104, 8) 14.12(113,24) 13.19(121, 16) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 5.40(123,24) 4.93(113,24) 3.90(144,24) 3.49(104, 8) 3.45(107,24) 
-973. -2390. 407. 7.12( 94, 8) 4.93( 23, 8) 4.52(364, 8) 4.38( 2,24) 4.37( 47, 8) 
-973. -1390. 411. 15.02( 94, 8) 8.47( 23, 8) 8.14(124, 8) 7.62( 47, 8) 7.56(364, 8) 
-973. -390. 421. 27.69(124, 8) 26.55( 94, 8) 22.36( 23, 8) 20.97(364; 8) 17.70(152,24) 
-973. -190. 423. 33.46(124, 8) 30.08( 94, 8) 27.65( 23, 8) 25.79(364, 8) 23.17(363,24) 
-973. 610. 387. 138.97(150, 8) 130.99(124, 8) 107.59(146,24) 104.15(355, 8) 99.24(138, 8) 
-973. 1610. 594. 108.08(114, 8) 68."38( 63, 8) 67.88(107,24) 64.66(104, 8) 61.36( 78,24) 
-973. 2410. 610. 34.29(114, 8) 20.67(107,24) 17.85( 41, 8) 16.02( 84,24) 15.61(113,24) 
-973. 2610. 609. 26.23(114, 8) 15.54(107,24) 13.70( 84,24) 13.61( 41, 8) 13.45(113,24) 
-973. 3610. 609. 7.35( 84,24) 6.53(113,24) 6.02(107,24) 5.74(104, 8) 5.61(144,24) 
-973. 4610. 551. 4.35(123,24) 4.21(107,24) 3.96(104, 8) 3.86(144,24) 3.58(113,24) 
-973. 4810. 549. 3.94(107,24) 3.67(123,24) 3.60(144,24) 3.57(104, 8) 3.17(113,24) 
-973. 5610. 549. 2. 71( 104, 8) 2.67(144,24) 2.59(107,24) 2.46( 4,24) 2.43(123,24) 
-m. -190. 420. 43.91(124, 8) 38.99( 97, 8) 29.76( 94, 8) 25.27(136, 8) 23.73(138, 8) 
-m. 2010. 603. 66.20(114, 8) 33.48( 3, 8) 31.82( 41, 8) 27.76( 63, 8) 27.00( 97, 8) 
-m. 2210. 610. 54.45(114, 8) 26.37( 41, 8) 22.84( 97, 8) 22.57( 3, 8) 19.44( 84,24) 
-m. 2410. 610. 39.40(114, 8) 22.38( 41, 8) 17.01( 97, 8) 16.22( 84,24) 14.40(366, 8) 
-m. 4810. 549. 4.84( 81,24) 4.52( 84,24) 4.37(107,24) 4.30(100,24) 3.80(114, 8) 
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HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-573. -190. 417. 57.53(124, 8) 38.32( 97, 8) 33.00(152,24) 32.34(138, 8) 29.nc153, 8> 
-573. 2010. 593. 56.82(114, 8) 31. 76( 3, 8) 31.24( 63, 8) 26.21( 62, 8) 25.73( 62,24) 
-573. 2210. 609. 55.15(114, 8) 27.16( 3, 8) 21.83( 97, 8) 21.73( 63, 8) 19.62(133, 8) 
-573. 2410. 610. 50.49(114, 8) 23.48( 3, 8) 19.10( 97, 8) 15.36( 41, 8) 14.86( 63, 8) 
-573. 4810. 572. 9.24(114, 8) 4.97( 84,24) 4.35(100,24) 3.85(107,24) 3.77(120,24) 
-373. -390. 410. 33.71( 97, 8) 27.98(153, 8) 27.95(124, 8) 27 .53( 138, 8) 26.26(117, 8) 
-373. -190. 418. 39.48( 97, 8) 33.43(138, 8) 31.96(153, 8) 31.45(124, 8) 31.20(352, 8) 
-373. 2010. 564. 28.nc 63, 8> 26.47( 62,24) 24.20( 62, 8) 23.55( 3, 8) 22.13( 90, 8) 
-373. 2210. 594. 25.30( 63, 8) 23.30( 3, 8) 21. 99( 97, 8) 20.99( 62,24) 20.00( 62, 8) 
-373. 2410. 599. 21. 95( 3, 8) 21. 73(114, 8) 19.57( 97, 8) 17.90( 63, 8) 16.59(133, 8) 
-373. 4810. 598. 11.59(114, 8) 4.05(120,24) 3.77( 84,24) 3.49( 41, 8) 3.34( 78,24) 
-173. -390. 402. 27.27(128,24) 26.69(146,24) 26.46(117, 8) 26.42( 97, 8) 26.29( 138, 8) 
-173. 2410. 502. 29.54(115, 8) 19.90( 63, 8) 17.22( 62, 8) 17.13( 62,24) 16.82( 74, 8) 
-173. 4810. 609. 12.44(114, 8) 3.55( 41, 8) 3.12(120,24) 2.40(366, 8) 2.37( 84,24) 

27. -2390. 366. 7.39( 97, 8) 7.06(195, 8) 6.17( 3, 8) 5.25(124,24) 5.17(355, 8) 
27. -1390. 366. 18.58( 97, 8) 16.36(352, 8) 13.00(124, 8) 12.48(138, 8) 11.04(117, 8) 
27. -590. 384. 24.46(146,24) 23.39(117, 8) 23.04(128,24) 22.86(124, 8) 21.10(153, 8) 
27. -390. 392. 38.41(150, 8) 35.93(146,24) 26.61(124, 8) 26.50(117, 8) 26.19(137, 8) 
27. 610. 293. 63.87( 70, 8) 61.14( 73,24) 44.63(133, 8) 44.59(129, 8) 44. 06( 134, 24) 
27. 1610. 502. 56.58(134, 8) 44. 75( 150, 24) 36.41( 84, 8) 33.05(121, 8) 32.42(120,24) 
27. 2410. 428. 23.30(115,24) 17.35(115, 8) 15.66( 90, 8) 15.17( 63, 8) 14.75(133, 8) 
27. 2610. 489. 24.18(115, 8) 14.95( 63, 8) 14.69( 74, 8) 14.47( 90, 8) 14.34(133, 8) 
27. 3610. 555. 10.34( 97, 8) 9.53(114, 8) 8.56( 3, 8) 6.60( 79,24) 6.38( 77, 8) 
27. 4610. 605. 7.22(114, 8) 4.71(366, 8) 4.55( 97, 8) 3.77( 41, 8) 3.13( 3, 8) 
27. 4810. 609. 7.98(114, 8) 4.28(366, 8) 3.53( 41, 8) 3.52( 97, 8) 3.02( 3, 8) 
27. 5610. 487. 8.01(114, 8) 4.21(115, 8) 4.00(172,24) 3.47(109,24) 3.41( 92,24) 

227. -590. 373. 34.78(150, 8) 32.92(146,24) 24.83(137, 8) 20.90(126, 8) 20.55(147,24) 
227. 2410. 426. 17.13( 91,24) 15.14(134, 8) 14.96(140, 8) 14.65(115, 8) 14.09(103,24) 
227. 4810. 608. 5.22( 97, 8) 4.80(114, 8) 4.60(366, 8) 3.40(351,24) 3.08( 41, 8) 
427. -790. 365. 31.96(150, 8) 28.52(146,24) 21.91(137, 8) 19.24(126, 8) 18.43(147,24) 
427. -590. 366. 42.31(150, 8) 32.30(137, 8) 29.21(126, 8) 28.85(146,24) 23.45(147,24) 
427. 2410. 424. 25.94(134, 8) 16.77( 91,24) 15.77( 62,24) 15.66(115, 8) 13.96(120,24) 
427. 4810. 575. 6.16( 97, 8) 4.03(366, 8) 4.02( 79,24) 4.02(351,24) 3.76(114, 8) 
627. -790. 360. 36.70(150, 8) 27.06(137, 8) 25.59(126, 8) 21.66(146,24) 19.46(147,24) 
627. 2410. 408. 29.96(134, 8) 22.18(120,24) 16.42( 62,24) 16.20(115, 8) 15.91(132,24) 
627. 4810. 548. 4.93( 97, 8) 4.21( 79,24) 3.83(114, 8) 3.63( 62,24) 3.46( 3, 8) 
827. -790. 355. 34.10(137, 8) 33.98(126, 8) 31.55(150, 8) 27.20(152, 8) 26.82(146,24) 
827. 2410. 3n. 26.57(134, 8) 24.20(120,24) 17.99(150,24) 13.65(132,24) 12.80(122,24) 
827. 4810. 563. 5.48( 3, 8) 4.74(114, 8) 3.69( 62,24) 3.58( 77, 8) 3.50( 63, 8) 

1027. -2390. 339. 8.45(153, 8) 8.27(117, 8) 7.71(135, 8) 7.34(124, 8) 7. 16( 146, 24) 
1027. -1390. 346. 24.74(150, 8) 15.13(146,24) 15.06(126, 8) 13.60(137, 8) 12.51(147,24) 
1027. -790. 350. 33.40(152, 8) 31.72(137, 8) 31.54(126, 8) 29.97(150, 8) 29.52( 98, 8) 
1027. -390. 351. 34.56( 98, 8) 30.58(152, 8) 28.72(119,24) 23.70(137, 8) 23.52(132,24) 
1027. 610. 320. 26.80( 95, 8) 25.95(149,24) 22.19( 89,24) 20.53(135,24) 20.41(123,24) 
1027. 1610. 398. 74.41( 70, 8) 47.11(140, 8) 45.06( 74, 8) 37.67(123,24) 33.97(122, 8) 
1027. 2410. 363. 21.30(134, 8) 19.94(150,24) 19.93(120,24) 13.07(122,24) 11.06(148,24) 
1027. 2610. 365. 21.66(134, 8) 18.41(120,24) 16.78(150,24) 11. 93( 62,24) 11.81(118,24) 
1027. 3610. 422. 6.83(115,24) 6.63(173, 8) 6.43(172,24) 5.70( 90, 8) 5.53(104, 8) 
1027. 4610. 541. 6.10( 3, 8) 5.74( 81,24) 5.22(133, 8) 4.83(114, 8) 3.83( 63, 8) 



RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

X 

1027. 
1027. 
1227. 
1227. 
1227. 
1427. 
1427. 
1427. 
1427. 
1627. 
1627. 
1627. 
1627. 
1627. 
1627. 
1627. 
1627. 
1627. 
1827. 
1827. 
1827. 
1827. 
2027. 
2027. 
2027. 
2027. 
2027. 
2037. 
2027. 
2027. 
2027. 
2027. 
2027. 
2027. 
2227. 
2227. 
2227. 
2227. 
2227. 
2227. 
2427. 
2427. 
2427. 
2427. 
2427. 
2427. 
2627. 
2627. 
2627. 

y 

4810. 
5610. 
-790. 
2410. 
4810. 
-990. 
-790. 
2410. 
4810. 

-1190. 
-990. 
1610. 
1810. 
2010. 
2210. 
2410. 
4810. 
5010 . 

-1390. 
-1190. 
1610. 
5010. 

-2390. 
-1390. 
-390. 
610. 

1410. 
1231. 
1610. 
2610. 
3610. 
4610. 
5010. 
5610. 

-1590. 
610. 
810. 

1210. 
1410. 
5010. 

-1590. 
410. 
610. 
810. 

1210. 
5010. 

-1590. 
-1390. 
-390. 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

X 

2627. 
2627. 
2627. 
2627. 
2627. 
2627. 
2627. 
2627. 
2262. 

y 

-190. 
10. 

210. 
410. 
610. 
810. 

1010. 
1210. 
433. 

ELEV. 

548. 
600. 
344. 
355. 
585. 
337. 
338. 
346. 
588. 
331. 
332. 
331. 
331. 
332. 
333. 
337. 
532. 
533. 
325. 
326. 
321. 
486. 
309. 
320. 
322. 
317. 
313. 
311. 
312. 
327. 
342. 
440. 
469. 
515. 
313. 
311. 
310. 
305. 
305. 
438. 
309. 
307. 
304. 
305. 
305. 
426. 
304. 
304. 
305. 

ELEV. 

304. 
305. 
305. 
305. 
305. 
305. 
305. 
305. 
311. 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

HIGHEST 

5.87( 3, 8) 
3.52(113,24) 

33.76(152, 8) 
18.23(134, 8) 
5.39( 3, 8) 

28.96(152, 8) 
27.37( 98, 8) 
15.79(134, 8) 
4.46(133, 8) 

24.89(152, 8) 
23.51( 98, 8) 
21.58( 93, 8) 
31.09( 93, 8) 
22.48(122, 8) 
17.79(150,24) 
15.78(150,24) 
3.76( 90, 8) 
3.83( 81,24) 

21.45(152, 8) 
19.03(152, 8) 
37.74(150,24) 
4.75(172,24) 

16.03(150, 8) 
17.14(152, 8) 
41.83( 70, 8) 

110.80(140, 8) 
71.01(114, 8) 

143. 70 C 115, 8) 
37.18(114, 8) 
10.05( 134, 8) 

10.22(134, 8) 
5.00(114, 8) 
4.61(172,24) 
3.88( 81,24) 

15.41(152, 8) 
106.80(146,24) 
84.80(115, 8) 
61.02(115, 8) 
40.86(115, 8) 
5.72(114, 8) 

17.52(124, 8) 
62.58( 95, 8) 
65 . 04 C 123, 8) 
52.43(123, 8) 
38.61( 89, 24) 
5.63(114, 8) 

13.31(119,24) 
13.56(150, 8) 
29.82(153, 8) 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

2ND HIGH 

5.28( 81,24) 
3.13( 97, 8) 

25.53( 98, 8) 
16.68( 86,24) 
4.96(133, 8) 

24.19( 98, 8) 
23.42(152, 8) 
12.34(144,24) 
3.68( 63, 8) 

22.24( 98, 8) 
21.09(152, 8) 
21.44(100,24) 
28.36(122, 8) 
19.59(150,24) 
13.14(115, 8) 
13.42(134, 8) 
3.63( 81,24) 
3.81( 90, 8) 

18.91( 98, 8) 
18. 75( 98, 8) 
26. 71( 96, 8) 
4.38(173, 8) 

10.47(126, 8) 
16.17(135, 8) 
35.06( 73,24) 

100.69( 74, 8) 
60.27(115, 8) 

116.93(114, 8) 
23.82(115,24) 
10.01(144,24) 
8.82(115, 8) 
4.95(172,24) 
4.42(115,24) 
3.09(133, 8) 

15.30( 98, 8) 
101.20(127, 8) 
71.54(115,24) 
59.28(134, 8) 
32.09(115,24) 
4.47(172,24) 

16.54( 98, 8) 
56.87(123, 8) 
55.23(109, 8) 
51.99( 70, 8) 
38.46(115,24) 
4.42(115,24) 

12.81(150, 8) 
10.91(109, 8) 
27.33(117, 8) 

3RD HIGH 

4.81(114, 8) 
2.84( 62,24) 

25.00(137, 8) 
13.51(150,24) 
3.97(114, 8) 

21.84( 137, 8) 
22.63( 94, 8) 
11.68( 63, 8) 
3.61(104, 8) 

19.31(137, 8) 
21.06(136, 8) 
20.93( 97,24) 
17.10(100,24) 
18.43( 93, 8) 
13.09( 41, 8) 
12.39(104, 8) 
3.47(104, 8) 
3.81(133, 8) 

17.16(137, 8) 
15.92(119,24) 
19.44( 86,24) 
3.82(115, 8) 
8.29( 94, 8) 

15.86( 98, 8) 
31.01(123, 8) 
93.58(364, 8) 
41. 94( 92, 24) 
87.90(115,24) 
21.46( 81,24) 
9.83(104, 8) 
7.37(114, 8) 
4.60(115,24) 
4.31(173, 8) 
3.05( 90, 8) 

12.92(137, 8) 
93.39(137, 8) 
71.16(114, 8) 
49.83(115,24) 
31.45(134, 8) 
4.39(115,24) 

15.66( 94, 8) 
55.63(150, 8) 
53.79( 95, 8) 
40.99(359, 8) 
29.93(115, 8) 
4 .31( 172, 24) 

12.22( 92, 8) 
10.20( 92, 8) 
25.58(135,24) 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

HIGHEST 

50.87(150, 8) 
54.30(150, 8) 
44.30(150, 8) 
39.54( 95, 8) 
34.59(123, 8) 
33.83(134, 8) 
27.85(359, 8) 
24.75( 89,24) 

153.53(137, 8)* 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

2ND HIGH 

46.52(146,24) 
47.86(134,24) 
41.64(127, 8) 
36.58(149,24) 
32.02( 70, 8) 
31. 21(359, 8) 
27.68( 89,24) 
23. 21( 115, 24) 

151. 72( 146, 24)* 

3RD HIGH 

43.24(137, 8) 
41.13(137, 8) 
40.08(152, 8) 
36.09( 70, 8) 
30.02(134, 8) 
28.54(123, 8) 
25.94(115,24) 
22.53(359, 8) 

142.25(150, 8) 
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4TH HIGH 

4.13(133, 8) 
2.76(114, 8) 

23.57(127, 8) 
12.58( 93, 8) 
3.54( 63, 8) 

20.89(127, 8) 
21.73(119,24) 
11.35(104, 8) 
3.27(359, 8) 

18.70(127, 8) 
18.TT( 94, 8) 
19.07( 98,24) 
16.56(359, 8) 
15.90( 94,24) 
13.00(134, 8) 
9.60(106, 8) 
3.27( 63, 8) 
3.30( 63, 8) 

16.80(127, 8) 
15.68(135, 8) 
18.05(153,24) 
3.43( 81,24) 
7. 71( 148,24) 

13.50(137, 8) 
28.61( 127, 8) 
91. 76( 94, 8) 
37.29(104, 8) 
74.98(116, 8) 
21.22(144,24) 
9.72(116, 8) 
6.00( 62,24) 
4.52(173, 8) 
4.10(104, 8) 
2.62(114, 8) 

12.41(135, 8) 
87.80(153, 8) 
66.22(146,24) 
44.11(120,24) 
28.95(114, 8) 
4.20(173, 8) 

15.01(136, 8) 
50.11(137, 8) 
53.73(134, 8) 
40.19(133, 8) 
29.66(134, 8) 
4.07(173, 8) 

11.44(136, 8) 
9.63( 85, 8) 

24.62(146,24) 
POSTZ 

4TH HIGH 

40.66(126, 8) 
39.32(146,24) 
39.70(123, 8) 
35.36(152, 8) 
28.12(149,24) 
28.29( 91,24) 
25.54( 91,24) 
21.82( 88, 8) 

131. 71( 134, 24) 

5TH HIGH 

3.80(116,24) 
2.40(116,24) 

22.96(150, 8) 
12.23(120,24) 
3.46( 70, 8) 

18.68(135, 8) 
21.17(136, 8) 
9.53( 93, 8) 
3.12( 3, 8) 

16.78(148,24) 
18.75(119,24) 
18.27(144,24) 
16.14( 89,24) 
15.13( 88, 8) 
12.97( 96, 8) 
9.55(114, 8) 
3.22(133, 8) 
2.81(359, 8) 

16.30(135, 8) 
14.69(136, 8) 
17.07(115,24) 
3.38( 90, 8) 
7.60(146,24) 

13.29(119,24) 
27.73(109, 8) 
89.48( 96,24) 
37.08(115,24) 
70.11( 92,24) 
21.14(115, 8) 
8.05(114, 8) 
5.72( 98, 8) 
4.01(104, 8) 
3.80(114, 8) 
2.50( 63, 8) 

11.47( 136, 8) 
86.16(150, 8) 
63.61( 70, 8) 
43.27(114, 8) 
20.79(120,24) 
3.22(104, 8) 

13.36(119,24) 
48.16(134,24) 
51.86(149,24) 
39.74( 73,24) 
29.14(359, 8) 
2.86(140,24) 

11.06(132,24) 
9.57(152, 8) 

21. 74(128,24) 
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5TH HIGH 

34.79(127, 8) 
37.84( 95, 8) 
38.74(137, 8) 
34.34( 92, 8) 
27.60( 92, 8) 
25.94(149,24) 
24.69( 99,24) 
21.20(150,24) 

127.63(127, 8) 



2627. 5010. 380. 5.41(114, 8) 4.17(172,24) 4.09(115, 8) 4.03(115,24) 3.93(173, 8) 
2827. -1390. 301. 12.40(138, 8) 11. 73( 97, 8) 11.57(151, 8) 11.44(148,24) 11.26(137, 8) 
2827. ·1190. 302. 16.39( 138, 8) 15.00(352, 8) 14.99( 97, 8) 14.70(135, 8) 14.18(123, 8) 
2827. -990. 302. 16.68(138, 8) 16.41(109, 8) 16.26(352, 8) 15.17( 97, 8) 14.67(123, 8) 
2827. -790. 302. 20.35( 70, 8) 16.19(117, 8) 15.85( 87,24) 14.04(153, 8) 13.69(128,24) 
2827. ·590. 303. 24.16(146,24) 22.53(153, 8) 20.54(127, 8) 17. 55 ( 134, 24) 17.33(117, 8) 
2827. ·390. 303. 35.40(150, 8) 32.43(146,24) 28.56(137, 8) 27.52(126, 8) 26.81(127, 8) 
2827. -190. 303. 41.05(150, 8) 33._90(152, 8) 33.73(137, 8) 30.40(127, 8) 26.72(146,24) 
2827. 10. 303. 32.35(150, 8) 32.26(152, 8) 30.69(127, 8) 30.07(137, 8) 26.03(151, 8) 
2827. 5010. 358. 5.78(114, 8) 4.58(115, 8) 3.79(172,24) 3.57(173, 8) 3.07(115,24) 
3027. ·2390. 297. 10.73(137, 8) 10.06(152, 8) 9.77( 98, 8) 9.68(127, 8) 8.56(148,24) 
3027. -1390. 298. 11.73(138, 8) 10.40(109, 8) 10.14(117, 8) 9.98(352, 8) 9.96(152, 8) 
3027. -390. 300. 30. 71( 150, 8) 26.93(137, 8) 26.75(152, 8) 26.61(127, 8) 24.01(151, 8) 
3027. 610. 301. 19.30( 70, 8) 18.97(149,24) 17.46(359, 8) 17.00(123, 8) 16.97(135,24) 
3027. 1610. 302. 15.22(134, 8) 13.58(115,24) 12.99( 89,24) 12.81(150,24) 10.98( 88, 8) 
3027. 2610. 303. 11.02(115, 8) 9.40(115,24) 6.87( 84, 8) 6.58(150,24) 5.93(116, 8) 
3027. 3610. 305. 7.75(115, 8) 6.80(134, 8) 6.06(120,24) 5.47(116, 8) 5.11(150,24) 
3027. 4610. 333. 8.38(115, 8) 5.62(134, 8) 4.37(114, 8) 4.16(116, 8) 3.57( 98, 8) 
3027. 5010. 348. 6.05(115, 8) 4.69(114, 8) 3.44( 91,24) 3.42(172,24) 3.23(173, 8) 
3027. 5610. 372. 4.74(114, 8) 4.24(115,24) 4.07(115, 8) 3.64(172,24) 3.60(173, 8) 
3227. 5010. 338. 6.58(115, 8) 3.59( 91,24) 3.27(134, 8) 3.25(116, 8) 3. 10(172,24) 
3227. 5210. 345. 5.43(115, 8) 3.19(172,24) 3.14( 91,24) 3.13(114, 8) 3.07(173, 8) 
3227. 5610. 362. 4.57(115, 8) 3.84(115,24) 3.58(114, 8) 3.43(172,24) 3.39(173, 8) 
3227. 6010. 373. 4.20(115,24) 4.17(115, 8) 3.81(114, 8) 3.43(173, 8) 3.39(172,24) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MODEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN - POSTZ HIS OUTPUT - CO - 04/20/92 - MPV 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: •••••••••••••••••••••-••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES C1=YES,0=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 1 
ISW(7) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,0=NO) 0 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 1 
ISW(13) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 0 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISWC15) HIGH·S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISWC16) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISWC17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH·S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(19) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH·S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(22) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

ISW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 0 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 1 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 91 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 5 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 92 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 2 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2327. 410. 310. 186.97(137, 5) 173.08( 98, 4) 173.08(153,22) 172. 05( 77, 3) 169. 97( 138, 1) 
2427. 410. 307. 136.74(123, 1) 136.74(138, 5) 136.48(123, 3) 136.48(134,19) 131.67( 109, 4) 
2527. 410. 305. 104. 71( 127, 2) 101.40( 97,24) 101.40( 98, 6) 101.40(151,24) 99.70(114, 6) 
2627. 410. 305. 98.93( 92, 4) 98.93(123, 2) 98.93(150, 7) 97.32( 77, 2) 97.32( 94, 3) 
2262. 433. 311. 281.25(117, 6)• 272.68(153, 2)• 256.49( 87,22) 256.49(132,24) 236.30(146,20) 
2262. 510. 312. 202.43( 98, 4) 202.43(153,22) 194.18( 97,24) 194.18( 98, 6) 194.18(151,24) 
2327. 510. 309. 160.37(132,19) 149.21( 98, 3) 149.21(134, 6) 148.46(148, 6) 145.79(118,24) 
2427. 510. 304. 131.32( 114, 6) 127.52( 98, 5) 126.73(127, 2) 126.41(298, 6) 118.27( 97,24) 
2527. 510. 304. 117.03( 77, 2) 117 .03( 94, 3) 115.04( 92, 5) 111. 41( 92, 4) 111.41(123, 2) 
2627. 510. 305. 91.03(109, 4) 90.24(151, 6) 89.40(123, 1) 89.40(138, 5) 87.37(123, 3) 
2227. 610. 311. 204.31(153, 2) 202.27( 87,22) 202.27(132,24) 190.67(124, 3) 185.32(117, 6) 
2327. 610. 308. 165 .60( 98, 5) 162.39( 92, 4) 162.39(123, 2) 162.39(150, 7) 160.85( 114, 6) 
2427. 610. 304. 139.79( 92, 5) 137.95( 93, 2) 131.65( 77, 2) 131.65( 94, 3) 131.48( 73,22) 
2527. 610. 305. 114.44(151, 6) 106.46(123, 4) 98.26(123, 3) 98.26(134, 19) 97 .54( 125, 20) 
2627. 610. 305. 103.62(123, 4) 98.77(151, 6) 71.47( 87, 1) 70.57(125,20) 69. 79( 148, 18) 



2227. 710. 311. 218.16( 92, 4) 218.16(123, 2) 218.16(150, 7) 213.87( 98, 5) 213.67( 77, 2) 
2327. 710. 308. 163.52( 73,22) 163.52( 85, 1) 163.52( 95, 4) 161.81(109, 4) 153.09( 93, 2) 
2427. 710. 306. 105.26(123, 4) 93.82(151, 6) 90.02(136, 5) 90.02(153,23) 90.01(124, 5) 
2527. 710. 304. 98.21(123, 4) 89.89( 73,23) 83.91(151, 6) 83.81(136, 5) 83.80(153,23) 
2627. 710. 305. 91.91(123, 4) 79.39(136, 5) 79.38(153,23) 79.37(124, 5) 79.20( 92, 1) 
2227. 810. 310. 150.69(136, 5) 150.69(124, 5) 150.69(153,23) 139.36(123, 4) 133.69(366, 6) 
2327. 810. 307. 132.67(136, 5) 132.67(153,23) 132.67(124, 5) 124.18( 73,23) 122.40(123, 4) 
2427. 810. 305. 120.44(136, 5) 120.44(153,23) 120.44(124, 5) 106.62(123, 4) 95.75(359, 2) 
2527. 810. 304. 111.01(136, 5) 111.-01 (153,23) 111.01(124, 5) 94.56(123, 4) 86.59(359, 2) 
2627. 810. 305. 103. 28( 136, 5) 103.27(153,23) 103.27(124, 5) 85.52(123, 4) 79.39(359, 2) 

*·DENOTES PEAK VALUE 
1 POSTZ · PAGE NO. 3 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8 HOOR AVERAGES 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2327. 410. 310. 108.50(137, 8) 104.25(152, 8) 103.70(150, 8) 102.59(127, 8) 93.89(146,24) 
2427. 410. 307. 62.58( 95, 8) 56.87(123, 8) 55.63(150, 8) 50.11(137, 8) 48.16(134,24) 
2527. 410. 305. 49.85(127, 8) 48.59(137, 8) 46. 10( 152, 8) 44. 73( 88, 8) 42.68(151, 8) 
2627. 410. 305. 39.54( 95, 8) 36.58(149,24) 36.09( 70, 8) 35.36(152, 8) 34.34( 92, 8) 
2262. 433. 311. 153.53(137, 8)* 151.72(146,24)* 142.25(150, 8) 131. 71( 134 ,24) 127.63(127, 8) 
2262. 510. 312. 98.84(123, 8) 93.00( 98, 8) 87.80(134,24) 86.61(114, 8) 86.58( 132, 24) 
2327. 510. 309. 89.48(115, 8) 82.19(146,24) 70.76(134, 8) 67.66(126, 8) 66.67(127, 8) 
2427. 510. 304. 67.26(127, 8) 63.50(137, 8) 62.14(152, 8) 54.00(151, 8) 52.99( 70, 8) 
2527. 510. 304. 48.55(123, 8) 48.10( 70, 8) 46.59( 92, 8) 42.89( 95, 8) 40.06(150, 8) 
2627. 510. 305. 41.44(123, 8) 35.58(149,24) 34.05( 70, 8) 30.69( 95, 8) 30.49(134, 8) 
2227. 610. 311. 106.80(146,24) 101.20(127, 8) 93.39(137, 8) 87.80(153, 8) 86.16(150, 8) 
2327. 610. 308. 86.78(127, 8) 83.38(152, 8) 81.50(137, 8) 77.83( 70, 8) 72.14(150, 8) 
2427. 610. 304. 65 .04( 123, 8) 55.23(109, 8) 53.79( 95, 8) 53.73(134, 8) 51.86(149,24) 
2527. 610. 305. 46.48(123, 8) 37.87(149,24) 36.42(134, 8) 35.69( 70, 8) 34.18(151, 8) 
2627. 610. 305. 34.59(123, 8) 32.02( 70, 8) 30.02(134, 8) 28.12(149,24) 27.60( 92, 8) 
2227. 710. 311. 116.10(150, 8) 114.66(137, 8) 113.46(152, 8) 111.57(114, 8) 107.47(127, 8) 
2327. 710. 308. 68.32(123, 8) 65.16( 95, 8) 52.76(134,24) 52.12(149,24) 52.07(109, 8) 
2427. 710. 306. 48.77(115, 8) 43.76( 70, 8) 41.61(127, 8) 40.94(134, 8) 40.78(115,24) 
2527. 710. 304. 40.63( 70, 8) 37.76(134, 8) 37.56(123, 8) 34.61( 92, 8) 32.70( 88, 8) 
2627. 710. 305. 36.72(123, 8) 35.26( 70, 8) 29.93(134, 8) 28.63(359, 8) 28.14(149,24) 
2227. 810. 310. 84.80(115, 8) 71.54(115,24) 71.16(114, 8) 66.22(146,24) 63.61( 70, 8) 
2327. 810. 307. 60.49( 70, 8) 56.99(127, 8) 56.24(114, 8) 52.24( 88, 8) 51.62(152, 8) 
2427. 810. 305. 52.43(123, 8) 51.99( 70, 8) 40.99(359, 8) 40.19(133, 8) 39.74( 73,24) 
2527. 810. 304. 41.13(123, 8) 35.18(134, 8) 34.30(359, 8) 33.00(149,24) 31.52( 70, 8) 
2627. 810. 305. 33.83(134, 8) 31.21(359, 8) 28.54(123, 8) 28.29( 91,24) 25.94(149,24) 

*·DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MODEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN - POSTZ HIS OUTPUT - SOX - 04/20/92 - MPV 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: ******************************************************************************** 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES C1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(7) TOP SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH·S TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(10) TOP SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(13) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(16) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(19) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-STABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(22) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ISW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES 

1 
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0 

1 
0 
0 
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0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
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0 
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POSTZ - PAGE NO. 2 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-------- -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- -------------------

-5973. -2390. 798. 0.90(151, 9) 0.89( 97,18) 0.89(120,19) 0.81(107, 8) 0. 71(355, 8) 
-5973. -1390. 793. 3.35( 51, 3) 2.02(106, 7) 1.41(108, 8) 1 .34( 71, 16) 1.27( 137, 8) 
-5973. -390. 781. 7.40( 7,22) 3.83( 68, 6) 2.67( 77, 7) 2.66(124, 8) 2.54( 75, 7) 
-5973. 610. 852. 3.25( 92, 8) 2.50( 82, 8) 2.39( 70, 9) 2.18( 93, 18) 1.86(153, 9) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 3.76( 74, 4) 3.32( 70, 7) 2.61(122, 18) 2.49(134, 8) 2.10( 70, 8) 
-5973. 2610. 730. 3.85( 74, 1) 2.41( 45,24) 2.29(132,18) 2.19(136, 18) 2.10( 98, 18) 
-5973. 3610. 728. 1.69( 74, 2) 1.54( 77, 6) 1.54( 98,19) 1.22( 95, 8) 1.20( 92, 7) 
-5973. 4610. 747. 1.44( 5,21) 1.19( 74, 4) 0.99(151, 8) 0.90(145, 18) 0.84( 70, 7) 
-5973. 5610. 625. 1 .09( 74, 2) 0.91( 37,22) 0.88( 74, 4) 0.83( 70, 7) 0.83(151, 8) 
-4973. -2390. 797. 1.65(117, 8) 1.26(114, 8) 1.10(115, 8) 0.90( 79, 8) 0.80( 25,19) 
-4973. -1390. 731. 5.24( 74, 5) 3.30(120,19) 2. 75( 52, 4) 2 .33( 78, 7) 2.29( 29,22) 
-4973. -390. 652. 7.83(120, 19) 6.70(151, 9) 6.65(117, 7) 6.42( 61,22) 5.69(106, 8) 
-4973. 1610. 771. 7.14(100,19) 6.38(107,19) 4.42( 95, 8) 4.36( 77, 6) 3.94(111, 18) 
-4973. 2610. 792. 3.26( 37,22) 3.19( 74, 2) 2.11(152, 8) 1.84(153, 8) 1. 76(129, 18) 
-4973. 3610. 904. 1.88( 75,20) 1.48( 132, 18) 1.39(125, 18) 1.26(136, 18) 1.22( 98, 18) 



-4973. 4610. 858. 1.55(100, 19) 1.16(107, 19) 0.81( 70, 8) 0.78(122,18) o. 71( 150, 17) 
-4973. 5610. 570. 0.91(147, 7) 0.89( 74, 4) 0.76(218, 8) 0.71( 77, 6) o. 71( 70, 7) 
-4m. 410. 646. 23.22( 95, 19) 18.18(112, 19) 16.09(135, 8) 15.91(126, 8) 14.34( 88, 8) 
-4m. 610. 669. 22.79( 74, 4) 20.67(151, 8) 17.74( 70, 7) 17.32( 44, 4) 17 .31( 100, 18) 
-4m. 810. 666. 11.19( 44,23) 11.02( 74, 2) 10.79(120,18) 10.13(104, 8) 10.09( 94, 19) 
-4m. 1010. 695. 14.65( 74, 1) 11.18( 45,24) 11.06(132, 18) 10.95(136,18) 10.67( 98, 18) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 11.14(100, 19) 9.18(107, 19) 7.38( 82, 7) 6.29(144,17) 6.24( 95, 8) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 11.14(100, 19) 9.18(107, 19) 7.38( 82, 7) 6.29(144, 17) 6.24( 95, 8) 
-4573. 410. 633. 48. 14( 98, 19) 29."07(123, 15) 27.48( 94, 8) 27.12(113, 9) 2s.11c n,21> 
-4573. 1210. 722. 9.32( 5,21) 9.20( 37,22) 7.09(148,17) 6.78(153, 8) 6.13( 149, 17) 
-4573. 4810. 853. 0.90( 77, 6) o. 79(135, 18) 0.76( 70, 8) 0.76(122,18) 0. 76( 148, 17) 
-4373. 10. 609. 39.62( so, 4) 28.71( 61,22) 27.81(107, 5) 26.83( 1,16) 25. 79( 1, 17) 
-4373. 210. 554. 11.soc n,20> 9.21( 77, 5) 8.70( 43, 7) 8.66(107, 2) 7.59(354, 6) 
-4373. 410. 583. 20.22( 93,19) 18.30( 25,16) 17.20( 74, 17) 17.16(39,14) 17. 02( 66, 19) 
-4373. 1410. 694. 6.14(104, 4) 5.44( 75,20) 5.15(150, 17) 4.88(135, 18) 4.56(107,18) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 4.60(135,18) 4.01(151, 8) 3.78(107,18) 3.69( 73, 5) 3.63( 89,19) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 4.60(135,18) 4.01(151, 8) 3.78(107,18) 3.69( 73, 5) 3.63( 89,19) 
-4373. 4810. 856. 1.18(144, 18) 0.87(148,17) o. 76(122, 18) 0.73( 70, 8) 0.73(145, 18) 
-4173. 10. 553. 12.74( 1,11) 10.44( 27,17) 7 .62( 19, 12) 7.32(107, 4) 6.83( 26, 14) 
-4173. 1610. 787. 5.93( 74, 4) 5.88(144, 18) 5.72(104, 6) 5.28(133, 18) 4.54( 32,21) 
-4173. 4810. 828. 1 .33(104, 6) 0.96(133, 18) 0.92(145,18) 0.92(144,18) 0.74(122,18) 
-3973. -2390. 767. 3.43( 74, 5) 2.92( 73,24) 2.76( 23, 4) 2.14( 23, 2) 1.94(107, 7) 
-3973. -1390. 732. 5.54( 92, 6) 5.40( 60, 2) 4.70( 22,24) 4.57( 30, 4) 4.44( 1,21) 
-3973. -390. 548. 9.20( 96,23) 5.91( 46, 3) 4.04( 27,20) 3.99( 43,24) 3.97( 15,21) 
-3973. 10. 549. 12.01( 57, 3) 11. 76( 48, 7) 11.40( 3, 4) 10. 72( 12, 6) 10.nc 16, 2> 
-3973. 610. 722. 27.43( 28,20) 26.54(133, 1) 25.97( 37,23) 25.87( 51, 1) 25.77(366, 6) 
-3973. 1610. m. 6.57(120,22) 5.85(100,22) 5.81(134, 18) 5.27( 84,20) 4.81( 74, 2) 
-3973. 2610. 875. 2.05(139, 18) 1.93(100, 19) 1.68( 88, 19) 1.52( 118, 18) 1.51(147, 17) 
-3973. 3610. 914. 1.46( 148, 17) 1.21(149, 17) 1.11(122, 18) 1.07( 70, 8) 1.04(129, 18) 
-3973. 4610. 954. 1.02(145, 18) 0.84(132, 18) 0.79(122,18) 0.66( 83, 19) 0.59(133, 18) 
-3973. 4810. 838. 0.96(145,18) 0.95(132, 18) 0.76(152, 8) 0.69(122,18) 0.68(136,18) 
-3973. 5610. 686. 1. 15( 74, 2) 0.81( 84,22) 0.74( 74, 1) 0.73( 84,23) 0.73(120, 18) 
-3m. 10. 549. 9. 51( 34, 20 > 8.55( 56,20) 8.38( 23,24) 7.50( 18, 6) 7.33( 33,20) 
-3m. 1610. 755. 7.14(366, 6) 5.22( 74, 2) 4.56( 40, 5) 4.37( 3, 8) 4.10(120, 18) 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 3 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
------ ---------------- --------------------------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------

-3m. 1810. 792. 3.99(145,18) 2.94( 40, 5) 2.85(109, 8) 2.78( 68,20) 2.74( 29,21) 
-3m. 2010. 824. 4.03(132, 18) 3 .42( 136, 18) 3.32( 98, 18) 3.28(145, 18) 2.71(134, 18) 
-3m. 4810. 839. 1.00(132, 18) 0.81(145, 18) 0.80(136,18) 0.80( 98,18) 0.67(152, 8) 
-3573. 10. 549. 17.40( 7,22) 14.93(107, 3) 9.87( 68, 6) 6.71( 75, 7) 6.46( 35,20) 
-3573. 2010. 848. 5.17(366, 6) 4.04(100,19) 3.44( 3, 8) 2.54(147,17) 2.30(133, 17) 
-3573. 4810. 852. 1.13( 75,20) 0.93(125,18) 0.84(132,18) 0.82(134, 18) 0. 75( 136, 18) 
-3373. 10. 549. 7.74( 7,22) 6.17( so, 6) 5.76(103, 17) 5.47( 75, 7) 4.98(107, 3) 
-3373. 2010. 799. 4.44( 77, 6) 4.27(146,18) 4.00(100,19) 3.99(107,19) 3.68( 95, 8) 
-3373. 4810. 831. 1.09(100, 19) 1.09(134,18) 0.87( 75,20) 0.78(120,18) 0.76(129,18) 
-3273. 2010. 787. 4.41( 77, 6) 4.35( 5,21) 3.68(122,19) 3.63(148,17) 3.34( 29, 1) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 3.74(146,18) 3.66( 98,19) 3.32(148, 17) 2.97(139, 18) 2.80(149, 17) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 2.81( 3,20) 2.68(146, 18) 2.45( 73, 19) 2.43(139, 18) 2.01(146, 17) 
-3173. 10. 567. 26.13( 96,23) 20.85( 46, 3) 20.35(102, 2) 10.91( 93, 17) 10.47(103, 17) 
-3173. 2410. 841. 3.28(146,18) 2.83( 96, 7) 2.64(152, 8) 2.53( 98, 19) 2.35( 73, 19) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 1.24(100, 19) 0.88(120, 18) 0.87(107,19) 0.87( 77, 6) 0.80( 95, 8) 
-2973. -2390. 661. 3.55( 84,24) 2.87( 99, 19) 2.77( 23, 5) 2.61(106, 5) 2.46( 58,24) 
-2973. -1390. 613. 4.99(108, 5) 4.88( 85,20) 4.74(146,21) 4.73(114,19) 4.50( 40, 3) 
-2973. -390. 609. 12.39( 74, 5) 11.52( 69, 3) 11.49( 52, 4) 10.99( 92, 3) 10.59( 53, 4) 
-2973. 10. 601. 19.36(120,19) 18.82(107, S) 18.21( 61,22) 16.99(117, 7) 16.65(151, 9) 
-2973. 610. 579. 24 .34( 64, 2) 21.89(107,20) 18.99(364, 6) 18.34( 96, 7) 18.04( 105, 18) 
-2973. 1610. 823. 4.73(148,17) 4.68( 2,20) 4.16(152, 8) 4.13(149, 17) 4.07(110,19) 
-2973. 2410. 784. 4.08( 74, 4) 3.87(151, 8) 3.35( 70, 7) 3.27( 75,20) 3.12(122, 19) 
-2973. 2610. 786. 4.35( 74, 4) 3.46( 70, 7) 3.03( 75,20) 2.81 (151, 8) 2.72( 62, 3) 
-2973. 3610. 865. 2.20(366, 6) 1.64(132, 18) 1.60( 145, 18) 1.25(136, 18) 1.24( 98,18) 
-2973. 4610. 770. 1.30(100, 19) 1.29( 74, 2) 1.15( 77, 6) 0.97( 95, 8) 0.95(107, 19) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 1.48( 74, 2) 1.21 C 77, 6) 1.05(100,19) 0.95( 95, 8) 0.94(120, 18) 
-2973. 5610 . 642. 1.30(113,23) 0.97(145, 18) 0.96(114, 3) 0.92( 5,21) 0.75(140, 7) 
-2m. 10 . 609. 26.78( 3, 1) 25.59( 74, 3) 24.47( 68,21) 23.76( 64, 3) 23.17( 47,23) 
-2773. 2410 . 731. 5.03( 74, 4) 4.23( 70, 7) 3.84(151, 8) 3.45( 10, 3) 3.43( 70, 6) 
-2773. 4810 . 724. 1.25( 77, 6) 1. 23(366, 6) 1. 19( 74, 2) 1.00(144, 18) 1.00( 32,21) 
-2573. 10 . 587. 40.88( 69, 5) 40 . 22( 2,24) 39.85( 2,23) 39.27( 18, 1) 35.27( 17, 3) 
-2573. 2410 . 732. 5.08( 74, 2) 4.50( 74, 4) 4.06(144, 18) 4.00(104, 6) 3.58( 70, 7) 
-2573. 4810 . 713. 1.63( 104, 6) 1.48(366, 6) 1.31(144, 18) 1. 18( 5,21) 0.92(145, 18) 
·2373. 10 . 574. 36.99( 1, 21) 36.22( 33, 3) 35.21( 17, 2) 34.91( 30, 4) 34.55( 22,24) 
·2373. 2410 . 726. 5.51( 74, 2) 4.02(100,22) 4.00(120, 18) 3.44( 84,20) 3.21(129, 18) 



·2373. 4810. 700. 1.15( 11,22) 1.11(145, 18) 1.07( 5,21) 1.04( 78, 3) 0.91(133, 18) 
·2173. 10. 564. 30.10( 52, 2) 27.84( 10,24) 27.80( 40, 3) 26.94( 2,21) 26.79(114, 19) 
·2173. 2410. 675. 4.86(120,22) 4.59(114, 2) 4.34(114, 1) 3.91(114, 3) 3.86(134, 18) 
·2173. 4810. 675. 1.41( 74, 1) 1.40( 100, 22) 1. 19( 145, 18) 1.13( 84,20) 1.11(132, 18) 
· 1973. ·2390. 487. 2.61(114,20) 2.15(117, 7) 2.12(355, 3) 2.08( 61,22) 1.99(152,21) 
·1973. ·1390. 522. 3.90(118,21) 3.85( 22, 1) 3.79( 65, 4) 3.75( 17, 1) 3.70( 2,22) 
-1973. -390. 487. 4.84( 11, 3) 4.16( 15,20) 3.98( 60, 4) 3.47( 20,22) 3.44(142,24) 
• 1973. ·190. 526. 14.28( 20,21) 14._09(105,23) 11. 15 C 128, 3) 10.07(128,23) 9.78(149, 4) 
· 1973. 10. 549. 23.12( 59, 2) 20.41(132,23) 20.09(119,19) 20.08(119,21) 18.89(144,20) 
· 1973. 210. 549. 27.45( 59,24) 26.57( 53, 1) 26.08( 78, 5) 25 .61( 133, 5 > 25.49(153, 6) 
· 1973. 410. 547. 50.61( 60,22)* 48.96(105,24)* 48.53< n,21, 48.30(127,23) 47.52(145,20) 
· 1973. 610. 479. 9.81(149, 1) 9.01( 96,23) 8.60( 42,18) 8.34( 47,19) 8. 19( 42, 16) 
· 1973. 1610. 768. 8.26( 74, 4) 8.12(151, 8) 7.93(139, 18) 7.51( 98, 19) 6.96( 70, 7) 

· 1973. 2410. 675. 4.00( 74, 1) 3.34( 132, 18) 3.23(145, 18) 2.90(114, 3) 2.90(114, 4) 
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·1973. 2610. 799. 2.93< n, 6> 2.89(132, 18) 2.70(100, 19) 2.67( 2,20) 2.63(145, 18) 
· 1973. 3610. 696. 3.00(120,22) 2.06(134, 18) 1.83( 5,21) 1.82( 10, 3) 1.63(133, 1) 
· 1973. 4610. 628. 1.62( 74, 1) 1.51 ( 96, 22) 1.41< n, 4> 1.26(145, 18) 1.21(104, 4) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 1.52( 74, 1) 1.41( 96, 22) 1.27(145, 18) 1.25(100,22) 1.22(132, 18) 
· 1973. 5610. 597. 1.32( 74, 1) 1.32(100,22) 1.23( 96,22) 1.12(107,21) 1. 06( 84, 20) 
-1m. ·790. 529. 6.14(152,24) 5.83( 61,24) 5.82(153, 1) 5.74( 79, 5) 5.69( 2,21) 
-1m. -590. 497. 4.67( 2,21) 4.53(351, 5) 4.28( 68,24) 3.82( 52, 2) 3.80(143, 18) 
-1m. 210. 539. 20.51( 11, 2) 20.36( 78, 2) 20.09( 99,23) 19.19(152,22) 19.17(109, 5) 
-1m. 410. 491. 11.53( 40, 2) 10.76(100, 5) 10.60( 52,19) 10.30(118, 3) 10.12(118, 4) 
-1m. 2410. 668. 4.93(366, 6) 4.05( 74, 1) 3.85(114, 4) 3.56< n, 6> 3.33(100,19) 
-1m. 4810. 609. 1.95( 120, 22) 1.83(114, 2) 1.73(114, 1) 1.39< n, 4> 1.39( 74, 1) 
-1573. · 1190. 433. 3.25(363,21) 2.93(351, 5) 2.83(355, 4) 2.72(364, 1) 2.52(363,22) 
· 1573. -990. 459. 4.47(351, 5) 3.52(363,21) 3.43(355, 4) 3.02( 96,23) 2.74(364, 1) 
·1573. ·790. 482. 4. 71( 351 , 5 ) 3.82(363,21) 3.39(355, 4) 3.01( 3, 5) 2.93(363,22) 
-1573. -590. 487. 4.72(351, 5) 4.16(363,21) 3.67( 3, 5) 3.56(355, 4) 3.35(149, 1) 
·1573. ·390. 465. 5.16(351, 5) 4.46(363,21) 4.19( 74, 5) 3.92(355, 4) 3.61( 3, 5) 
·1573. ·190. 475. 5.75(351, 5) 5.11( 3, 1) 4.84( 74, 3) 4.43(117, 5) 4.37(355, 4) 
-1573. 10. 505. 9.72( 60, 3) 8.39(133, 4) 8.39( 146, 3) 7.79( 40, 1) 7.64(106,22) 
-1573. 210. 495. 7.92(104,23) 7.52(351, 5) 7.37(143, 4) 6.92(352, 1) 6.64(131, 3) 
-1573. 410. 482. 10.02( 93,20) 8.82(351, 5) 7.06(117, 7) 6. 94( 100, 5) 6.62(355, 4) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 4.19< n, 6> 3.88(146,18) 3.88( 97, 6) 3.65( 79,20) 3.58( 95, 8) 
·1573. 4810. 609. 1.97( 3, 7) 1.89(114, 3) 1.88( 74, 1) 1. 75( 96, 22) 1.32(107,24) 
-1373. ·1190. 427. 3.34(363,21) 3.20(364, 1) 2.60(363,22) 2.18( 85,22) 2.09(135, 4) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 6.65( 3, 7) 4.87(114, 5) 4.52( 96, 6) 4.20c n, 4> 3. 70(122, 19) 
· 1373. 4810. 575. 1.58( 74, 1) 1.51(100, 19) 1.47( 96,22) 1.43( 107,21) 1.31(113,23) 
·1173. · 1190. 423. 3.60(364, 1) 3.20(363,21) 2. 71( 96,23) 2.68( 85,22) 2.54( 94, 1) 
·1173. ·990. 423. 4.28(363,21) 3.84(364, 1) 2.76( 94, 1) 2.52( 73,24) 2.45( 96,24) 
·1173. ·790. 424. 5.00(363,21) 4.05(364, 1) 3.11( 96,23) 3.02( 94, 1) 2.88( 73,24) 
·1173. ·590. 425. 5.07(363,21) 4.32(364, 1) 3.34( 94, 1) 3.28( 73,24) 3.00(363,22) 
·1173. -390. 425. 4.97(363,21) 4.75(364, 1) 4.53(363,22) 3.73( 94, 1) 3. 73( 73,24) 
·1173. 2410. 610. 4.29(359, 1) 4.28( 10, 3) 4.11( 96, 6) 3.98(104, 4) 3.91(144, 18) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 1.71(114, 4) 1.55(123,23) 1.50( 94, 6) 1.40( 144, 18) 1.31(100, 19) 
·973. ·2390. 407. 3.58( 80,23) 3.02(352, 1) 2.67(152,19) 2.15( 1,23) 2.07( 68,21) 
·973. ·1390. 411. 2.64(114,20) 2.60( 94, 1) 2.43(120, 19) 2.37( 85,22) 2.36( 73,24) 
·973. ·390. 421. 5.41(364, 1) 4.03(135, 4) 3.86( 94, 1) 3.84(149, 1) 3. 75( 92, 6) 
-973. ·190. 423. 7.03(364, 1) 5.06(363,21) 4.59(135, 4) 4.31( 94, 1) 4.28( 92, 6) 
·973. 610. 387. 24. 05 C 351 , 5) 19.25(355, 4) 12.61(352, 2) 12.07(364, 1) 11.84( 3, 5) 
·973. 1610. 594. 14.79( 3, 7) 10.96( 94, 6) 10.89(359, 1) 10.57< n, 6> 10.00( 96, 6) 
·973. 2410. 610. 4.26(114, 3) 4.25(120,22) 4.23(144, 18) 4.21(103, 19) 4.04(113,23) 
·973. 2610. 609. 3.73(120,22) 3.72(144, 18) 3.64(114, 3) 3.40(113,23) 3.39( 92, 2) 
-973. 3610. 609. 2.19(144, 18) 2.01(116, 19) 1.97( 80,20) 1. 94( 104, 6) 1.91( 62,22) 
·973. 4610. 551. 1.92( 94, 6) 1.91( 97, 5) 1.45(366, 6) 1. 41 ( 100, 19) 1.39(104, 6) 
·973. 4810. 549. 1.85(366, 6) 1.82( 94, 6) 1.79( 97, 5) 1.nc100, 19> 1.4,c n, 6> 
·973. 5610. 549. 1.85( 94, 6) 1.5oc n, 6> 1.13(114, 4) 1.12( 5,21) 1.09(110, 4) 
-m. ·190. 420. 5.70( 73,24) 5.19(136, 6) 4.93C n, 1> 4.66( 23, 4) 4.65( 94, 5) 
-m. 2010. 603. 8.84( 3, 7) 5.95(359, 1) 5 .81( 100, 22) 5.74(366, 6) 5.71( 70, 6) 
-773. 2210. 610. 5.18( 3, 7) 4.92(366, 6) 4.78(120,22) 4.78( 97, 5) 4.nc114, 4> 
·773. 2410. 610. 4.31(366, 6) 4.18( 97, 5) 4.17(114, 4) 4.14(120,22) 4.13(114, 3) 
-773. 4810. 549. 1.87( 94, 6) 1.69< n, 6> 1.56(100, 19) 1.54(107, 19) 1.42( 95, 8) 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 5 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 



RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-573. -190. 417. 4.62( 92, 6) 4.62(124, 2) 4.56(149,21) 4.55( 87,22) 4.55(132,24) 
-573. 2010. 593. 8.13( 3, 7) 6.01(114, 4) 5.75(366, 6) 5.68(359, 1) 5.56(114, 3) 
-573. 2210. 609. 7.12( 3, 7) 5 ._66( 114, 3) 4.92(359, 1) 4.71(366, 6) 4.62(114, 4) 
-573. 2410. 610. 6.20( 3, 7) 4.90(114, 3) 4.67(120,22) 4.25(114, 2) 4.12(366, 6) 
-573. 4810. 572. 2.33( 94, 6) 1.85< n, 6> 1.54( 5,21) 1.51(120,22) 1.39(100,22) 
-373. -390. 410. 4.64(107, 3) 4.60( 98,21) 4.32(125, 1) 4.08( 92,24) 4.08(135, 6) 
-373. -190. 418. 5.30( 92,24) 5.30(135, 6) 5.22(352, 3) 5.22(352, 4) 5.13(125, 1) 
-373. 2010. 564. 1.nc 3, 7) 5.48< n, 4> 5.32( 97, 6) 5.32(146,18) 5.25(359, 1) 
-373. 2210. 594. 6.65( 3, 7) 4.89( 97, 5) 4.59(359, 1) 4.39(366, 6) 4.36( 97, 6) 
-373. 2410. 599. 5.93( 3, 7) 4.87(366, 6) 4.57( 97, 5) 4.47(114, 4) 4.08(359, 1) 
-373. 4810. 598. 1.65(120,22) 1.58( 114, 3) 1.50(114, 2) 1.50( 5,21) 1.45< n, 6> 
-173. -390. 402. 5.57(107, 3) 4.32(124, 3) 4.20(128,21) 4.13( 87,22) 4.13(132,24) 
-173. 2410. 502. 5.nc 3, 7) 4.06< n, 4> 4.06(115, 2) 4.06(115, 4) 3.86(359, 1) 
-173. 4810. 609. 2.08( 5,21) 1.82( 96, 6) 1.10c n, 4> 1.62(114, 3) 1.55(114, 5) 

27. -2390. 366. 2.96( 74, 5) 2.28( 12,21) 2.17(353,23) 1.89( 69, 3) 1.84( 78, 7) 
27. -1390. 366. 2.85( 1,23) 2.62(125, 1) 2.54( 92,24) 2.54(135, 6) 2.50(153,21) 
27. -590. 384. 4.02(102, 2) 3.68(153, 2) 3.57( 87,22) 3.57(132,24) 3.36(124, 3) 
27. -390. 392. 4.52(117, 6) 4.48(153, 2) 4.21( 87,22) 4.21(132,24) 3.99(146,20) 
27. 610. 293. 8.34( 70, 5) 8.34( 73,23) 8.33( 70, 4) 8.33(133, 19) 8.33(151, 7) 
27. 1610. 502. 11.74( 70, 2) 11.43(106, 3) 11.08(144, 19) 10.31< n,22> 10.31( 88, 6) 
27. 2410. 428. 4.74( 3, 7) 4.03(359, 1) 3.95( 70, 6) 3.83(115, 3) 3.83(115,20) 
27. 2610. 489. 5.63( 3, 7) 4.20( 96, 5) 3.84( 74, 1) 3.60( 96,22) 3.58(114,21) 
27. 3610. 555. 3.53( 94, 6) 2.10c n, 6> 2.32( 97, 5) 2.32(366, 6) 2. 16(104, 5) 
27. 4610. 605. 2.25( 96, 6) 1.85( 3, 7) 1. 70( 5,21) 1.67(366, 6) 1.65( 70, 6) 
27. 4810. 609. 2.54( 3, 7) 2.23( 96, 6) 1.53( 37,22) 1.53(114, 4) 1.50(366, 6) 
27. 5610. 487. 2.60(150,22) 2.30( 86,21) 2.19( 96, 6) 1.56( 84,22) 1.42(285, 5) 

227. -590. 373. 3.79(127, 3) 3.54( 93,20) 3.47(146,20) 3.44(140,24) 3.38(355, 3) 
227. 2410. 426. 4.22( 45,24) 3.88( 91,23) 3.74( 74, 1) 3. 70( 96, 5) 3.61(115, 5) 
227. 4810. 608. 2.91( 96, 6) 1.76( 84,22) 1.74( 37,22) 1.63(366, 6) 1.62( 70, 6) 
427. -790. 365. 3.37(127, 3) 3.21( 1,19) 2.95( 94, 4) 2.95( 95, 6) 2.95(147, 3) 
427. -590. 366. 3.96( 80,23) 3.70( 45, 2) 3.59(352, 1) 3.40( 94, 4) 3.40( 95, 6) 
427. 2410. 424. 5.01(115, 5) 4.90( 98, 3) 4.90(134, 6) 4.38(134, 7) 3.86( 91,23) 
427. 4810. 575. 2.06(104, 4) 1.88( 78,23) 1.76(108, 4) 1.61( 75,20) 1.58(125,18) 
627. -790. 360. 3.35( 30, 3) 3.19( 3, 2) 3.19( 19, 18) 3.12( 74, 5) 3.03( 1,16) 
627. 2410. 408. 4. 73(132, 19) 4.64( 98, 3) 4.64(134, 6) 4.45(106, 1) 4.45( 92, 1) 
627. 4810. 548. 2.99(123,24) 2.62( 82, 5) 2.58(104, 4) 2.19(108, 4) 2. 11(107,24) 
827. -790. 355. 4.51(137, 5) 4.16( 25,20) 4.10(138, 1) 3.95( 12,21) 3.89( 24, 5) 
827. 2410. 372. 4.50(106, 1) 4.50( 92, 1) 4.50(122,20) 4.38(148,18) 4.35(132, 19) 
827. 4810. 563. 2.92(123,24) 2.76(107,24) 2.72( 93, 6) 2.08(107, 1) 1.96( 3, 7) 

1027. -2390. 339. 2.91( 3,20) 2.56(364, 1) 2.34(363,21) 2.15( 57,23) 2. 14( 96,24) 
1027. -1390. 346. 3.43( 4,23) 3.27( 40, 4) 3.05( 18, 3) 2.94( 18,22) 2.nc 67, 1> 
1027. -790. 350. 4.58( 26,14) 4.43( 27,17) 3.92( 98, 4) 3.92( 97,24) 3. 92(153,22) 
1027. -390. 351. 4. 71( 127, 2) 4.68(114, 6) 4.49(298, 6) 4.44( 98, 5) 4. 24( 97,24) 
1027. 610. 320. 6.55(149, 1) 5.42( 89,21) 5.20( 95, 1) 4.81 C 134, 1) 4. 78( 91,21) 
1027. 1610. 398. 20.42( 74, 4) 18.07( 70, 7) 17.91(151, 8) 16.73(123,22) 16. 03(122, 18) 
1027. 2410. 363. 4.53( 96, 6) 4.28(148,18) 4.09( 87, 1) 3.91( 84,22) 3.88(134, 4) 
1027. 2610. 365. 4.31(150,22) 3. 95( 132, 19) 3.90(106, 1) 3.90( 92, 1) 3.90(122,20) 
1027. 3610. 422. 3.86(123,24) 3.62( 88,23) 3.61(107,24) 3.52( 82, 5) 3. 41( 86, 24) 
1027. 4610. 541. 2.82(113,23) 2.59( 81,23) 2.59(107, 1) 2.38( 3, 7) 2.38(137,21) 
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1027. 4810. 548. 2.79(113,23) 2.30( 81,23) 2.29(107, 1) 2.25( 3, 7) 2.24(123,23) 
1027. 5610. 600. 2.40(113,23) 1.49( 2, 1) 1.42( 135, 18) 1.24( 4,20) 1.21 C 92, 19) 
1227. -790. 344. 3.91( 67, 1) 3.87( 1,20) 3.40(114, 6) 3.39(127, 2) 3.34( 18, 3) 
1227. 2410. 355. 4.28( 88,23) 4.13( 93, 6) 4.08( 63, 1) 3.98( 86,24) 3.87(134, 4) 
1227. 4810. 585. 2.36( 144, 18) 2.13( 3, 7) 2.12(113,23) 2.07( 2, 1) 1.93( 32,21) 
1427. -990. 337. 3.10(127, 2) 3.03(114, 6) 2.99( 97,24) 2.98(151,24) 2.98( 98, 6) 
1427. -790. 338. 3.30( 98, 5) 3.26(114, 6) 3.23( 92, 4) 3.23(123, 2) 3.23(150, 7) 
1427. 2410. 346. 3. 99( 144, 19) 3.90( 63, 1) 3. 75( 70, 2) 3.35( 85, 5) 3.17(106, 3) 
1427. 4810. 588. 3. 15 C 104, 6) 2.78(144, 18) 2.61(113,22) 1.93(133, 18) 1.88( 2, 1) 
1627. -1190. 331. 2.83(127, 2) 2.78( 97,24) 2. nc 151,24> 2.nc 98, 6> 2.66(114, 6) 
1627. -990. 332. 2.96( 98, 5) 2.94(114, 6) 2.82(298, 6) 2.82(127, 2) 2.81( 92, 4) 
1627. 1610. 331. 4.52(126,19) 4.44( 39,19) 4.41( 70, 1) 4.25(115,19) 3.93( 36,22) 
1627. 1810. 331. 5.07(359, 3) 4.45( 93, 4) 4.04( 70, 1) 3.98(153, 3) 3.69(100,20) 
1627. 2010. 332. 6.64(150, 19) 5.90( 97, 5) 5.89( 88, 3) 4.83( 94,21) 4.83( 84, 1) 
1627. 2210. 333. 4.13(114, 4) 4. 11( 89, 20) 4.05( 88, 6) 3.93< n,22> 3. 78( 95, 5) 



1627. 2410. 337. 3.78( 70, 2) 3.67(106, 3) 3.49(144,19) 3.34( 88, 6) 3.27( 77,22) 
1627. 4810. 532. 1.86(133, 18) 1.74(104, 6) 1.70( 41, 3) 1.67(234,20) 1.52( 83, 19) 
1627. 5010. 533. 1.76(133, 18) 1.66(104, 6) 1.61(234,20) 1.58( 41, 3) 1.41( 83,19) 
1827. -1390. 325. 2.59( 97,24) 2.57(151,24) 2.57( 98, 6) 2.55(127, 2) 2.40( 98, 4) 
1827. -1190. 326. 2.69(114, 6) 2.65( 98, 5) 2.59(127, 2) 2.57(298, 6) 2.40( 92, 4) 
1827. 1610. 321. 4.27( 29,15) 4.21( 51,14) 4.19( 29, 17) 4.15( 45,20) 3.91(115, 19) 
1827. 5010. 486. 2.94(100,22) 2.86(107,22) 2.51( 81,22) 2.34( 84,20) 1.45( 37,21) 
2027. -2390. 309. 1.62( 94, 5) 1._53(124, 2) 1.50( 92, 6) 1.50(114,23) 1.50(113, 4) 
2027. -1390. 320. 2.45(114, 6) 2.40(127, 2) 2.35( 98, 5) 2.34(298, 6) 2.20( 97,24) 
2027. -390. 322. 4.73( 70, 4) 4.24( 70, 5) 4.14( 83,24) 3.96(127, 1) 3.69( 73,23) 
2027. 610. 317. 5.86(114,23) 5.28( 94, 4) 5.28( 95, 6) 5.28(147, 3) 4.59(125,22) 
2027. 1410. 313. 5.93(104, 5) 5.73(103,19) 4.45( 92, 2) 3.99(115, 3) 3.97(115,20) 
2037. 1231. 311. 8.93(114, 5) 8.45(115, 2) 8.45(115, 4) 8.43( 77, 4) 7.73( 3, 7) 
2027. 1610. 312. 4.57( 70, 6) 3.73(115, 3) 3.73(115,20) 3.61(115, 19) 3.44( 59,14) 
2027. 2610. 327. 3.25( 70, 2) 3.11(106, 3) 2.93(144, 19) 2.77(109,18) 2. 74( 88, 6) 
2027. 3610. 342. 2.97( 87,20) 2.56( 81,20) 2.56(120,22) 2.45(114, 2) 2.41(134, 18) 
2027. 4610. 440. 2.71(120,22) 2.68( 81,20) 2.53(114, 2) 2.38(114, 1) 2.24(100,22) 
2027. 5010. 469. 2.67(100,22) 2.33( 81,22) 2.24( 84,20) 1.90(120,22) 1.84( 81,20) 
2027. 5610. 515. 2.76(100,22) 2.48( 81,22) 2.30( 84,20) 1.63(107,22) 1.17(118,18) 
2227. -1590. 313. 2.23(127, 2) 2.23(114, 6) 2.12(298, 6) 2.06( 97,24) 2.05(151,24) 
2227. 610. 311. 5.37( 98, 4) 5.37(153,22) 5 . 11( 97, 24) 5. 11( 98, 6) 5. 11( 151 , 24) 
2227. 810. 310. 6.40(136, 5) 6.40(124, 5) 6.40(153,23) 5.78(123, 4) 5.28( 73,22) 
2227. 1210. 305. 9.34( 87, 1) 9.09(148,18) 9.08(134, 4) 7.99(122,20) 7.99( 92, 1) 
2227. 1410. 305. 4.55(115, 5) 4.01( 91,23) 3.73(125,19) 3.67(134, 6) 3.66( 98, 3) 
2227. 5010. 438. 3.66(120,22) 3.45(114, 2) 3.27(114, 1) 2.89( 87,20) 2.56( 81,20) 
2427. -1590. 309. 2.23( 98, 5) 2.12(114, 6) 2.09( 92, 4) 2.09(123, 2) 2.09(150, 7) 
2427. 410. 307. 3.95(125,20) 3.84(135,21) 3.83( 91,21) 3.43(151, 6) 3.31( 98, 4) 
2427. 610. 304. 4.79( 92, 5) 4.54( 77, 2) 4.54( 94, 3) 4.49( 93, 2) 4.07(151, 6) 
2427. 810. 305. 5.49(136, 5) 5.49(153,23) 5.49(124, 5) 4.81(123, 4) 4.30(359, 2) 
2427. 1210. 305. 8.04( 95, 5) 8.04( 89,20) 7.92(135,23) 6.91( 88, 6) 6.91( 77,22) 
2427. 5010. 426. 3.54( 114, 3) 2.21(137,22) 1. 75(120,22) 1.63(114, 2) 1.60(115, 6) 
2627. -1590. 304. 2. 15( 92, 4) 2.15(123, 2) 2.15(150, 7) 2.14( 94, 3) 2.14( 77, 2) 
2627. -1390. 304. 2.35( 93, 2) 2.32( 92, 5) 2.06( 95, 4) 2.06( 73,22) 2.06( 85, 1) 
2627. -390. 305. 3.30(151, 7) 3.30(133,19) 3.04( 70, 3) 3.04( 73,21) 2.24( 23, 3) 
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2627. -190. 304. 3.04(134,20) 2.81( 70, 3) 2.81( 73,21) 2.66(140,23) 2.63( 94, 4) 
2627. 10. 305. 3.41(140,23) 3.22(149,19) 3.02(134,20) 2.86(134, 1) 2.78( 77, 3) 
2627. 210. 305. 3.51(134, 1) 3.30(135,21) 3.29( 91,21) 3.21(149,19) 2.86(125,20) 
2627. 410. 305. 3.49(125,20) 3.47( 92, 4) 3.47(123, 2) 3.47(150, 7) 3.34( 77, 2) 
2627. 610. 305. 3.81(123, 4) 3.58(151, 6) 2.65(149,24) 2.62(125,20) 2.58(135,20) 
2627. 810. 305. 4.89(136, 5) 4.89(153,23) 4.89(124, 5) 4.00(123, 4) 3.72(359, 2) 
2627. 1010. 305. 4.15(123,21) 4.02( 89,21) 3.90( 95, 1) 3.87(359, 5) 3.59( 99,21) 
2627. 1210. 305. 5.38( 88, 3) 5.17(150, 19) 3. 73( 93, 4) 3.02(123,21) 2.89( 94,21) 
2262. 433. 311. 5.58( 77, 3) 5.07(145,19) 4.91(137, 5) 4.86(134,21) 4.86(146,23) 
2627. 5010. 380. 3.46(115, 6) 2.64( 92,20) 2.30(110, 4) 2.05(109,20) 1.69( 93,22) 
2827. -1390. 301. 2.29( 95, 4) 2.29( 73,22) 2.29( 85, 1) 2.16(109, 4) 2.06( 93, 2) 
2827. -1190. 302. 2.38(138, 5) 2.38(123, 1) 2.02(109, 4) 2.00(123, 3) 2.00(134, 19) 
2827. -990. 302. 2.59( 73,23) 2.47(123, 3) 2.47(134, 19) 2.34( 70, 5) 2. 17( 88, 5) 
2827. -790. 302. 3.05( 70, 4) 2. 78( 70, 5) 2.47( 83,24) 2.30( 73,23) 2.18( 92, 3) 
2827. -590. 303. 2.61(151, 7) 2.61(133, 19) 2.39(127, 1) 2.14( 133, 6) 2.07( 83,24) 
2827. -390. 303. 3.06( 70, 3) 3.06( 73,21) 2.95(151, 7) 2. 95( 133, 19) 2.40(134,20) 
2827. -190. 303. 2.77(134,20) 2.53( 140, 23) 2.34(149, 19) 2.23( 70, 3) 2.23( 73,21) 
2827. 10. 303. 3.09(149, 19) 3.06(140,23) 2.88(134, 1) 2.35( 10, 2) 2.31(134,20) 
2827. 5010. 358. 3.59( 93,22) 2.68( 92,20) 2.32(114, 4) 2.31 ( 80, 5) 2.30(110, 4) 
3027. -2390. 297. 1.65( 97,24) 1.62(151,24) 1.61(127, 2) 1.61 C 98, 6) 1.46( 98, 4) 
3027. -1390. 298. 2.12( 109, 4) 1.83( 138, 5) 1.83(123, 1) 1. 75( 95, 4) 1.75( 73,22) 
3027. -390. 300. 2.69( 70, 3) 2.69( 73,21) 2.66(134,20) 2.37(151, 7) 2.37( 133, 19) 
3027. 610. 301. 3.20(123, 4) 2.76(151, 6) 2.38(149,24) 2.32(136, 5) 2.30(153,23) 
3027. 1610. 302. 3.07( 63, 1) 2.84(144, 19) 2.38(134, 4) 2.21( 70, 2) 2.08(115, 19) 
3027. 2610. 303. 2.67(149, 18) 2.32( 84, 1) 1.87(135,23) 1 . 85 C 103, 19) 1.82(150, 19) 
3027. 3610. 305. 2.12(115, 4) 2.12(115, 2) 1.94( 62, 3) 1.88(116, 19) 1.82( 77, 4) 
3027. 4610. 333. 2.34(108, 3) 2.34(351,23) 2.14( 80, 5) 2.13(115, 1) 2.10( 97, 5) 
3027. 5010. 348. 3.60(115, 1) 3.03( 92,21) 2.69(351,23) 2.62( 80, 5) 2.55(366, 6) 
3027. 5610. 372. 3.52( 93,22) 2.39( 92,20) 2.37(114, 4) 2.27( 80, 5) 2.10(115, 1) 
3227. 5010. 338. 2. 11( 11 , 22) 2.08(108, 3) 1.79( 79,21) 1.78( 78, 3) 1. 78( 80, 5) 
3227. 5210. 345. 2.52(351,23) 2.32(115, 1) 2.21( 97, 5) 2.16(108, 3) 2.12( 80, 5) 
3227. 5610. 362. 3.70(115, 1) 3.12( 92,21) 2.57(351,23) 2.55( 80, 5) 2.51 (366, 6) 
3227. 6010. 373. 2.91(115, 1) 2.75( 93,22) 2.40( 92,21) 2.39(114, 4) 2.38( 80, 5) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 
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-5973. -2390. 798. 0.45( 1, 18) 0.30(151, 9) 0.30( 97,18) 0.30(120,21) 0.28(355, 9) 
-5973. · 1390. 793. 1. 12( 51, 3) 0.76(106, 9) o. 75( 108, 9) 0.69( 29,24) 0.61(103, 18) 
-5973. -390. 781. 2.47( 7,24) 1.44( 77, 9) 1.28( 68, 6) 0.89(124, 9) 0.85( 75, 9) 
-5973. 610. 852. 1.11( 96, 18) 1.08( 92, 9) 0.95( 82, 9) 0.95( 77,12) 0.90( 93,18) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 2.06( 70, 9) 1.27( 74, 6) 1.18(134, 9) 1.12(122, 18) 0.90( 89,18) 
-5973. 2610. 730. 1.28( 74, 3) 1.06(136, 18) 0.92(132, 18) 0.80( 45,24) 0.78( 94, 9) 
-5973. 3610. 728. 0.56( 74, 3) 0.51( 77, 6) 0.51( 98,21) a.soc 95, 9> 0.47( 92, 9) 
-5973. 4610. 747. 0.55( 96, 9) 0.51( 70, 9) 0.48( 5,21) 0.40( 74, 6) 0.38( 132, 18) 
-5973. 5610. 625. 0.51( 70, 9) 0.48( 96,21) 0.45(147, 9) 0.42(140, 9) 0.41( 74, 3) 
-4973. ·2390. 797. 0.59(115, 9) 0.58(114, 9) 0.55(117, 9) 0.36( 79, 9) 0.32(108, 9) 
-4973. -1390. 731. 1. 75( 74, 6) 1.10(120,21) 0.98( 55, 6) 0.96( 61,24) 0.92( 52, 6) 
-4973. -390. 652. 2.75(106, 9) 2.61(120,21) 2.23(151, 9) 2.22(117, 9) 2.14( 61,24) 
-4973. 1610. 771. 2.38(100,21) 2.13(107,21) 1. 74(123, 18) 1.69( 95, 9) 1.58(111,18) 
-4973. 2610. 792. 1.09( 37,24) 1.06( 74, 3) 0.90(152, 9) 0.80(120,18) 0.78(129,18) 
-4973. 3610. 904. 0.76(136, 18) 0.63( 75,21) 0.62(132, 18) 0.55(139, 18) 0.48(125,18) 
-4973. 4610. 858. 0.54( 96, 9) 0.52(100,21) 0.39(107,21) 0.35(129,18) 0.32( 89,18) 
-4973. 5610. 570. 0.50( 96,21) 0.43(147, 9) 0.38( 70, 9) 0.35(218, 9) 0.34(134, 9) 
-4m. 410. 646. 9.68( 77, 18) 7.74( 95,21) 7.56( 74, 9) 7.18( 96,18) 6.69(148,15) 
-4m. 610. 669. 11.40( 96, 9) 10.89( 70, 9) 9.86(100, 18) 8.99(105,18) 8.34( 89, 18) 
-4m. 810. 666. 6. 12( 132, 18) 5.59(120,18) 5.45(112,18) 5.30( 44,24) 3.93(140, 15) 
-4m. 1010. 695. 5.29(136, 18) 5 .19( 132, 18) 4.88( 74, 3) 3.96( 98,18) 3.88(133, 18) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 3. 71( 100, 21 ) 3.06(107,21) 3.05( 82, 9) 2.69(123,18) 2.64(111,18) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 3. 71( 100, 21) 3.06(107,21) 3.05( 82, 9) 2.69(123,18) 2.64(111,18) 
-4573. 410. 633. 16.05( 98,21) 14. 76( 88, 18) 14.69(123,15) 14.11( 94, 9) 11.ssc n,24> 
-4573. 1210. 722. 3.11( 5,21) 3.07( 37,24) 2.45(153, 9) 2.36(148,18) 2.26( 39, 9) 
-4573. 4810. 853. 0.38(134, 9) 0.37( 96, 9) 0.37(135, 18) 0.36(148,18) 0.35(120, 18) 
-4373. 10. 609. 22.65( 1, 18) 13.36( 50, 6) 11.89(107, 6) 11.37( 61,24) 8.22( 43, 6) 
-4373. 210. 554. 3.98( 72,21) 3.63(354, 6) 3.07(107, 3) 3.07( 77, 6) 2.90( 43, 9) 
-4373. 410. 583. 9.85( 74, 18) 9.08( 75, 12) 8.78( 69,18) 7.30( 75, 15) 7.10( 39,15) 
·4373. 1410. 694. 2.61(107, 18) 2.24(135, 18) 2.06(104, 6) 1.87( 57, 18) 1.85( 10, 9) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 2.24(107,18) 2.17( 70, 9) 2.04(135, 18) 1.88( 96, 9) 1.50( 57,18) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 2.24(107, 18) 2.17( 70, 9) 2.04( 135, 18) 1.88( 96, 9) 1.50( 57,18) 
-4373. 4810. 856. 0.41(144, 18) 0.41(148, 18) 0.38(149, 18) 0.36(132,18) 0.35(120, 18) 
-4173. 10. 553. 5.28( 1,12) 3.48( 27,18) 2.65( 19, 12) 2.44(107, 6) 2.37( 77, 9) 
-4173. 1610. 787. 2.96( 70, 9) 2.23(144,18) 2.01( 74, 6) 1.91(104, 6) 1.88( 152, 18) 
-4173. 4810. 828. 0.46(132, 18) 0.44(104, 6) 0.41(133, 18) 0.39(134, 9) 0.34(120, 18) 
-3973. -2390. 767. 1.14( 74, 6) 0.97( 73,24) 0.92( 23, 6) 0.76(107, 9) 0.71( 23, 3) 
-3973. -1390. 732. 1.85( 92, 6) 1.80( 60, 3) 1. 76( 1,21) 1.57( 22,24) 1.55( 23, 3) 
-3973. -390. 548. 3.07( 96,24) 2.33( 26,12) 1.97( 46, 3) 1.86( 27,21) 1.66( 19, 9) 
-3973. 10. 549. 9.30( 12, 6) 7.85( 16, 3) 6.37( 20, 3) 6.04( 2, 6) 5.64( 35, 6) 
-3973. 610. 722. 11. 19( 3, 9) 10.84( 28,21) 10.49(108,18) 9.17( 41, 6) 8.87( 37,24) 
-3973. 1610. m. 2.84( 84,21) 2.78(134, 18) 2.46(121, 18) 2.19(120,24) 2.07(128,18) 
-3973. 2610. 875. 1.00(133, 18) 0.89(139,18) 0.84(128,18) 0.79(121,18) 0.68(136,18) 
-3973. 3610. 914. 0.66(148,18) 0.58(149,18) 0.55(139,18) 0.55(129,18) 0.45( 89,18) 
-3973. 4610. 954. 0.51(132, 18) 0.37(120,18) 0.34(145,18) 0.31( 89,18) 0.31(133, 18) 
-3973. 4810. 838. 0.51(132, 18) 0.39(134, 9) 0.38(152, 9) 0.34(133,18) 0.34(120,18) 
-3973. 5610. 686. 0.63( 74, 3) 0. 51( 84, 24) 0.39(120,18) 0.35(133,18) 0.32(167, 9) 
-3773. 10. 549. 5.72( 34,21) 4.17( 18, 6) 3.50( 23,24) 2.93( 4, 3) 2.85( 56,21) 
·3773. 1610. 755. 2.38(366, 6) 1.89(120,18) 1.81( 44,24) 1. 74( 74, 3) 1.67(109, 18) 
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-3773. 1810. 792. 2.13(132, 18) 1.48(109, 18) 1.34(134,18) 1.33( 145, 18) 1.21(109, 9) 
·3773. 2010. 824. 1.93(132, 18) 1. 70( 136, 18) 1.22( 98,18) 1.16(109,18) 1.11(134, 18) 
-3773. 4810. 839. 0.50(132, 18) 0.37(134, 9) 0.36(129,18) 0.36(136, 18) 0.36(152, 9) 
-3573. 10. 549. 5.80( 7,24) 5.35(107, 3) 3.29( 68, 6) 2.86( 35,21) 2.71( 34, 18) 
-3573. 2010. 848. 1. 72(366, 6) 1.35(100,21) 1.31(133, 18) 1.27( 3, 9) 1.11(108, 18) 
·3573. 4810. 852. 0.48(134, 18) 0.43(132, 18) 0.39(129,18) 0.38( 75,21) 0.35(120, 18) 
-3373. 10. 549. 2.65( 32, 18) 2.58( 7,24) 2.07(103,18) 2.06(107, 3) 2.06( 50, 6) 
-3373. 2010. 799. 1.77(123, 18) 1.69(146, 18) 1.57( 82, 9) 1.48( 77, 6) 1.38( 95, 9) 
-3373. 4810. 831. 0.58(134, 18) 0.39(129, 18) 0.38(120,18) 0.36(100,21) 0.34(132, 18) 



-3273. 2010. 787. 1.75( 29, 3) 1.51(123, 18) 1.47( 77, 6) 1.45( 5,21) 1.44( 146, 18) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 1. 99( 146, 18) 1.30( 139, 18) 1.22( 98,21) 1.12(148, 18) 0.96(149,18) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 1.91 C 146, 18) 1.30( 139, 18) 0.94( 3,21) 0.82( 73,21) 0.80( 88, 18) 
-3173. 10. 567. 8.71( 96,24) 6.95( 46, 3) 6.79(102, 3) 4.31(103,18) 3. 70( 93, 18) 
-3173. 2410. 841. 2.19( 146, 18) 1. 78( 96, 9) 1.33( 139, 18) 0.98(152, 9) 0.90(122, 18) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 0.42(120,18) 0.41(100,21) 0.38(134, 18) 0.38(129,18) 0.34(107,18) 
-2973. -2390. 661. 1.66( 106, 6) 1.18( 84,24) 0.96( 99,21) 0.92( 23, 6) 0.83( 79, 9) 
-2973. -1390. 613. 2.07( 52, 3) 1 •. 75(146,21) 1.67( 68, 3) 1.66( 108, 6) 1.63( 85,21) 
-2973. -390. 609. 4.25( 70, 6) 4.19( 3, 3) 4.18( 74, 6) 3.99(355, 9) 3.97( 1, 18) 
-2973. 10. 601. 7.77(106, 9) 6.64(107, 6) 6.45(120,21) 6.07( 61,24) 5.66(117, 9) 
-2973. 610. 579. 12.58( 96, 9) 10 .41( 100, 18) 9.91( 88, 18) 9.77( 71,21) 9.21(105, 18) 
-2973. 1610. 823. 1.61( 39, 9) 1.58(148, 18) 1.56( 2,21) 1.48( 82, 9) 1.39(152, 9) 
-2973. 2410. 784. 2.13( 70, 9) 1. 95( 96, 9) 1.43( 146, 18) 1.37( 139, 18) 1.36( 74, 6) 
-2973. 2610. 786. 2.03( 70, 9) 1.45( 74, 6) 1.41(146,18) 1.34( 96, 9) 1.12(140, 9) 
-2973. 3610. 865. 0.89(132,18) 0.73(366, 6) 0.66(136,18) 0.59(107,18) 0.54(135,18) 
-2973. 4610. 770. 0.55( 74, 3) 0.45(120,18) 0.43(100,21) 0.41( 44,24) 0.40(129,18) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 0.55( 74, 3) 0.46(120,18) 0.40( 77, 6) 0.37( 44,24) 0.35(194, 18) 
-2973. 5610. 642. 0.51(132, 18) 0.44( 113,24) 0.40(114, 3) 0.35(194,18) 0.32(145, 18) 
-2m. 10. 609. 13.69( 1, 18) 12.11(108, 9) 9.47(355, 9) 9.41( 3, 3) 8.53( 74, 3) 
-2m. 2410. 731. 2.54( 70, 9) 1. 75( 96, 9) 1.68( 74, 6) 1.54(135,18) 1.37( 122, 18) 
-2m. 4810. n4. 0.48(120,18) 0.48(144, 18) 0.43( 74, 3) 0.42( 77, 6) 0.41(366, 6) 
-2573. 10. 587. 26.69( 2,24)* 22.38( 18, 3)* 22.12( 69, 6) 15 .31( 51, 6) 13.64( 27, 18) 
-2573. 2410. 732. 2.12( 70, 9) 2.00(104, 6) 1. nc 74, 3> 1.50(129, 18) 1.50( 74, 6) 
-2573. 4810. 713. 0.54(104, 6) 0.52(144, 18) 0.50(132, 18) 0.49(366, 6) 0.48(120, 18) 
-2373. 10. 574. 21.03( 3, 3) 17.28(153, 3) 16.46( 22,24) 16.03(152,24) 15.06(152,21) 
-2373. 2410. 726. 2.57( 74, 3) 1.67(120, 18) 1.51(129, 18) 1.44(104, 6) 1.41( 132, 18) 
-2373. 4810. 700. 0.64(132, 18) 0.47( 3,21) 0.44( 45,24) 0.43(120, 18) 0.41(133, 18) 
-2173. 10. 564. 20.79(146,21) 15.48( 52, 3) 15.20( 68, 3) 12.42(153, 6) 11.49( 12,24) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 4.28(114, 3) 2.18( 74, 3) 1.91(134, 18) 1.81(132, 18) 1.67(120,24) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 0.71(132, 18) 0.58( 45,24) 0.57( 74, 3) 0.55( 84,21) 0.47(100,24) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 1.17(362, 3) 1.01(152,21) 0.97(117, 9) 0.87(114,21) 0.82(355, 6) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 1.80( 97, 3) 1.61( 67, 6) 1.39(351, 6) 1.36( 22, 3) 1.33( 66, 6) 
-1973. -390. 487. 2.82(130,21) 2.57( 12,24) 2.47( 12, 6) 2.35( 31, 9) 2.16( 25,24) 
-1973. -190. 526. 7.18( 68, 3) 5 .81( 128,24) 5 .21( 24, 21) 4.90( 30,24) 4.82(148,24) 
-1973. 10. 549. 19.44(119,21) 13.03(132,24) 12.69(123, 3) 8.76( 92, 6) 8.74(119,24) 
-1973. 210. 549. 15.43(108,21) 14.41(133, 6) 13.58(142,21) 13.54(102,24) 13.10(106,24) 
-1973. 410. 547. 23.51(100, 6) 21.77(145, 6) 21.27( 89,24) 21.20(144, 6) 20.75(119, 6) 
-1973. 610. 479. 7 .84( 42, 18) 5.97( 60, 18) 4.95( 30,18) 4.11( 17, 18) 4.07( 13, 18) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 5 .33( 146, 18) 5.01( 70, 9) 4.82( 96, 9) 4.69(139,18) 3. 73( 122, 18) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 1.99(132, 18) 1.56( 74, 3) 1.46( 136, 18) 1.38( 98, 18) 1.31(114, 3) 
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-1973. 2610. 799. 1.48( 132, 18) 1.33( 136, 18) 1.24( 98, 18) 1.02( 95, 9) 0.98( 77, 6) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 1.07(134,18) 1.00( 120, 24) 0.73( 84,24) 0.71(120,18) 0.66(148, 18) 
-1973. 4610. 628. 0.75(132, 18) 0.65( 74, 3) 0.61( 45,24) 0.57(114, 3) 0.52( 77, 6) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 0.69(132,18) 0.55( 74, 3) D.49(136, 18) 0.49( 45,24) 0.47( 96,24) 
-1973. 5610. 597. 0.55(107,24) 0.53(107,21) 0.44( 84,21) 0.44( 74, 3) 0.44(100,24) 
-1m. -790. 529. 3.47(153, 3) 2.95(143,18) 2.95(146,21) 2.77( 12,24) 2.51( 4,24) 
-1m. -590. 497. 2.27( 52, 3) 2.17( 12,24) 2.13( 11,24) 2.07( 68, 3) 1.97( 12, 6) 
-1m. 210. 539. 11.60( 99, 24) 11.46( 82,24) 9.51(104,24) 9.48(142,21) 9.24(103,24) 
-1m. 410. 491. 8.97(100, 6) 7.38(144, 6) 6.46(118, 3) 6.01(104, 3) 6.00( 21,21) 
-1m. 2410. 668. 1.68(366, 6) 1.65( 132, 18) 1.48( 136, 18) 1.47( 147, 18) 1.45( 98,18) 
-1m. 4810. 609. 1.50(114, 3) 0.65(120,24) 0.64(132, 18) 0.53( 45,24) 0.52(151, 18) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 1.40( 96, 24) 1.18(363,21) 1.13(106, 6) 1.03(351, 6) 0.97( 4,24) 
-1573. -990. 459. 1.68( 96, 24) 1.56(351, 6) 1.25(363, 21) 1.20( 12,24) 1.18(106, 6) 
-1573. -790. 482. 1.67(351, 6) 1.55( 68, 3) 1.55( 7,24) 1.53( 52, 3) 1.49( 12, 6) 
-1573. -590. 487. 1.95(149, 3) 1.85( 34,24) 1.81( 69,24) 1.72( 17, 6) 1. 70(351, 6) 
-1573. -390. 465. 1.92(119,24) 1.90(351, 6) 1.79(120, 6) 1.60(12D, 3) 1.54( 7,24) 
-1573. -190. 475. 2.31( 34,21) 2.15(351, 6) 1.99( 4, 3) 1.85( 3, 3) 1. 79( 3, 6) 
-1573. 10. sos. 5.58(133, 6) 4.77(141,24) 3.68(141,21) 3.24( 60, 3) 3.13(143, 3) 
-1573. 210. 495. 4.17(131, 3) 3.89( 52,24) 3. 75( 101,24) 3.73(352, 3) 3.00(104,24) 
-1573. 410. 482. 5.72(100, 6) 4. 73( 144, 6) 4.66(118, 3) 3.81( 93,21) 3.72(104, 3) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 2.16( 77, 6) 1. 93( 146, 18) 1. 75( 62,24) 1.48(123, 18) 1.44( 97, 6) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 1.05(114, 3) 0. 73( 3, 9) 0.65(151, 18) 0.63( 74, 3) 0.58( 96,24) 
-1373. -1190. 427. 1.42(364, 3) 1.35( 96,24) 1.31( 69, 6) 1.21(106, 6) 1.16(363,21) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 2.43( 77, 6) 2.40( 3, 9) 1.67( 90,21) 1 .66(104, 6) 1.62(114, 6) 
-1373. 4810. 575. 0.81(107,21) 0.63(113,24) 0.59(133, 18) 0.56(144,18) 0.53( 74, 3) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 1.87(364, 3) 1.59( 96,24) 1.44( 69, 6) 1.42( 23, 6) 1.38(106, 6) 
-1173. -990. 423. 2.02(364, 3) 1. 76(363, 21) 1.56( 96,24) 1.55( 69, 6) 1.51(106, 6) 
-1173. -790. 424. 2.16(364, 3) 2.08(363,21) 1. 94( 96, 24) 1.68( 69, 6) 1.65( 23, 6) 
-1173. -590. 425. 2.34(364, 3) 2.21(363,21) 1.83( 69, 6) 1.80( 23, 6) 1.74( 85,21) 



-1173. -390. 425. 2.60(364, 3) 2.31(363,21) 2.09( 85,21) 2.04( 69, 6) 1.99( 23, 6) 
-1173. 2410. 610. 2.44(104, 6) 1.94(107,24) 1.90(113,24) 1.54( 84,24) 1.46( 135, 18) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 0.79(107,21) 0.75(144, 18) 0.68(113,24) 0.67(133, 18) 0.58(123,24) 
-973. -2390. 407. 1.19( 80,24) 1.10(352, 3) 0.91( 1,24) 0.91(152,21) 0.83(114, 9) 
-973. -1390. 411. 1.45( 94, 3) 1.01(362, 3) 1.01(364, 3) 1.00( 47, 3) 0.92( 69, 6) 
-973. -390. 421. 2.84(364, 3) 2.50(124, 3) 2.35( 69, 6) 2.33( 94, 3) 1.96( 23, 6) 
-973. -190. 423. 3.52(364, 3) 2.85(124, 3) 2.80( 69, 6) 2.62( 94, 3) 2.57(363,21) 
-973. 610. 387. 9.48(351, 6) 9._32(124, 3) 8.82(355, 6) 8.56(146,24) 8.26(135, 6) 
-973. 1610. 594. 8.73( 3, 9) 8.69(104, 6) 8.28(114, 3) 6.85< n, 6> 6.56(113,24) 
-973. 2410. 610. 3.89(114, 3) 2.53(104, 6) 2.17(113,24) 1.97( 92, 3) 1.85(120,24) 
-973. 2610. 609. 3.38(114, 3) 1.87( 113,24) 1.62(134, 18) 1.42( 84,21) 1.42( 92, 3) 
-973. 3610. 609. 1.10(113,24) 1.01 C 132, 18) 1.00(133, 18) 0.85( 144, 18) 0. 73( 74, 3) 
-973. 4610. 551. 0.78(144, 18) 0.74(133,18) 0.70( 97, 6) 0.68(107,21) 0.64( 94, 6) 
-973. 4810. 549. 0.74(144, 18) 0.62( 97, 6) 0.62(366, 6) 0.61(133, 18) 0.61( 94, 6) 
-973. 5610. 549. 0.62( 94, 6) o.52< n, 6> 0.49( 3, 9) 0.47(144, 18) 0.47(114, 6) 
-m. -190. 420. 3.51(124, 3) 3.41( 97, 3) 2.65(113,21) 2.57( 94, 3) 2.17(138, 3) 
-m. 2010. 603. 5.14(114, 3) 4.97( 3, 9) 3.75(114, 6) 3.62( 97, 6) 2.87(113,24) 
-m. 2210. 610. 4.37(114, 3) 3.34( 3, 9) 3.07( 97, 6) 2.94(114, 6) 2.41(140, 9) 
-m. 2410. 610. 3.78(114, 3) 2.28( 97, 6) 2.04(104, 6) 1. 95( 140, 9) 1.90(113,24) 
-m. 4810. 549. 0.64(113,24) 0.62( 94, 6) 0.58(107,21) o.56< n, 6> 0.54(123, 18) 
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-573. -190. 417. 4.28(124, 3) 2.85(136,24) 2.79(113,21) 2.76(135,24) 2.56(117, 6) 
-573. 2010. 593. 4.82( 3, 9) 4.08(114, 3) 3.75(114, 6) 3.44( 97, 6) 2.87(140, 9) 
-573. 2210. 609. 4.56(114, 3) 4.06( 3, 9) 3.06(114, 6) 2.93( 97, 6) 2.65(140, 9) 
-573. 2410. 610. 4.35(114, 3) 3.45( 3, 9) 2.67(114, 6) 2.56( 97, 6) 1.98(134, 18) 
-573. 4810. 572. 1.24(114, 3) 0.78( 94, 6) o.65< n, 6> 0.60( 79,21) 0.54( 84,21) 
-373. -390. 410. 2.65(136,24) 2.53( 117, 6) 2.34(135, 6) 2.33( 97, 3) 2.33(135,24) 
-373. -190. 418. 2.88(135, 6) 2.83(135,24) 2.79(136,24) 2.74(138, 3) 2.60(117, 6) 
-373. 2010. 564. 3.65( 3, 9) 2.94(140, 9) 2.81( 62,24) 2.64( 97, 6) 2.58(146, 18) 
-373. 2210. 594. 3.55( 3, 9) 3.08( 97, 6) 2.54(114, 6) 2.17(134, 9) 1.99(140, 9) 
-373. 2410. 599. 3.30( 3, 9) 2.76(114, 6) 2. 71( 97, 6) 2.48( 74, 3) 1.89(133, 9) 
-373. 4810. 598. 1.48(114, 3) o.8oc n, 6> 0.55(120,24) 0.50( 5,21) 0.46(148,18) 
-173. -390. 402. 2.68( 117, 6) 2.47(135,24) 2.38(128,24) 2.36(135, 6) 2.08(352, 3) 
-173. 2410. 502. 2.68(115, 3) 2.45( 3, 9) 1.99(140, 9) 1.90( 74, 3) 1.85(133, 9) 
-173. 4810. 609. 1.30(114, 3) 0.86(114, 6) o.78< n, 6> 0.76( 3, 9) 0.69( 5,21) 

27. -2390. 366. 0.99( 74, 6) 0.93( 69, 3) 0.87( 97, 3) o.nc353,24> 0.76( 12,21) 
27. -1390. 366. 1.42(117, 6) 1.41(365, 3) 1.36( 135, 24) 1.36(138, 3) 1.36(113,21) 
27. -590. 384. 2.25(128,24) 2.07(355, 3) 2.02(117, 6) 1.94(153, 3) 1.87(136,24) 
27. -390. 392. 2.87(146,24) 2.78(128,24) 2. 71(136,24) 2.48(153, 3) 2.48(117, 6) 
27. 610. 293. 5.89( 70, 6) 5.70(123, 3) 5.38(134,21) 5.09(133, 6) 4.83( 73,24) 
27. 1610. 502. 5.31(106, 3) 4.61(104, 9) 4.39( 84, 3) 4.27(134, 6) 4. 22( 63, 3) 
27. 2410. 428. 2.28(115,21) 1.86(123,21) 1.86(115, 3) 1.84( 3, 9) 1. 70( 132, 18) 
27. 2610. 489. 2.24(115, 3) 2.16( 3, 9) 1.88( 74, 3) 1.86< n, 6> 1. 78( 132, 18) 
27. 3610. 555. 1.56< n, 6> 1.42( 97, 6) 1.28( 3, 9) 1.20(114, 6) 1.18( 94, 6) 
27. 4610. 605. 1.04( 3, 9) o. 75( 96, 6) 0.74(114, 6) 0.62( 97, 6) 0.57( 5,21) 
27. 4810. 609. 1.22( 3, 9) 0.92(114, 6) 0.74( 96, 6) 0.56( 37,24) 0.55(114, 3) 
27. 5610. 487. 0.88(114, 3) 0.87(150,24) 0.80( 86,21) 0.73( 96, 6) 0.71(285, 6) 

227. -590. 373. 2.56(146,24) 2.36(128,24) 2.21(146,21) 2.19(150, 6) 2. 19(355, 3) 
227. 2410. 426. 2.04( 74, 3) 1.80(147, 18) 1 .71(132, 18) 1.65( 45,24) 1.54( 98,18) 
227. 4810. 608. 0.97( 96, 6) 0.73( 3, 9) 0.70( 97, 6) 0.62( 37,24) 0.60(114, 6) 
427. -790. 365. 2.22(146,24) 2.08(150, 6) 1.98(128,24) 1.83(146,21) 1.81(150, 3) 
427. -590. 366. 2.67(137, 6) 2.63(150, 6) 2.46(146,24) 2.45(150, 3) 2.32(147,24) 
427. 2410. 424. 1.98(147, 18) 1.95(134, 6) 1.92(115, 6) 1 • 75 C 62, 24) 1.67(134, 9) 
427. 4810. 575. 0.84( 97, 6) 0.73(104, 6) 0.65( 78,24) 0.59(108, 6) 0.55( 75,21) 
627. -790. 360. 2.76( 1,18) 2.36(365, 3) 2.27(150, 6) 2. 18( 137, 6) 2. 10(150, 3) 
627. 2410. 408. 2.80(134, 6) 2.02(120,21) 2.01( 62,24) 1.99(115, 6) 1.74(122,21) 
627. 4810. 548. 1.05(123,24) 0.94(104, 6) 0.87( 82, 6) 0.84(107,24) 0.73(108, 6) 
827. -790. 355. 2.81(152, 6) 2.67(126, 3) 2.63(125,24) 2.46( 1, 18) 2. 40( 137, 6) 
827. 2410. 372. 3.02(134, 6) 2.30(120,21) 2.20(148,18) 1.81(122,21) 1.76( 92, 3) 
827. 4810. 563. 1.17(123,24) 1.00(107, 24) 0.91( 93, 6) 0.82( 3, 9) 0.78(113,24) 

1027. -2390. 339. 1.24( 106, 6) 1.10( 3,21) 0.93( 69, 6) 0.92(364, 3) 0.89(153, 3) 
1027. -1390. 346. 1.65(150, 6) 1.39(150, 3) 1.35(146,24) 1.34(128,24) 1.32(147,24) 
1027. -790. 350. 3.40( 98, 6) 2.59(137, 3) 2.47(152, 6) 2.35(126, 3) 2.31(151, 3) 
1027. -390. 351. 3.96( 98, 6) 3.11( 85, 3) 2.91( 92, 6) 2.83( 1,18) 2.69(119,21) 
1027. 610. 320. 3.20( 95, 3) 2.27(149, 3) 2.24(123,21) 2.23( 82,24) 2.21(135,21) 
1027. 1610. 398. 11.45( 70, 9) 7.01( 74, 6) 6.68(218,18) 6.30(123,24) 6.15( 151, 9) 
1027. 2410. 363. 2.62(134, 6) 1.92( 120, 21) 1.92(122,21) 1.84(150,18) 1.79(150,24) 
1027. 2610. 365. 2.34(134, 6) 2.25(150,24) 2.02( 86,21) 1.86(120,21) 1.58(122,21) 
1027. 3610. 422. 1. 78( 123, 24) 1.49(137,21) 1.40(107,24) 1.26( 88,24) 1.21( 93, 6) 
1027. 4610. 541. 1.23( 81, 24) 1.06(113,24) 1.04(123,24) 0.91( 3, 9) 0.86(107, 3) 
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1027. 4810. 548. 1.08( 113, 24) 1.06( 81,24) 0.96(123,24) 0.87( 3, 9) o.nc 86,21> 
1027. 5610. 600. 1.17(113,24) 0.50( 2, 3) 0.48( 4,21) 0.47(135,18) 0.44( 97, 6) 
1227. -790. 344. 3.10( 98, 6) 2.66(137, 3) 2.51(152, 3) 2.22(127, 6) 2.19(151, 3) 
1227. 2410. 355. 2.02(134, 6) 1.85(150, 18) 1. 73(107, 18) 1.70(123,24) 1.63( 86,24) 
1227. 4810. 585. 1.19(113,24) 0.90(104, 6) 0.81( 3, 9) o. 79(144, 18) 0.74(152, 18) 
1427. -990. 337. 2.81( 98, 6) 2.34(137, 3) 2.14(152, 3) 1.92(151, 3) 1.92(127, 6) 
1427. -790. 338. 2.89( 98, 6) 2.31( 26, 18) 2.27( 92, 6) 2.14( 94, 3) 2.08(119,21) 
1427. 2410. 346. 1. 73(152, 18) 1.64( 82,18) 1.61( 81, 18) 1.49( 79 I 18) 1.47(134, 6) 
1427. 4810. 588. 1.28(104, 6) 1.01(113,24) 0.93(144, 18) 0.78( 2,21) 0.67(152,18) 
1627. -1190. 331. 2.53( 98, 6) 2.05(137, 3) 1.81( 152, 3) 1.70(151, 3) 1.69(127, 6) 
1627. -990. 332. 2.58( 98, 6) 1.99( 92, 6) 1.81(119,21) 1. 79( 137, 3) 1.79( 94, 3) 
1627. 1610. 331. 2.74(128, 18) 2.70( 64,18) 2.63( 79, 15) 2.62( 36,24) 2.46( 41,12) 
1627. 1810. 331. 2.56( 64, 18) 2.44(128,18) 2.43( 36,24) 2.35(122, 6) 2.32( 93, 6) 
1627. 2010. 332. 2. 71( 97, 6) 2.33(150,21) 2.32( 64,18) 2.24( 36,24) 2.12(128, 18) 
1627. 2210. 333. 2.05( 64, 18) 2.03( 36,24) 1.87(366, 6) 1.83(128, 18) 1.74( 41, 3) 
1627. 2410. 337. 1.89( 36,24) 1.84( 64, 18) 1.83(114, 3) 1.74( 84,21) 1.63(121, 18) 
1627. 4810. 532. 0.90(104, 6) 0.65( 83,21) 0.65( 36,24) 0.64( 84,21) 0.62(133,18) 
1627. 5010. 533. o. 78(104, 6) 0.60( 90, 6) 0.60( 36,24) 0.59(133,18) 0.58( 83,21) 
1827. -1390. 325. 2.27( 98, 6) 1.79(137, 3) 1.52(152, 3) 1.51(127, 6) 1.50(151, 3) 
1827. -1190. 326. 2.33( 98, 6) 1.98( 92, 6) 1.63(137, 3) 1.57(152, 3) 1.55(119,21) 
1827. 1610. 321. 2.50( 29,15) 2.37( 29,18) 2.08( 29,12) 1.97(150,24) 1.92( 21,15) 
1827. 5010. 486. 1.21( 84,21) 1.02( 81,24) 1.01 ( 107, 24) 0.98(100,24) 0.55(128,18) 
2027. -2390. 309. 1.07(150, 6) 1.02( 94, 6) 0.95(124, 3) 0.93(113, 6) 0.90(147,24) 
2027. -1390. 320. 2.13( 98, 6) 1.48( 137, 3) 1.42(152, 3) 1.30(119,21) 1.26( 92, 6) 
2027. -390. 322. 2.99( 70, 6) 2.25(123, 3) 2.22( 26, 6) 2.09(127, 3) 2.08( 73,24) 
2027. 610. 317. 3.30(150, 6) 3.11(151, 6) 2.95( 95, 6) 2.94(128,24) 2.89(126, 3) 
2027. 1410. 313. 3.67(115, 3) 3.09(115,21) 2.69(104, 6) 2.57(115, 6) 2.49(114, 3) 
2037. 1231. 311. 6.18(115, 6) 5.25(115, 3) 4.73(116, 3) 4.28( 3, 9) 4.26(115,21) 
2027. 1610. 312. 3.41(115,21) 2.41(115, 3) 1.99( 3, 9) 1. 92( 114, 3) 1.nc359, 3> 
2027. 2610. 327. 1.64(109, 18) 1.25(106, 3) 1.20( 63, 18) 1.17(105,21) 1.16( 41, 6) 
2027. 3610. 342. 2.28(114, 3) 1.60( 87,21) 1.40( 81,21) 1.19(121, 18) 1.16(115, 6) 
2027. 4610. 440. 2.00(114, 3) 1.12( 87,21) 1.09(120,24) 1.08( 81,21) 1.04( 84,21) 
2027. 5010. 469. 1.33(114, 3) 1.07( 84,21) 0.89(100,24) 0.85( 81,24) o.nc121, 18> 
2027. 5610. 515. 1.07( 81,24) 1.03( 84,21) 0.92(100,24) 0.63(114, 3) 0.59( 128, 18) 
2227. -1590. 313. 1. 95( 98, 6) 1.35( 137, 3) 1.28(152, 3) 1 .17(147,21) 1. 10( 132, 24) 
2227. 610. 311. 4.23( 98, 6) 3.36(127, 3) 3.33(137, 3) 3.24(127, 6) 2.97(126, 3) 
2227. 810. 310. 3.34(109, 6) 3.20(149,24) 3.01(123, 6) 2.98( 95, 6) 2.96(359, 3) 
2227. 1210. 305. 5.67(134, 6) 4.17(120,21) 3.63(122,21) 3.43(106, 3) 3.11( 87, 3) 
2227. 1410. 305. 1.96( 88, 3) 1.94(134, 6) 1.93(115, 6) 1.69( 91,24) 1.64( 50, 15) 
2227. 5010. 438. 2.96(114, 3) 1.41( 87, 21) 1.30(120,24) 1.18( 81,21) 0.82(134, 18) 
2427. -1590. 309. 1.47( 98, 6) 1.34( 92, 6) 1.34(119,21) 1. 24( 132, 24) 1.22(152, 3) 
2427. 410. 307. 2.60( 98, 6) 2.40(123, 3) 2.36(109, 6) 2.19(137, 3) 2.11(127, 6) 
2427. 610. 304. 3.16(109, 6) 3.11(123, 3) 2.85( 92, 6) 2.63(149,24) 2.44( 85, 3) 
2427. 810. 305. 2.55(123, 6) 2.18(149,24) 2.16(134,21) 2.09(359, 3) 2.07(135,21) 
2427. 1210. 305. 3.50( 89,21) 2.68( 95, 6) 2.68< n,24> 2.64(135,24) 2.42(140,24) 
2427. 5010. 426. 2.23(114, 3) 0.74(137,24) 0.72(120,24) 0.63( 81,21) 0.61(115, 6) 
2627. -1590. 304. 1.43( 92, 6) 1.35( 119 ,21) 1.20(132,24) 1.02( 85, 3) 0.98(152, 3) 
2627. -1390. 304. 1.27( 92, 6) 1.19( 85, 3) 1.18(109, 6) 1.05(269, 3) 1.05(265, 3) 
2627. -390. 305. 1.68(133,21) 1.59(133, 6) 1 • 51( 127, 3) 1.41(279, 6) 1.39( 169, 24) 
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2627. -190. 304. 1.76(128,24) 1 • 71 ( 134, 21 ) 1.65(146,24) 1.55(150, 6) 1.53(137, 6) 
2627. 10. 305. 2.37(134,21) 1 .85(123, 3) 1.82(109, 6) 1.59(125,24) 1.55(149,21) 
2627. 210. 305. 2.21( 98, 6) 2.08(109, 6) 1.88( 137, 3) 1.78( 82,24) 1.70(149,21) 
2627. 410. 305. 2.12( 92, 6) 2.02(109, 6) 1. 94( 123, 3) 1.82( 135, 21 > 1.76(149,24) 
2627. 610. 305. 1.87( 123, 3) 1.80(123, 6) 1. 79(135,21) 1.70(282, 6) 1.66(149,24) 
2627. 810. 305. 2.21(123, 6) 1.83(127,24) 1.80(359, 3) 1. 76(135,21) 1.73(147, 6) 
2627. 1010. 305. 2.36( 99,21) 1.84( 89,21) 1. 72( 89 ,24) 1.69(359, 6) 1.69(141, 3) 
2627. 1210. 305. 2.12( 88, 3) 1 .81( 150,21) 1.40(103,21) 1.39(122, 6) 1.38( 99, 3) 
2262. 433. 311. 3.88(127, 6) 3.88(146,24) 3.79(137, 3) 3.71(125,24) 3.68( 98, 6) 



2627. 5010. 380. 1.26(115, 6) 0.99( 92,21) 0.84(109,21) 0.77(110, 6) 0.70( 9,24) 

2827. -1390. 301. 1.15( 85, 3) 1.15(109, 6) 1.08(170, 6) 1.06(265, 3) 1.00(269, 3) 

2827. -1190. 302. 1.68(123, 3) 1.27(138, 6) 1.25(170, 6) 1.20(170, 3) 1.16(251,24) 

2827. -990. 302. 1. 74( 123, 3) 1.37( 70, 6) 1.30(170, 6) 1.29(170, 3) 1.22( 73,24) 

2827. -790. 302. 1.94( 70, 6) 1.27(170, 6) 1.27( 87,24) 1.26(279, 6) 1.26(268,24) 

2827. -590. 303. 1.59(127, 3) 1.38( 169 ,24) 1.32(133, 6) 1.28(279, 6) 1.27(268,24) 

2827. -390. 303. 1.45(133, 6) 1.37(134,21) 1.32(241,21) 1.28(153, 6) 1.27(169,24) 

2827. -190. 303. 1 • 71( 134, 21 ) 1._42(241,21) 1.31( 152, 3) 1.29(125, 6) 1.29(137, 3) 

2827. 10. 303. 1.83( 98, 6) 1.56(149,21) 1.54(137, 3) 1.42(134,21) 1.42( 82,24) 

2827. 5010. 358. 1.38( 92,21) 1.20( 93,24) 0.91( 80, 6) 0.89(109,21) 0.85(114, 6) 

3027. -2390. 297. 1.37( 98, 6) 0.96(147,21) 0.91(137, 3) 0.83(139, 3) o. 75( 152, 3) 

3027. -1390. 298. 1.21(123, 3) 1.20(170, 6) 1.14(170, 3) 1.08(251,24) 1.06( 138, 6) 

3027. -390. 300. 1.52(134,21) 1.30(241,21) 1.22(133, 6) 1.17(212, 3) 1.15(125, 6) 

3027. 610. 301. 1.55(282, 6) 1.53(123, 6) 1.47(135,21) 1.34(147, 6) 1.29(282, 3) 

3027. 1610. 302. 1.25(134, 6) 1.22(360,24) 1.11( 63, 3) 1.09( 70, 3) 1.01(144,21) 

3027. 2610. 303. 0.95(103,21) 0.89(149,18) 0.88(153, 18) 0.83(173, 6) 0.80( 84, 3) 

3027. 3610. 305. 1.03(122,21) 0.93( 62, 3) 0.90(134, 6) 0.89( 73,21) 0.85(115, 6) 

3027. 4610. 333. 1.28(351,24) 0.97( 80, 6) 0.94( 97, 6) 0.84(115, 3) 0.78(108, 3) 

3027. 5010. 348. 1.33(115, 3) 1.19( 92,21) 1.19(351,24) 1.05( 80, 6) 0.93(366, 6) 

3027. 5610. 372. 1.35( 92,21) 1.17( 93,24) 0.85(114, 6) 0.83(115, 3) 0.82( 80, 6) 

3227. 5010. 338. 0.97(351,24) 0.83( 97, 6) 0.80( 80, 6) 0.70( 11,24) 0.69(108, 3) 

3227. 5210. 345. 1.28(351,24) 0.92( 97, 6) 0.89(115, 3) 0.87( 80, 6) 0.72(108, 3) 

3227. 5610. 362. 1.35(115, 3) 1.21( 92,21) 1.11(351,24) 0.94( 80, 6) 0.92(137,21) 

3227. 6010. 373. 1.27( 92,21) 1.10(115, 3) 0.92( 93,24) 0.86(114, 6) 0.83( 80, 6) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MOOEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN· POSTZ HIS OUTPUT· SOX· 04/20/92 • MPV 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: ******************************************************************************** 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISWC3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(7) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,0=NO) 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(13) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(16) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(19) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(22) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ISW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES 

1 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
91 

5 
92 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 2 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 

-2973. -290. 628. 14.44( 74, 3) 13.55( 23, 3) 13.19( 3, 1) 11.85(133, 6) 11.62(133, 4) 
-2973. -190. 594. 14.37( 68,21) 14.06(352, 1) 11.12( 1,23) 10.49(114, 8) 10.36(115, 8) 
-2973. -90. 561. 19.68( 68,21) 16.89(352, 1) 15.62(152,19) 13.74(106, 7) 13.21( 51, 3) 
-2973. 10. 601. 19.36(120,19) 18.82(107, 5) 18.21( 61,22) 16.99(117, 7) 16.65(151, 9) 
-2873. -290. 616. 12.55( 74, 3) 11.71(108, 2) 11.09( 74, 5) 10.98( 51, 2) 10.58( 3, 1) 
-2873. -190. 610. 18.14( 69, 3) 18.08( 52, 4) 16.10( 3, 1) 15.30( 74, 5) 13.01( 74, 3) 
-2873. -90. 607. 18.37( 68,21) 16.62(352, 1) 14.69( 30, 3) 13.35( 74, 3) 13. 19( 1,23) 
-2873. 10. 533. 18.17( 1, 19) 18.10(152, 19) 16.75( 61,22) 15.60( 68,21) 14.71(107, 5) 
-2m. -290. 625. 17.10( 7,23) 16.09( 55,23) 14.34(351, 5) 13.26( 74, 5) 12.41(108, 5) 
-2m. -190. 613. 18.74(351, 5) 17.35( 3, 1) 15.49(352, 2) 15.25( 74, 3) 14.80( 3, 5) 
-2m. -90. 610. 22.94(108, 2) 17 .56( 3, 5) 16.33( 29,22) 16.19( 49,24) 15.10( 74, 5) 
-2773. 10. 609. 26.78( 3, 1) 25.59( 74, 3) 24.47( 68,21) 23.76( 64, 3) 23.17( 47,23) 
-2673. -290. 649. 17. 41( 58, 24) 16.98( 96,24) 16.93( 68,23) 16.57(351, 5) 14. 78( 23, 5) 
-2673. -190. 631. 21.05( 62, 1) 18.93( 58,24) 18.33( 68,23) 17.83( 3, 5) 17.08( 85,20) 
-2673. -90. 610. 29.03( 4,23) 28.64( 40, 4) 25.42( 85,20) 24.81( so, 3) 21.45( 62, 1) 



-2673. 
-2573. 
-2573. 
-2573. 
-2573. 
-2473. 
-2473. 
-2473. 
-2473. 
-2373. 
-2373. 
-2373. 
-2373. 
-2273. 
-2273. 
-2273. 
-2273. 
-2173. 
-2173. 
-2173. 
-2173. 
-2073. 
-2073. 
-2073. 
-2073. 
-1973. 
-1973. 
-1973. 
-1973. 
-1973. 
-1973. 
-1973. 
-1973. 
-1873. 

10. 
-290. 
-190. 
-90. 
10. 

-290. 
-190. 
-90. 
10. 

-290. 
-190. 
-90. 
10. 

-290. 
-190. 
-90. 
10. 

-290. 
-190. 
-90. 
10. 

-290. 
-190. 
-90. 
10. 

-290. 
-190. 
-90. 
10. 

110. 
210. 
310. 
410. 

10. 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

X 

-1873. 
-1873. 
-1873. 
-1873. 
-1m. 
-1m. 
-1m. 
-1m. 
-1m. 
-1673. 
-1673. 
-1673. 
-1673. 
-1673. 
-1573. 
-1573. 
-1573. 
-1573. 
-1573. 

y 

110. 
210. 
310. 
410. 

10. 
110. 
210. 
310. 
410. 

10. 
110. 
210. 
310. 
410. 

10. 
110. 
210. 
310. 
410. 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 
1 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

X 

-2973. 
-2973. 
·2973. 

y 

-290. 
-190. 
-90. 

564. 
640. 
622. 
597. 
587. 
640. 
596. 
582. 
555. 
646. 
604. 
573. 
574. 
625. 
610. 
558. 
503. 
625. 
610. 
564. 
564. 
625. 
610. 
564. 
518. 
510. 
526. 
548. 
549. 
549. 
549. 
548. 
547. 
548. 

ELEV. 

549. 
546. 
534. 
512. 
548. 
549. 
539. 
511. 
491. 
548. 
543. 
520. 
496. 
487. 
505. 
504. 
495. 
485. 
482. 

ELEV. 

628. 
594. 
561. 

37.19( 55,23) 
18.54( 2,23) 
23.46( 2,24) 
30.43( 2,24) 
40.88( 69, 5) 
17.14( 17, 3) 
22.59( 1,21) 
29.16( 59,21) 
38.32( 65, 4) 
17.12(113,21) 
21.66( 47, 2) 
26.61( 47, 2) 
36.99( 1,21) 
17.32( 34,23) 
20.56( 18, 4) 
26.13( 2,22) 
25.16( 1,22) 
14.63( 97, 3) 
18.70( 84,24) 
23.66( 61,24) 
30.10( 52, 2) 
13.48(132,24) 
16.67(146,24) 
19. 75(109, 3) 
17.64( 69,23) 
9.60( 2,21) 

14.28( 20,21) 
16.66(132,21) 
23.12( 59, 2) 
22.28( 51,23) 
27.45( 59,24) 
38.53(146, 2) 
50.61( 60,22)* 
16.59( 55,24) 

36.28( 7,23) 
18.49( 2,24) 
23.45( 2,23) 
30.28( 2,23) 
40.22( 2,24) 
16.69( 22,24) 
22. 19( 56, 2) 
28.53( 22, 3) 
38.15( 34,23) 
17.03( 17, 1) 
21.37( 2,22) 
26.47( 56, 4) 
36.22( 33, 3) 
16.98( 9,21) 
20.44( 22, 1) 
25.40( 69, 1) 
14.10( 17, 5) 
14.61(113,20) 
18.16( 99, 19) 
21.94(152,24) 
27.84( 10,24) 
12.47( 40, 3) 
16.53(146,20) 
19.64(105,23) 
17.55(147, 2) 
8.39( 52, 2) 

14.09(105,23) 
16.49( 79,23) 
20.41(132,23) 
22.18( 78, 4) 
26.57( 53, 1) 
37.78(102, 6) 
48.96(105,24)* 
15.27(108, 6) 

27 .46( 10, 4) 
17.40( 47, 1) 
21.37( 4,23) 
28.07( 69, 5) 
39.85( 2,23) 
16.60( 30, 4) 
22.05( 33, 3) 
21.nc 56, 2> 
37.39( 69, 4) 
16.79( 23, 2) 
21.17( 23, 2) 
26.27( 16,24) 
35.21( 17, 2) 
16.97( 11, 1) 
20.34(118,21) 
23.72( 79, 4) 
13.05( 56,22) 
13.94(352, 3) 
11.nc 52, 2, 
21.19(128,22) 
27.80( 40, 3) 
12.21( 10,24) 
16.03( 39,23) 
18.67(110,23) 
16.12( 34,22) 
8.38( 68,24) 

11.15(128, 3) 
16.47(107, 6) 
20.09(119, 19) 
21.90(101, 1) 
26.08( 78, 5) 
37.66(144,21) 
48.53< n,21, 
14.27( 92, 3) 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

HIGHEST 

19.72(102, 4) 
24.55( 20,20) 
32.36(117, 3) 
23.89(100,24) 
15.26(109, 2) 
18.62( 51, 2) 
20.51( 11, 2) 
18.96( 96, 3) 
11.53( 40, 2) 
14 .54( 133, 6) 
16.76(104, 1) 
14.97( 99,23) 
10.45(131,23) 
9.79( 93,20) 
9.72( 60, 3) 
9.13(102,24) 
7.92(104,23) 
8.13(351, 5) 

10.02( 93,20) 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

2ND HIGH 

19.09( 34, 2) 
23.97(108,20) 
31.54( 83, 1) 
23.83( 40, 2) 
15.25(106, 2) 
18.21(119, 1) 
20.36( 78, 2) 
18.34(117,24) 
10.76(100, 5) 
14.23(102, 4) 
16.43(133, 5) 
14.90( 78, 2) 
10.23(103, 2) 
9.02(117, 7) 
8.39(133, 4) 
8.23(106,23) 
7.52(351, 5) 
7.10(131,23) 
8.82(351, 5) 

3RD HIGH 

18.84(133, 6) 
23.66(110,20) 
30.92(128, 5) 
22.49( 60,22) 
14.78( 82, 6) 
17.61(106,22) 
20.09( 99,23) 
16.79(100,23) 
10.60( 52,19) 
14.05( 23, 3) 
16.07( 78, 5) 
13.90(131, 5) 
10.14( 16,20) 
8.76(100, 5) 
8.39(146, 3) 
8.15( 32,22) 
7.37(143, 4) 
6.85( 16,20) 
7.06(117, 7) 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 3 HOUR AVERAGES 

HIGHEST 

8. 13( 133, 6) 
5.57(115, 9) 
7.06( 29,24) 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUECDAY,ENDING HOUR) 

2ND HIGH 

4.88( 1, 18) 
5.32(114, 9) 
6.56( 68,21) 

3RD HIGH 

4.81( 74, 3) 
4.83( 1,24) 
6.43(108, 9) 

27.40(108, 5) 24.44( 18,22) 
16.73( 62, 1) 15.01( 18, 1) 
21.30( 40, 4) 20.71( 47, 1) 
27.73( 18, 1) 26.65( 55,23) 
39.27( 18, _ 1) 35.27( 17, 3) 
16.48( 17, 2) 16.44( 56, 2) 
21.79( 22,24) 21.78( 30, 4) 
27.48(129,19) 26.31( 51, 4) 
34.63( 9,21) 34.61( 11, 1) 
16.nc 65, 3> 16.7oc118,21> 
20.99( 56, 4) 20.86( 60, 2) 
26.13( 68, 5) 25.31( 60, 2) 
34.91( 30, 4) 34.55( 22,24) 
15.85( 84,24) 15.35( 97, 4) 
19.59( 65, 3) 19.25( 17, 1) 
23.19(148,23) 22.66( 68,24) 
12.90( 48, 9) 12.84( 7, 5) 
13.94(352, 4) 13.74( 68, 5) 
17.66( 59,22) 17.56(128,21) 
20.37(153, 1) 20.09( 79, 5) 
26.94( 2,21) 26.79(114,19) 
12.20( 61,24) 11.03(114,19) 
15.37( 69,22) 15.10( 68,24) 
18.44(128,24) 17.73(149, 4) 
15.36( 18,23) 14.37( 46,20) 
7.04(143, 18) 6.63( 12,22) 

10.07(128,23) 9.78(149, 4) 
15.81(153, 5) 15.58(119,19) 
20.08(119,21) 18.89(144,20) 
19.86(109, 2) 18.40(143,19) 
25.61(133, 5) 25.49(153, 6) 
37.47(127,24) 37.46( 84, 2) 
48.30(127,23) 47.52(145,20) 
14.21(128, 2) 14.20(106, 2) 
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4TH HIGH 

18.34(143,19) 
23.61(102,22) 
30.79(127,22) 
22.43(145, 4) 
14.59(128, 2) 
17.51(138, 19) 
19.19(152,22) 
16.63(100,21) 
10.30(118, 3) 
14.02(143,19) 
15.42( 10, 2) 
13.87(101,22) 
9.42(105, 3) 
8.30(118, 3) 
7.79( 40, 1) 
8.12(104,22) 
6.92(352, 1) 
6.42(103, 2) 
6.94(100, 5) 

5TH HIGH 

18.02( 83,24) 
23.49( 82,24) 
30.57(117,24) 
22.35( 52, 19) 
14.21(101, 1) 
17.26( 60, 3) 
19.17(109, 5) 
15.85(103, 2) 
10.12(118, 4) 
13.82( 83,24) 
15.12( 59,24) 
12.73( 82,23) 
9.01(105, 5) 
8.20( 52, 19) 
7.64(106,22) 
8.06( 11, 2) 
6.64( 131, 3) 
6.32(105, 3) 
6.62(355, 4) 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 4 

4TH HIGH 

4.80( 3, 3) 
4.80(108, 9) 
5.82(106, 9) 

5TH HIGH 

4. 71(355, 9) 
4.79( 68,21) 
5.67(114, 9) 



-2973. 10. 601. 1.nc106, 9> 6.64(107, 6) 6.45(120,21) 6.07( 61,24) 5.66(117, 9) 
-2873. -290. 616. 5.20( 3, 6) 5.08( 30, 3) 4.90(133, 6) 4.45( 1, 18) 4.18( 74, 3) 
-2873. -190. 610. 6.53( 69, 3) 6.03( 52, 6) 6.02(355, 9) 5.76( 3, 3) 5.64( 1,18) 
-2873. -90. 607. 8.42(108, 9) 6.84( 1, 18) 6.55(115, 9) 6.24(114, 9) 6.22(355, 9) 
-2873. 10. 533. 7.89( 29,24) 7.61(114,15) 6.06( 1,21) 6.03(152,21) 5 .67( 108, 9) 
-2m. -290. 625. 5.84(351, 6) 5.83( 7,24) 5.36( 55,24) 4.81(353,24) 4.58( 74, 6) 
-2m. -190. 613. 8.05( 30, 3) 1.nc351, 6> 7.03( 3, 6) 6. 17( 102, 24) 5.93( 3, 3) 
-2m. -90. 610. 10.70( 30, 3) 8.94( 3, 6) 7.65(108, 3) 6.69( 55, 6) 6.60(355, 9) 
-2773. 10. 609. 13.69( 1, 18) 12. i1(108, 9) 9.47(355, 9) 9.41( 3, 3) 8.53( 74, 3) 
-2673. -290. 649. 9.44(106, 6) 6.03(351, 6) 5.81( 58,24) 5.73( 96,24) 5.64( 68,24) 
-2673. -190. 631. 7.02( 62, 3) 6.81( 3, 6) 6.42( 30, 3) 6.31( 58,24) 6.21(353,24) 
-2673. -90. 610. 10.65(353,24) 9.68( 4,24) 9.56( 40, 6) 8.47( 85,21) 8.27( 50, 3) 
-2673. 10. 564. 13.03( 30, 3) 12.53( 1, 18) 12.40( 55,24) 12.11( 7,24) 9.15( 10, 6) 
-2573. -290. 640. 12.34( 2,24) 10.51( 18, 3) 7.70( 58,24) 7.30( 69, 6) 5.81( 47, 3) 
-2573. -190. 622. 15 .64( 2,24) 14.65( 18, 3) 9.37( 69, 6) 7 .12( 4,24) 7.10( 40, 6) 
-2573. -90. 597. 20.24( 2,24) 17.41( 18, 3) 13.68( 69, 6) 9.15( 55,24) 8.72( 36, 6) 
-2573. 10. 587. 26.69( 2,24)* 22.38( 18, 3) 22.12( 69, 6) 15.31( 51, 6) 13.64( 27, 18) 
-2473. -290. 640. 11.22( 17, 3) 9.99( 69, 6) 8.64( 18, 3) 7 .93( 47, 3) 7 .17( 2,24) 
-2473. -190. 596. 14.23( 17, 3) 13.52( 69, 6) 9.90( 18, 3) 8.58( 56, 3) 7.78( 1,21) 
-2473. -90. 582. 18.46( 69, 6) 14.00( 17, 3) 13.09( 3, 3) 12.94(152,21) 12.08( 56, 3) 
-2473. 10. 555. 23.20( 69, 6) 19.65( 65, 6) 17.10(106, 6) 16.83( 56, 3) 15.47( 24, 3) 
-2373. -290. 646. 9.27( 60, 3) 7.09( 17, 3) 6.74( 97, 3) 6.64(113,21) 6.58( 23, 3) 
-2373. -190. 604. 12.50( 60, 3) 12.49(113,21) 11. 93( 97, 3) 8.57( 67, 6) 8.21( 22,24) 
-2373. -90. 573. 16.21(113,21) 12.27( 20,24) 10.03( 22,24) 9.05( 47, 3) 8.88( 60, 3) 
-2373. 10. 574. 21.03( 3, 3) 17.28(153, 3) 16.46( 22,24) 16.03(152,24) 15.06(152,21) 
-2273. -290. 625. 7.27(131, 18) 6.99( 66, 6) 6.93( 11, 3) 5.nc 34,24> 5.71( 9,21) 
-2273. -190. 610. 9.27( 66, 6) 7.64(131, 18) 7.16( 56,24) 7.02( 22, 3) 6.85( 18, 6) 
-2273. -90. 558. 13.59( 97, 3) 13.01( 79, 6) 11.27( 33,24) 10.98(146,21) 10.94( 67, 6) 
-2273. 10. 503. 10.00( 19,24) 8. 73( 13, 6) 8.40( 1 ,24) 8.02( 56,24) 7.98( 12, 6) 
-2173. -290. 625. 6.34(113,21) 6.24( 97, 3) 5.78(352, 3) 5.49(352, 6) 5.47( 20,24) 
-2173. -190. 610. 8.67(146,21) 8.21( 52, 3) 7.98( 56,24) 7.83(130,18) 7.16(143,18) 
-2173. -90. 564. 16.64(128,24) 13.28(153, 3) 13.20(146,24) 10.58( 79, 6) 9.95( 69,24) 
-2173. 10. 564. 20.79(146,21) 15.48( 52, 3) 15.20( 68, 3) 12.42(153, 6) 11.49( 12,24) 
-2073. -290. 625. 6.85( 10,24) 5.69( 52, 3) 5.62(146,21) 5.17(115, 18) 5.04(130,21) 
-2073. -190. 610. 12.74(146,24) 8.65(146,21) 8.44( 69,24) 6.93(147, 3) 6.87( 12,24) 
-2073. -90. 564. 11.79( 68, 3) 11.43(128,24) 11.18(146,21) 10. 75(148,24) 8.29(146,24) 
-2073. 10. 518. 9.58(147, 3) 9.09( 34,24) 7.84( 69,24) 7.42( 35,24) 7.07( 3,24) 
-1973. -290. 510. 4.22( 52, 3) 4.17( 12,24) 4.08( 11,24) 3.81( 69,24) 3.47( 2, 3) 
-1973. -190. 526. 7.18( 68, 3) 5.81(128,24) 5.21( 24,21) 4.90( 30,24) 4.82(148,24) 
-1973. -90. 548. 14.87(119,21) 12.92(148,21) 10.25( 79,24) 10.23(147, 3) 9.21(132,21) 
-1973. 10. 549. 19.44(119,21) 13.03(132,24) 12.69( 123, 3) 8.76( 92, 6) 8.74(119,24) 
-1973. 110. 549. 13.25(133, 6) 11.00(123, 3) 9.68( 70, 6) 8.27( 78, 6) 7.90( 73,24) 
-1973. 210. 549. 15.43(108,21) 14.41(133, 6) 13.58(142,21) 13.54(102,24) 13. 10( 106, 24) 
-1973. 310. 548. 25.nc147, 6> 23.89(101,24)* 23. 75(127,24) 16.87(128, 6) 16.21(103, 3) 
-1973. 410. 547. 23.51(100, 6) 21.nc145, 6> 21.27( 89,24) 21.20(144, 6) 20.75(119, 6) 
-1873. 10. 548. 9.01(123, 3) 8.30( 73,24) 1.nc109, 6> 7.67( 70, 6) 7.01( 66, 3) 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 5 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 3 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-1873. 110. 549. 14.96(133, 6) 8. 73( 53, 6) 8.42(141,24) 8.13(141,21) 7.80( 70, 6) 
-1873. 210. 546. 15.41(102,24) 13.24(142,21) 13. 16( 103, 24) 12.52( 82,24) 11.19( 99,24) 
-1873. 310. 534. 20.03(127,24) 19.21(147, 6) 16.30(101,24) 14.04( 103, 3) 13.17(128, 6) 
-1873. 410. 512. 17.84(100, 6) 14.nc144, 6> 13.57(118, 3) 12.20(145, 6) 11.97(138, 18) 
-1m. 10. 548. 8.70( 70, 6) 7.58(133, 6) 7.33(123, 3) 5.72( 66, 3) 5.16( 73,24) 
-1773. 110. 549. 14.55(133, 6) 8.60(106,24) 8.59(141,24) 8.15(108,21) 6. 71( 51, 3) 
-1m. 210. 539. 11.60( 99,24) 11.46( 82,24) 9.51(104,24) 9.48(142,21) 9.24(103,24) 
-1773. 310. 511. 10.41 C 103, 3) 8.74(127,24) 7.85(147, 6) 7.72(101,24) 6.32( 96, 3) 
-1773. 410. 491. 8.97(100, 6) 7.38(144, 6) 6.46( 118, 3) 6.01(104, 3) 6.00( 21,21) 
-1673. 10. 548. 9.80(133, 6) 6.30( 70, 6) 5.65( 53, 6) 5.62(141,21) 5.18(143, 3) 
-1673. 110. 543. 8.62(102,24) 8.06(108,21) 6.93(133, 6) 6.67(106,24) 6.38(103,24) 
-1673. 210. 520. 8.50( 99,24) 7.48(131, 3) 7.23( 52,24) 6.51(101,24) 5. 91( 104, 24) 
-1673. 310. 496. 6.63(103, 3) 4.01(131,24) 3.93(105, 3) 3.69( 93,21) 3.53(127,24) 
-1673. 410. 487. 7.24(100, 6) 5.95(144, 6) 5.62(118, 3) 4.nc104, 3> 4.60( 21,21) 
-1573. 10. 505. 5.58(133, 6) 4.nc141,24> 3.68(141,21) 3.24( 60, 3) 3.13(143, 3) 
-1573. 110. 504. 5. 71(102,24) 5.09(142,21) 5.05(103,24) 3.27( 52,21) 3.25(142, 3) 
-1573. 210. 495. 4.17(131, 3) 3.89( 52,24) 3. 75(101,24) 3.73(352, 3) 3.00(104,24) 
-1573. 310. 485. 4.36(103, 3) 3.50(352, 3) 3.08(351, 6) 2.81(131,24) 2.79(114, 9) 
-1573. 410. 482. 5.72(100, 6) 4. 73(144, 6) 4.66(118, 3) 3.81( 93,21) 3.72(104, 3) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MODEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN - POSTZ HIS .OUTPUT - SOX - 04/20/92 - MPV 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: ******************************************************************************** 

ISW(1 ) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2 ) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3 ) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4 ) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S ) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISWC7) TOP SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISWC8 ) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,0=NO) 0 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 0 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(13) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 1 
ISW(16) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 1 
ISW(19) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(22) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

ISWC24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK, 1-RUNNING) 0 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,0=NO) 0 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 1 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 91 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 5 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 92 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 2 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 24 HOUR AVERAGES 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-5973. -2390. 798. 0.07( 1,24) 0.06(114,24) 0.05( 97,24) 0.05(355,24) 0.04(357,24) 
-5973. -1390. 793. 0.14( 51,24) 0.10(365,24) 0.10(114,24) 0.09(108,24) 0.09(106,24) 
-5973. -390. 781. 0.29( 7,24) 0.18( 77,24) 0.15( 68,24) 0.11( 72,24) 0.10(124,24) 
-5973. 610. 852. 0.28( 77,24) 0.21( 70,24) 0.20( 74,24) 0.18(111,24) 0.17(144,24) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 0.34( 70,24) 0.26( 74,24) 0.24( 96,24) 0.23(134,24) 0. 21( 105, 24) 
-5973. 2610. 730. 0.24( 74,24) 0.20(136,24) 0.20(132,24) 0.19( 94,24) 0.16( 96,24) 
-5973. 3610. 728. 0.11( 95,24) 0.11(123,24) 0.10( 77,24) 0.10( 74,24) 0.09( 98,24) 
-5973. 4610. 747. 0.09(132,24) 0.07(136,24) 0.07( 96,24) 0.07(139,24) 0.07(148,24) 
-5973. 5610. 625. 0.10( 96,24) 0.08(147,24) 0.08(218,24) 0.07( 70,24) 0.06( 74,24) 
-4973. -2390. 797. 0.12(114,24) 0.08(115,24) 0.07(117,24) 0.07( 1,24) 0.06(351,24) 
-4973. -1390. 731. 0.24(350,24) 0.23( 74,24) 0.17( 55,24) 0.14(351,24) 0.13(113,24) 
-4973. -390. 652. 0.43(365,24) 0.34(106,24) 0.33(120,24) 0.28(151,24) 0.28(117,24) 
-4973. 1610. 771. 0.44(123,24) 0.36(107,24) 0.36(100,24) 0.35( 95,24) 0.31(147,24) 
-4973. 2610. 792. 0.20( 74,24) 0.17(112,24) 0.15(134,24) 0.15( 39,24) 0.14(152,24) 
-4973. 3610. 904. 0.13(132,24) 0.12(136,24) 0.12(150,24) 0. 11( 75 , 24) 0.10(125,24) 



-4973. 4610. 858. 0.10(100,24) 0.10(107,24) 0.08( 96,24) 0.07( 95,24) 0.07(105,24) 
-4973. 5610. 570. 0.09( 96,24) 0.09(107,24) 0.08(134,24) 0.08(218,24) 0.07(149,24) 
-4m. 410. 646. 2.01c n,24> 1.91( 88,24) 1.80(106,24) 1.58( 74,24) 1.50( 95,24) 
-4m. 610. 669. 2.16(105,24) 2.13( 96,24) 1.76( 89,24) 1. 74( 70,24) 1.61(151,24) 
-4m. 810. 666. 1.46(132,24) 1.29(133,24) 1.29(112,24) 1. 00( 150, 24) 0.91(120,24) 
-4m. 1010. 695. 1.06(132,24) 0.90( 74,24) 0.85( 94,24) 0.84(133,24) 0.83( 136,24) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 0.67(123,24) 0.58(147,24) 0.53( 95,24) 0.51(100,24) 0.51(107,24) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 0.67(123,24) 0..58(147,24) 0.53( 95,24) 0.51(100,24) 0.51(107,24) 
-4573. 410. 633. 3.78( 94,24) 3.07( 88,24) 3.01(113,24) 2.96( 72,24) 2.74(105,24) 
-4573. 1210. 722. 0.64( 39 ,24) 0.58(148,24) 0.49( 45,24) 0.47( 92,24) 0.47(149,24) 
-4573. 4810. 853. 0.09(134,24) 0.08(135,24) 0.08( 89,24) 0.07( 92,24) 0.07( 96,24) 
-4373. 10. 609. 3.70( 1,24) 2.85(365,24) 1.85(350,24) 1.80(357,24) 1. 71 ( 3,24) 
-4373. 210. 554. o.66< n,24> 0.55(354,24) 0.50( 72,24) 0.42(107,24) 0.42(361,24) 
-4373. 410. 583. 2.64( 67,24) 2.48( 69,24) 2.15( 66,24) 2.06( 75,24) 1.76(112,24) 
-4373. 1410. 694. 0.49( 92,24) 0.48( 38,24) 0.45( 76,24) 0.43( 45,24) 0.41( 86,24) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 0.40( 92,24) 0.39( 76,24) 0.38( 89,24) 0.36( 86,24) 0.36( 38,24) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 0.40( 92,24) 0.39( 76,24) 0.38( 89,24) 0.36( 86,24) 0.36( 38,24) 
-4373. 4810. 856. 0.07(144,24) 0.07(152,24) 0.07(149,24) 0.07(148,24) 0.07(101,24) 
-4173. 10. 553. 0.94( 1,24) 0.81(347,24) 0.75(230,24) 0.57(346,24) 0.56(329,24) 
-4173. 1610. 787. 0.49( 74,24) 0.45( 63,24) 0.43( 70,24) 0.41( 64,24) 0.36( 41,24) 
-4173. 4810. 828. 0.09(134,24) 0.09(133,24) 0.07(104,24) 0.07(101,24) 0.07(152,24) 
-3973. -2390. 767. 0.20( 23,24) 0.16( 74,24) 0.14( 73,24) 0.12( 78,24) 0.12( 55,24) 
-3973. -1390. 732. 0.30(114,24) 0.30( 22,24) 0.28( 1,24) 0.27( 23,24) 0.25( 55,24) 
-3973. -390. 548. 0.69(249,24) 0.53( 27,24) 0.50( 26,24) 0.48(157,24) 0.45( 19,24) 
-3973. 10. 549. 1.89( 20,24) 1.62( 12, 24) 1.50( 16,24) 1.36( 25,24) 1.34( 2,24) 
-3973. 610. 722. 2.40( 37,24) 2.31( 62,24) 2.00( 29,24) 1.80( 28,24) 1.58( 41,24) 
-3973. 1610. m. 0.55( 41,24) 0.54( 134, 24) 0.50( 84,24) 0.44( 44,24) 0.42(128,24) 
-3973. 2610. 875. 0.20(128,24) 0.20( 88,24) 0.19( 41,24) 0.18(133,24) 0.17(147,24) 
-3973. 3610. 914. 0.11(148,24) 0.11(149,24) 0.09(105,24) 0.09(128,24) 0.09(134,24) 
-3973. 4610. 954. 0.07( 39,24) 0.07(132,24) 0.07(134,24) 0.06(133,24) 0.06( 96,24) 
-3973. 4810. 838. 0.09(134,24) 0.08(133,24) 0.07(132,24) 0.07( 39,24) 0.07(152,24) 
-3973. 5610. 686. 0.09( 84,24) 0.09(133,24) 0.08( 74,24) 0.07( 45,24) 0.06(112,24) 
-3m. 10. 549. 1.00( 4,24) 0.76(327,24) 0.75( 34,24) 0.74(336,24) 0.69(156,24) 
-3m. 1610. 755. 0.38( 29,24) 0.36(133,24) 0.36(112,24) 0.35(109,24) 0.35( 74,24) 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 3 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 24 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-3m. 1810. 792. 0.41(132,24) 0.38(109,24) 0.28(150,24) 0.28( 29,24) 0.28(120,24) 
-3m. 2010. 824. 0.36(132, 24) 0.29(109,24) 0.29(136,24) 0.25( 85,24) 0.25(150,24) 
-3m. 4810. 839. 0.09(134,24) 0.07(133,24) 0.07(132,24) 0.07(152,24) 0.06(112,24) 
-3573. 10. 549. 0.70( 7,24) 0.67(107,24) 0.59( 35,24) 0.59(336,24) 0.47(327,24) 
-3573. 2010. 848. 0.27(147,24) 0.26(123,24) 0.23(133,24) 0.22(366,24) 0.20(100,24) 
-3573. 4810. 852. 0.12(134,24) 0.07(112,24) 0.07(132,24) 0.07(150,24) 0.06( 75,24) 
-3373. 10. 549. 0.41 (336, 24) 0.37(131,24) 0.36(146,24) 0.36(103,24) 0.35( 32,24) 
-3373. 2010. 799. 0.34(123,24) o.32< n,24> 0.29( 95,24) 0.25(107,24) 0.24( 82,24) 
-3373. 4810. 831. 0.12(134,24) 0.08(133,24) 0.08(150,24) 0.07(112,24) 0.07(121,24) 
-3273. 2010. 787. 0.37( 29,24) 0.34(148,24) o.32< n,24> 0.30(123,24) 0.29(122,24) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 0.30(148,24) 0.23(149,24) 0.23(123,24) 0.22( 3,24) 0.20(146,24) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 0.22(148,24) 0.20( 3,24) 0.18( 39,24) 0.18(146,24) 0.18(123,24) 
-3173. 10. 567. 1.01( 96,24) 0.89(102,24) 0.84( 46,24) o. nc131,24> 0.70( 9,24) 
-3173. 2410. 841. 0.21(146,24) 0.21( 39,24) 0.19(122,24) 0.18(152,24) 0.18( 73,24) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 0.09(134,24) 0.09(133,24) 0.08(112,24) 0.07(150,24) 0.07(107,24) 
-2973. -2390. 661. 0.25(106,24) 0.19(352,24) ' 0.16( 56,24) 0.15( 84,24) 0.15( 99,24) 
-2973. -1390. 613. 0.44( 40,24) 0.35(146,24) 0.34( 31,24) 0.32(143,24) 0.31(130,24) 
-2973. -390. 609. 0.92( 74,24) 0.87( 3,24) 0.67(350,24) 0.65( 61,24) 0.64(355,24) 
-2973. 10. 601. 1.31(365,24) 0.99(131,24) 0.96(101,24) 0.94(106,24) 0.94( 114,24) 
-2973. 610. 579. 3.03( 96,24) 3.00(105,24) 2.48(122,24) 2.41( 94,24) 2.24( 88,24) 
-2973. 1610. 823. 0.44( 39,24) 0.35(148,24) 0.32(149,24) 0.;31( 92,24) o.29< n,24> 
-2973. 2410. 784. 0.31(122,24) 0.27( 62,24) 0.24(151,24) 0.23( 29,24) 0.20(125,24) 
-2973. 2610. 786. 0.26( 62,24) 0.26(122,24) 0.19( 29,24) 0.19( 70,24) 0.17(127,24) 
-2973. 3610. 865. 0.13( 89,24) 0.12(366,24) 0. 11 ( 135 , 24) 0.11(150,24) 0. 11( 105, 24) 
-2973. 4610. no. 0. 09 C 133, 24 > 0.09(135,24) 0.08( 38,24) 0.08( 44,24) 0.08( 134,24) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 0.09(133,24) 0.08(112,24) 0.08( 38,24) 0.08(135,24) 0.08( 44,24) 
-2973. 5610. 642. 0. 09( 132, 24) 0.09( 76,24) 0.07(113,24) 0.06( 45,24) 0.06(150,24) 
-2m. 10. 609. 2.96( 1,24) 2.84(114,24) 2.17( 3,24) 2.15( 1,24) 1.95(352,24) 
-2773. 2410. 731. 0.34( 70,24) 0.28(101,24) 0.28( 92,24) 0.25( 10,24) 0.24(122,24) 
-2773. 4810. 724. 0.09(133,24) 0.08(132,24) 0.08(366,24) 0.08( 44,24) 0.08(120,24) 
-2573. 10. 587. 3.69( 27,24) 3.38( 2,24) 3.10( 18,24) 2.89(351,24) 2.82( 69,24) 
-2573. 2410. 732. 0.38(104,24) 0.36( 92,24) 0.29( 74,24) 0.28(133,24) 0.25(144,24) 
-2573. 4810. 713. 0.11(133,24) 0.10(132,24) 0.09(104,24) 0.09(366,24) 0.08(144,24) 
-2373. 10. 574. 5.17(130,24) 4.01( 15,24) 3.92( 22,24) 3.84(152,24) 3.57( 27,24) 
-2373. 2410. 726. 0.38( 41,24) 0.32(104,24) 0.27( 63,24) 0.27( 74,24) 0.26( 84,24) 



-2373. 4810. 700. 0. 11 ( 132, 24) 0.11(133,24) 0.10( 41,24) 0.10( 78,24) 0.09( 3,24) 
-2173. 10. 564. 4.09(146,24) 3.78( 31,24) 3.63( 6,24) 3.58( 16,24) 3.41( 130,24) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 0.53(114,24) 0.31(120,24) 0.30( 41,24) 0.29(134,24) 0.28( 84,24) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 0.12(132,24) 0.10( 84,24) 0.10( 63,24) 0.10( 45,24) 0.09( 41,24) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 0.20(114,24) 0.18(152,24) 0.18(124,24) 0.17(355,24) 0.15(362,24) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 0.34( 34,24) 0.34( 9,24) 0.33( 65,24) 0.29( 97,24) 0.26( 22,24) 
-1973. -390. 487. 0.91 ( 130,24) 0.82( 31,24) 0.79( 15,24) 0.78( 25,24) 0.76( 20,24) 
-1973. -190. 526. 1.50( 16,24) 1.1+7( 20,24) 1.25(128,24) 1.20( 3,24) 1.18( 68,24) 
-1973. 10. 549. 4.16(119,24) 2.31(120,24) 2.20(132,24) 1.63(123,24) 1.42( 109, 24) 
-1973. 210. 549. 5.24(142,24) 4.07(131,24) 2.46(110,24) 2.39(133,24) 2.25( 32,24) 
-1973. 410. 547. 6.63(145,24)* 6.25(100,24)* 5. 71( 144,24) 5.23(118,24) 4.60(111,24) 
-1973. 610. 479. 1.31( 54,24) 1.23(121,24) 1.19( 42,24) 1.16(215,24) 0.92( 30,24) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 0.67( 62,24) 0.62(122,24) 0.57( 73,24) 0.56(116,24) 0.55( 70,24) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 0.28(114,24) 0.25(105,24) 0.25( 9,24) 0.23( 50,24) 0.22(109,24) 
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HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 24 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ -----------

-1973. 2610. 799. 0.22(105,24) 0.21(134,24) 0.19(109,24) 0.18(132,24) 0.17( 96,24) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 0.22(120,24) 0.22(134,24) 0.22(133,24) 0. 15( 84, 24) 0.14( 44,24) 
-1973. 4610. 628. 0.14( 62,24) 0.13(132,24) 0.12( 74,24) 0.11(114,24) 0.10(127,24) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 0.14( 62,24) 0.12(132,24) 0.10( 76,24) 0.10( 75,24) 0.09( 84,24) 
-1973. 5610. 597. 0.13(107,24) 0.09(100,24) 0.08( 84,24) 0.07(147,24) 0.07( 75,24) 
-1m. -790. 529. 0.78(143,24) 0. 73(130,24) 0.68(146,24) 0.66(153,24) 0.46( 15,24) 
-1m. -590. 497. 0.67( 31,24) 0.65(143,24) 0.64( 20,24) 0.61( 130,24) 0.58( 16,24) 
-1m. 210. 539. 2.29( 131, 24) 2.25(142,24) 2.06( 99,24) 1.84( 110, 24) 1.64( 82,24) 
-1m. 410. 491. 2.27(100,24) 1.80(118,24) 1.60(144,24) 1.18(104,24) 1.17(145,24) 
-1m. 2410. 668. 0.27(147,24) 0.25( 91,24) 0.25(123,24) 0.24(134,24) 0.23(366,24) 
-1m. 4810. 609. 0.24(114,24) 0.12(120,24) 0.11(132,24) 0.11( 74,24) 0.11( 62,24) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 0.21(130,24) 0.20( 15,24) 0.19( 27,24) 0.17( 21,24) 0.17( 25,24) 
-1573. -990. 459. 0.34(130,24) 0.32( 31,24) 0.29(143,24) 0.25( 25,24) 0. 25 C 12, 24) 
-1573. -790. 482. 0.44( 31,24) 0.40( 20,24) 0.38( 16, 24) 0.37(143,24) 0.35( 68,24) 
-1573. -590. 487. 0.46( 3,24) 0.39( 16,24) 0.36( 48,24) 0.32( 35,24) 0.32( 68,24) 
-1573. -390. 465. 0.52( 6,24) 0.50(120,24) 0.44(119,24) 0.29C1n,24) 0.29( 18, 24) 
-1573. -190. 475. 0.64( 4,24) 0.42( 34,24) 0.42(142,24) 0.37( 1,24) 0.31( 30,24) 
-1573. 10. 505. 1.12(141,24) 1.01( 142,24) 1.00(131,24) 0.85(133,24) 0.67( 53,24) 
-1573. 210. 495. 1.06(131,24) 0. 74( 99,24) 0.63(101,24) 0.63(143,24) 0.55( 52,24) 
-1573. 410. 482. 1.50(100,24) 1.30( 118, 24) 1.03(144,24) 0.82(104,24) o.nc111,24> 
-1573. 2410. 648. 0.51( 62,24) 0.32( 96,24) 0.28(134,24) 0.27(146,24) 0.27(123,24) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 0.18(114,24) 0.12( 74,24) 0.11(133,24) 0.11(127,24) 0.11(107,24) 
-1373. -1190. 427. 0.22( 31,24) 0.19(130,24) 0.17( 20,24) 0.16( 12,24) 0.16(363,24) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 0.48( 62,24) 0.42( 96,24) 0.34(107,24) 0.34(122,24) 0.33( 74,24) 
-1373. 4810. 575. 0.15(107,24) 0.13(133,24) 0.09(127,24) 0.09(147,24) 0.09( 63,24) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 0.17(364,24) 0.16(301,24) 0.16(221,24) 0.15( 85,24) 0.15( 46,24) 
-1173 . -990. 423. 0.19(301,24) 0.18(221,24) 0.16(364,24) 0.16(363,24) 0.16( 3,24) 
-1173. -790. 424. 0.23( 6,24) 0.20(363,24) 0.17(364,24) o.11c1n,24> 0.17(356,24) 
-1173. -590. 425. 0.25(120,24) 0.23(363,24) 0.19(364,24) 0.19( 18,24) 0.19(119,24) 
-1173. -390. 425. 0.27(363,24) 0.26( 4,24) 0.22( 23,24) 0.21(364,24) 0.20(107,24) 
-1173. 2410. 610. 0.45(133,24) 0.44( 96,24) 0.34(107,24) 0.33( 70,24) 0.33( 63,24) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 0.13(107,24) 0.12(133,24) 0.12(123,24) 0.09( 94,24) 0.09(109,24) 
-973. -2390. 407. 0.23( 1,24) 0.23(352,24) 0.20(114,24) 0.17(365,24) 0.15(115,24) 
-973. -1390. 411. 0.18(364,24) 0.17( 61,24) 0.17(357,24) 0.16(365,24) 0.16(114,24) 
-973. -390. 421. 0.32(124,24) 0.25( 23,24) 0.20(149,24) 0.20(364,24) 0.19(112,24) 
-973. -190. 423. 0.38(124,24) 0.30( 93,24) 0.28( 94,24) 0.28( 98,24) 0.27( 23,24) 
-973. 610. 387. 1.62(124,24) 1.03(135,24) 0.99( 3,24) 0.99( 97,24) 0.97(113,24) 
-973. 1610. 594. 1.21( 62,24) 1.00( 63,24) 0.86(107,24) 0.74( 45,24) 0.74(104,24) 
-973. 2410. 610. 0.39(120,24) 0.38( 96,24) 0.37( 92,24) 0.35(106,24) 0.32(105,24) 
-973. 2610. 609. 0.39(133,24) 0.30( 96,24) 0.28(120,24) 0.28(132,24) 0.27(134,24) 
-973. 3610. 609. 0.31( 62,24) 0.19( 63,24) 0.18(132,24) 0.17(133,24) 0.15(127,24) 
-973. 4610. 551. 0.12(123,24) 0.12(107,24) 0. 11( 108,24) 0.10( 94,24) 0. 10 ( 97, 24) 
-973. 4810. 549. 0.11(123,24) 0.10(366,24) 0.10(107,24) 0.09( 94,24) 0.09( 97,24) 
-973. 5610. 549. 0.09( 78,24) 0.08( 29,24) 0.08(110,24) 0.07(290,24) 0.07(233,24) 
-m. -190. 420. 0.47(124,24) 0.40( 97,24) 0.36( 98,24) 0.30(107,24) 0.29(352,24) 
-m. 2010. 603. 0.53( 63,24) 0.46( 62,24) 0.46(107,24) 0.45( 96,24) 0.45(114,24) 
-773. 2210. 610. 0.50( 62,24) 0.46( 63,24) 0.44( 96,24) 0.41(140,24) 0.37(114,24) 
-m. 2410. 610. 0.38(120,24) 0.37( 96,24) 0.36(140,24) 0.35( 62,24) 0.32(105,24) 
-773. 4810. 549. 0.13( 78,24) 0.11(107,24) 0.10(123,24) 0.09( 63,24) 0.09(108,24) 
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-573. -190. 417. 0.60(124,24) 0.39( 97,24) 0.36( 98,24) 0.32(135,24) 0.32(352,24) 
-573. 2010. 593. 0.57( 62,24) 0.50( 96,24) 0.45(140,24) 0.42(134,24) 0.42( 70,24) 
-573. 2210. 609. 0.45( 96,24) 0.43( 140,24) 0.39( 70,24) 0.38(114,24) 0.37(134,24) 
-573. 2410. 610. 0.44( 62,24) 0.35(114,24) 0.34( 96,24) 0.34(120,24) 0.31(140,24) 
-573. 4810. 5n. 0.12( 78,24) 0.11( 62,24) 0.09( 94,24) 0.09( 79,24) 0.09( 63,24) 
-373. -390. 410. 0.35(352,24) 0.35(124,24) 0.31( 97,24) 0.28(135,24) 0.25(142,24) 
-373. -190. 418. 0.40(352,24) 0.39(124,24) 0.36(112,24) 0.35( 97,24) 0.34(135,24) 
-373. 2010. 564. 0.61( 62,24) 0.54( 96,24) 0.52(123,24) 0.49(132,24) 0.48( 70,24) 
-373. 2210. 594. 0.44( 96,24) 0.43( 62,24) 0.41( 134,24) 0.38(133,24) 0.38( 74,24) 
-373. 2410. 599. 0.43( 74,24) 0.41(133,24) 0.38( 96,24) 0.35(132,24) 0.33( 67,24) 
-373. 4810. 598. 0.17( 62,24) 0.12( 78,24) 0.09(114,24) o.09< n,24> 0.09(290,24) 
-173. -390. 402. 0.37(352,24) 0.32(146,24) 0.29(135,24) 0.28(124,24) 0.26(107,24) 
-173. 2410. 502. 0.50(140,24) 0.45(133,24) 0.36(123,24) 0.35(132,24) 0.35( 96,24) 
-173. 4810. 609. 0.15(114,24) 0.14( 62,24) 0. 12 ( 29, 24) 0.11( 39,24) 0.10( 37,24) 

27. -2390. 366. 0.19(350,24) 0.17(365,24) 0.16(221,24) 0.14(353,24) 0.13( 1,24) 
27. -1390. 366. 0.37( 1,24) 0.34(365,24) 0.31(114,24) 0.26(352,24) 0.23( 1,24) 
27. -590. 384. 0.31(146,24) 0.28(114,24) 0.27(352,24) 0.27(117,24) 0.27(124,24) 
27. -390. 392. 0.41(146,24) 0.38(124,24) 0.29(352,24) 0.28(135,24) 0.28(126,24) 
27. 610. 293. 0.57( 73,24) 0.55(133,24) 0.54( 70,24) 0.48(109,24) 0.47(134,24) 
27. 1610. 502. 1.03(139,24) 0.88( 70,24) 0.82( 89,24) 0.79(140,24) 0.78( 96,24) 
27. 2410. 428. 0.46(123,24) 0.38(133,24) 0.36(132,24) 0.30(150,24) 0.30(140,24) 
27. 2610. 489. 0.36( 96,24) 0.36(123,24) 0.34( 91,24) 0.33(132,24) 0.32( 94,24) 
27. 3610. 555. 0.20( 62,24) 0.15(123,24) 0.15( 94,24) 0.14( 65,24) 0.14( 78,24) 
27. 4610. 605. 0.14( 39,24) 0.13( 45,24) 0.12( 63,24) 0 • 11( 62, 24) 0.10( 3,24) 
27. 4810. 609. 0.13( 45,24) 0.13( 3,24) 0.13( 39,24) 0.11( 62,24) 0.10(114,24) 
27. 5610. 487. 0.14( 86,24) 0.13(285,24) 0.13( 62,24) 0.11( 45,24) 0.11(150,24) 

227. -590. 373. 0.40(365,24) 0.39(114,24) 0.36(146,24) 0.32(352,24) 0.29(355,24) 
227. 2410. 426. 0.40( 91,24) 0.38(132,24) 0.36(123,24) 0.35( 96,24) 0.34( 94,24) 
227. 4810. 608. 0.15( 45,24) 0.12( 63,24) 0.12( 10,24) 0.12( 39,24) 0.11( 37,24) 
427. -790. 365. 0.63(114,24) 0.56(365,24) 0.46( 1,24) 0.34( 1,24) 0.31(364,24) 
427. -590. 366. 0.61(365,24) 0.61( 114,24) 0.38(352,24) 0.37(126,24) 0.37(364,24) 
427. 2410. 424. 0.41( 91,24) 0.38(134,24) 0.35(123,24) 0.33(120,24) 0.31(147,24) 
427. 4810. 575. 0.14( 45,24) 0.12( 78,24) 0.12( 10,24) 0.10( 63,24) 0.09(104,24) 
627. -790. 360. 0.60(365,24) 0.52( 1,24) 0.51(114,24) 0.48( 1,24) 0.38( 3,24) 
627. 2410. 408. 0.41(134,24) 0.38(120,24) 0.32( 38,24) 0.31( 91,24) 0.31(123,24) 
627. 4810. 548. 0. 19( 107, 24) 0.12(123,24) 0.12( 82,24) 0.12(104,24) 0.12( 37,24) 
827. -790. 355. 0.64(350,24) 0.47(365,24) 0.42( 1,24) 0.40( 1,24) 0.40(351,24) 
827. 2410. 372. 0.39( 39,24) 0.37(134,24) 0.37(120,24) 0.35( 45,24) 0.35( 78,24) 
827. 4810. 563. 0.28(107,24) 0.15( 86,24) 0.14( 63,24) 0.14(123,24) 0.12( 93,24) 

1027. -2390. 339. 0.15(363,24) 0.14( 3,24) 0.13(106,24) 0.13(119,24) 0.12( 56,24) 
1027. -1390. 346. 0. 28( 18, 24) 0.25(351,24) 0.24(350,24) 0.22( 4,24) 0.21(363,24) 
1027. -790. 350. 0.67(350,24) 0.54(351,24) 0.33( 19,24) 0.31( 1,24) 0.31(126,24) 
1027. -390. 351. 0.99(350,24) 0.78(365,24) 0.73( 1,24) 0.59(351,24) 0.54(114,24) 
1027. 610. 320. 0.43(149,24) 0.37(279,24) 0.37(111,24) 0.36( 89,24) 0.35(241,24) 
1027. 1610. 398. 1.02(218,24) 0.99(123,24) 0.84(122,24) 0.83( 76,24) 0.82( 70,24) 
1027. 2410. 363. 0.49( 45,24) 0.44( 39,24) 0.37( 86,24) 0.34( 38,24) 0.34( 92,24) 
1027. 2610. 365. 0.44( 45,24) 0.40( 86,24) 0.34( 38,24) 0.33( 39,24) 0.32(120,24) 
1027. 3610. 422. 0.38(107,24) 0.34( 86,24) 0.27( 93,24) 0.21( 92,24) 0.21( 38,24) 
1027. 4610. 541. 0.25(107,24) 0.17( 81,24) 0.17( 86,24) 0.14( 63,24) 0.14( 38,24) 
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1027. 4810. 548. 0.21(107,24) 0.16{ 81,24) 0.15( 86,24) 0.14( 63,24) 0.13( 38,24) 
1027. 5610. 600. 0.13( 63,24) 0.12( 92,24) 0.12(113,24) 0.10(107,24) 0.10( 62,24) 
1227. -790. 344. 0.41(351,24) 0.34(350,24) 0.32( 1, 24) 0.31( 4,24) 0.31(363,24) 
1227. 2410. 355. 0.45( 86,24) 0.41( 63,24) 0.41( 38,24) 0.39(121,24) 0.38(107,24) 
1227. 4810. 585. 0.14( 63,24) 0.13(113,24) 0.13( 92,24) 0.12( 32,24) 0.11( 62,24) 
1427. -990. 337. 0.51( 27,24) 0.33{ 26,24) 0.25(280,24) 0.24(267,24) 0.24(152,24) 
1427. -790. 338. 0.56( 27,24) 0.42( 26,24) 0.30(267,24) 0.30(280,24) 0.28(346,24) 
1427. 2410. 346. 0.61( 63,24) 0.37( 45,24) 0.36(121,24) 0.35( 41,24) 0.34( 92,24) 
1427. 4810. 588. 0.19( 63,24) 0. 15( 2,24) 0.13(104,24) 0.12( 62,24) 0.12( 41,24) 
1627. -1190. 331. 0.36( 26,24) 0.35( 27,24) 0.26(130,24) 0.25(131,24) 0.24(280,24) 
1627. -990. 332. 0.43( 27,24) 0.42( 26,24) 0.32(130,24) 0.29(131,24) 0.28(280,24) 
1627. 1610. 331. 0.95( 41,24) 0.74( 63,24) 0.60(128,24) 0.57(109,24) 0.56( 45,24) 
1627. 1810. 331. 0.86( 41,24) 0.72( 63,24) 0.53(128,24) 0.52( 64,24) 0.49(109,24) 
1627. 2010. 332. 0.87( 41,24) 0.71( 63,24) 0.50( 84,24) 0.46( 64,24) 0.46(109,24) 
1627. 2210. 333. o.nc 41,24> 0.66( 63,24) 0.43(121,24) 0.43( 84,24) 0.41( 64,24) 



1627. 2410. 337. 0.65( 41,24) 0.64( 63,24) 0.40(121,24) 0.39( 84,24) 0.37( 64,24) 
1627. 4810. 532. 0.25( 63,24) 0.19( 41,24) 0.14( 62,24) 0.13( 64,24) 0.11( 2,24) 
1627. 5010. 533. 0.22( 63,24) 0.18( 41,24) 0.12( 62,24) 0. 11( 64, 24) 0.10( 2,24) 
1827. -1390. 325. 0.28(130,24) 0.27(131,24) 0.26( 26,24) 0.24(152,24) 0.22(266,24) 
1827. -1190. 326. 0.32(142,24) 0.32(131,24) 0.31(130,24) 0.29( 26,24) 0.29(249,24) 
1827. 1610. 321. 0.97( 29,24) 0.36(109,24) 0.34( 42,24) 0.34( 62,24) 0.34( 63,24) 
1827. 5010. 486. 0.23( 63,24) 0.18( 41,24) 0.18( 84,24) 0.14( 81,24) 0.13( 62,24) 
2027. -2390. 309. 0.18(124,24) 0-15(130,24) 0.14(143,24) 0.13(280,24) 0.13(152,24) 
2027. -1390. 320. 0.32(142,24) 0.32(131,24) 0.28(130,24) 0.27(266,24) 0.27( 27,24) 
2027. -390. 322. 0.80( 26,24) 0.62( 27,24) 0.54( 6,24) 0.53(260,24) 0.50(249,24) 
2027. 610. 317. 0.87(191,24) 0.85(176,24) 0. 74( 182,24) 0.74(214,24) o.n,243,24> 
2027. 1410. 313. 0.62( 62,24) 0.57(115,24) 0.52( 17,24) 0.45( 29,24) 0.40( 37,24) 
2037. 1231. 311. 0.98(115,24) 0.70( 50,24) 0.65( 62,24) 0.50( 37,24) 0.50(114,24) 
2027. 1610. 312. 0.50( 29,24) 0.46( 62,24) 0.43(115,24) 0.33( 37,24) 0.31( 36,24) 
2027. 2610. 327. 0.35( 29,24) 0.34(109,24) 0.29( 41,24) 0.29(121,24) 0.23( 63,24) 
2027. 3610. 342. 0.27(114,24) 0.24( 41,24) 0.24( 80,24) 0.21( 81,24) 0.19( 87,24) 
2027. 4610. 440. 0.22(114,24) 0.21( 81,24) 0.18( 41,24) 0.16( 84,24) 0.15(128,24) 
2027. 5010. 469. 0.19( 81,24) 0.16( 84,24) 0.16( 41,24) 0.15( 63,24) 0.14(114,24) 
2027. 5610. 515. 0.16( 81,24) 0.15( 84,24) 0.13( 41,24) 0.13( 63,24) 0. 11( 100, 24) 
2227. -1590. 313. 0.29( 27,24) 0.27(142,24) 0.27(130,24) 0.27(131,24) 0.25(266,24) 
2227. 610. 311. 0. 78( 191, 24) 0.69(236,24) 0.66(176,24) 0.66(243,24) 0.65(276,24) 
2227. 810. 310. 0.72(214,24) 0.72(215,24) 0.66(191,24) 0.64(213,24) 0.62(242,24) 
2227. 1210. 305. 0.60( 50,24) 0.59( 53,24) 0.55( 55,24) 0.54( 37,24) 0.48( 43,24) 
2227. 1410. 305. 0.57( 50,24) 0.41( 53,24) 0.37( 37,24) 0.33( 62,24) 0.31(237,24) 
2227. 5010. 438. 0.35(114,24) 0.17( 87,24) 0.17(120,24) 0.16( 81,24) 0.15( 41,24) 
2427. -1590. 309. 0.32( 27,24) 0.30(130,24) 0.27(142,24) 0.26(266,24) 0.22(260,24) 
2427. 410. 307. 0.63(276,24) 0.61(236,24) 0.56(191,24) 0.56(281,24) 0.54(217,24) 
2427. 610. 304. 0.62(191,24) 0.56(236,24) 0.54(217,24) 0.52(243,24) 0.52(215,24) 
2427. 810. 305. 0.64(215,24) 0.56(214,24) 0.56(191,24) 0.52(213,24) 0.51(217,24) 
2427. 1210. 305. 0.55( 54,24) 0.48( 53,24) 0.47( 43,24) 0.46(215,24) 0.44( 55,24) 
2427. 5010. 426. 0.27(114,24) 0.12( 41,24) 0.12(137,24) 0.12( 85,24) 0. 10(109,24) 
2627. -1590. 304. 0.32(130,24) 0.24( 31,24) 0.24(266,24) 0.23( 25,24) 0.22(143,24) 
2627. -1390. 304. 0.30(130,24) 0.27( 15,24) 0.27( 25,24) 0.26( 27,24) 0.25(266,24) 
2627. -390. 305. 0.48(276,24) 0.42(170,24) 0.36(281,24) 0.35(233,24) 0.34(169,24) 
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2627. -190. 304. 0.56(276,24) 0.44(281,24) 0.37(241,24) 0.37(170,24) 0.36(236,24) 
2627. 10. 305. 0.60(276,24) 0.50(281,24) 0.46(236,24) 0.41(336,24) 0.41( 4,24) 
2627. 210. 305. 0.59(276,24) 0.54(236,24) 0.51(281,24) 0.45(191,24) 0.43(336,24) 
2627. 410. 305. 0.55(236,24) 0.53(276,24) 0.50(191,24) 0.48(278,24) 0.48(217,24) 
2627. 610. 305. 0.53(191,24) 0.50(236,24) 0.49(217,24) 0.48(282,24) 0.48(278,24) 
2627. 810. 305. 0.57(215,24) 0.48(217,24) 0.48(191,24) 0.45(214,24) 0.45(278,24) 
2627. 1010. 305. 0.60(215,24) 0.48( 54,24) 0.43(213,24) 0.42(214,24) 0.40(217,24) 
2627. 1210. 305. 0.56( 54,24) 0.48(215,24) 0.38( 43,24) 0.36(121,24) 0.35(213,24) 
2262. 433. 311. 0.74(276,24) 0.69(236,24) 0.66(281,24) 0.61(217,24) 0.59(191,24) 
2627. 5010. 380. 0.19(115,24) 0.18(109,24) 0.13( 92,24) 0.13(110,24) 0.11( 29,24) 
2827. -1390. 301. 0.26(251,24) 0.26(170,24) 0.25(233,24) 0.25(264,24) 0.24( 25,24) 
2827. -1190. 302. 0.38( 6,24) 0.32(170,24) 0.31(251,24) 0.29(130,24) 0.27(233,24) 
2827. -990. 302. 0.35(170,24) 0.34(251,24) 0.33(130,24) 0.31( 6,24) 0.30( 16,24) 
2827. -790. 302. 0.37(170,24) 0.34(251,24) 0.31(276,24) 0.30(233,24) 0.27(221,24) 
2827. -590. 303. 0.39(170,24) 0.38(276,24) 0.32(251,24) 0.31(233,24) 0.31(169,24) 
2827. -390. 303. 0.46(276,24) 0.36(170,24) 0.35(281,24) 0.32(241,24) 0.32(169,24) 
2827. -190. 303. 0.52(276,24) 0.41(281,24) 0.35(241,24) 0.35(236,24) 0.33(336,24) 
2827. 10. 303. 0.53(276,24) 0.45(281,24) 0.43(236,24) 0.37(336,24) 0.36(241,24) 
2827. 5010. 358. 0.18( 92,24) 0.17(115,24) 0.17(109,24) 0.14( 93,24) 0.14(110,24) 
3027. -2390. 297. 0.21(130,24) 0.18(266,24) 0.16(260,24) 0.15(233,24) 0.15( 27,24) 
3027. -1390. 298. 0.30(170,24) 0.30( 6,24) 0.29(251,24) 0.25(130,24) 0.25(233,24) 
3027. -390. 300. 0.44(276,24) 0.34(281,24) 0.31(142,24) 0.31(241,24) 0.28(313,24) 
3027. 610. 301. 0.45(278,24) 0.43(100,24) 0.42(236,24) 0.41(282,24) 0.41(217,24) 
3027. 1610. 302. 0.41( 54,24) 0.32( 43,24) 0.30( 53,24) 0.30( 14,24) 0.29( 55,24) 
3027. 2610. 303. 0.20( 62,24) 0.18( 50,24) 0.15(215,24) 0.14( 37,24) 0.13(237,24) 
3027. 3610. 305. 0.30( 62,24) 0.18(115,24) 0.17( 29,24) 0.14( 90,24) 0.13(116,24) 
3027. 4610. 333. 0.19(108,24) 0.15(351,24) 0.13(115,24) 0.12( 80,24) 0.10( 97,24) 
3027. 5010. 348. 0.19(115,24) 0.16( 92,24) 0.14(108,24) 0.14(351,24) 0.12( 80,24) 
3027. 5610. 372. 0.17(115,24) 0.17( 92,24) 0.14( 93,24) 0.13(109,24) 0.13(110,24) 
3227. 5010. 338. 0. 17( 108, 24) 0.11(351,24) 0. 11( 11 , 24) 0.10(115,24) 0.09( 80,24) 
3227. 5210. 345. 0.18(108,24) 0.15(351,24) 0.13(115,24) 0.10( 80,24) 0.10( 97,24) 
3227. 5610. 362. 0.19(115,24) 0.16( 92,24) 0.13(108,24) 0.13(351,24) 0.11(366,24) 
3227. 6010. 373. 0.18(115,24) 0.15( 92,24) 0. 11( 93, 24 > 0.11(114,24) 0.10( 80,24) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 
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-5973. -2390. 798. 0.00( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-5973. -1390. 793. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. -390. 781. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 610. 852. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 2610. 730. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-5973. 3610. 728. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-5973. 4610. 747. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 5610. 625. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. -2390. 797. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. -1390. 731. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. -390. 652. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 1610. 771. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 2610. 792. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 3610. 904. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 4610. 858. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 5610. 570. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 410. 646. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 610. 669. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 810. 666. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 1010. 695. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4573. 410. 633. 0.37( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4573. 1210. n2. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4573. 4810. 853. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 10. 609. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 210. 554. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4373. 410. 583. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 1410. 694. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 4810. 856. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4173. 10. 553. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4173. 1610. 787. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4173. 4810. 828. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. -2390. 767. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. -1390. 732. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3973. -390. 548. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 10. 549. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 610. 722. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 1610. m. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 2610. 875. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 3610. 914. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 4610. 954. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 4810. 838. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 5610. . 686. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3m. 10. 549. 0. 15( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3773. 1610. 755. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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-3773. 1810. 792. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3773. 2010. 824. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3773. 4810. 839. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3573. 10. 549. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3573. 2010. 848. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3573. 4810. 852. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3373. 10. 549. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3373. 2010. 799. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3373. 4810. 831. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 



-3273. 2010. 787. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3173. 10. 567. 0. 11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3173. 2410. 841. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, . 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. -2390. 661. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. -1390. 613. 0.05( 4,24) O.QOC 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2973. -390. 609. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2973. 10. 601. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2973. 610. 579. 0.37( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2973. 1610. 823. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 2410. 784. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 2610. 786. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 3610. 865. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 4610. no. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 5610. 642. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2m. 10. 609. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2m. 2410. 731. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2m. 4810. n4. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2573. 10. 587. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2573. 2410. 732. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2573. 4810. 713. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2373. 10. 574. 0.66( 4,24)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2373. 2410. 726. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2373. 4810. 700. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2173. 10. 564. 0.61( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -390. 487. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -190. 526. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1973. 10. 549. 0.34( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 210. 549. 0.42( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 410. 547. 0.61( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 610. 479. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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-1973. 2610. 799. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 4610. 628. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1973. 5610. 597. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. -790. 529. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. -590. 497. 0. 11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1m. 210. 539. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1m. 410. 491. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. 2410. 668. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. 4810. 609. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1573. -990. 459. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -790. 482. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -590. 487. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -390. 465. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -190. 475. 0. 10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 10. 505. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 210. 495. 0. 15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 410. 482. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1373. -1190. 427. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1373. 4810. 575. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -990. 423. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1173. -790. 424. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -590. 425. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 



·1173. ·390. 425. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·1173. 2410. 610. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·1173. 4810. 555. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·973. ·2390. 407. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·973. ·1390. 411. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·973. ·390. 421. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·973. ·190. 423. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 610. 387. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·973. 1610. 594. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·973. 2410. 610. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·973. 2610. 609. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
~973. 3610. 609. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·973. 4610. 551. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·973. 4810. 549. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 5610. 549. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-m. ·190. 420. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-m. 2010. 603. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-m. 2210. 610. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. 2410. 610. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. 4810. 549. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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·573. ·190. 417. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·573. 2010. 593. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·573. 2210. 609. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·573. 2410. 610. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·573. 4810. 5n. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·373. ·390. 410. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·373. ·190. 418. 0. 10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·373. 2010. 564. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·373. 2210. 594. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·373. 2410. 599. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
·373. 4810. 598. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·173. ·390. 402. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
· 173. 2410. 502. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·173. 4810. 609. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

27. ·2390. 366. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
27. ·1390. 366. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. ·590. 384. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. ·390. 392. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
27. 610. 293. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 1610. 502. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 2410. 428. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 2610. 489. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 3610. 555. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 4610. 605. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
27. 4810. 609. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
27. 5610. 487. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 

227. ·590. 373. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
227. 2410. 426. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
227. 4810. 608. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. ·790. 365. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. ·590. 366. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. 2410. 424. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. 4810. 575. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. ·790. 360. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. 2410. 408. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. 4810. 548. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
827. ·790. 355. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
827. 2410. 372. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
827. 4810. 563. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

1027. ·2390. 339. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. ·1390. 346. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. -790. 350. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. ·390. 351. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1027. 610. 320. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 1610. 398. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 2410. 363. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 2610. 365. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1027. 3610. 422. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 4610. 541. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
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1027. 4810. 548. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 5610. 600. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1227. -790. 344. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1227. 2410. 355. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1227. 4810. 585. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1427. -990. 337. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. -790. 338. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. 2410. 346. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. 4810. 588. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. -1190. 331. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. -990. 332. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 1610. 331. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 1810. 331. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 2010. 332. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 2210. 333. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 2410. 337. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1627. 4810. 532. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 5010. 533. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. -1390. 325. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. -1190. 326. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. 1610. 321. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. 5010. 486. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2027. -2390. 309. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2027. -1390. 320. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. -390. 322. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 610. 317. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2027. 1410. 313. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2037. 1231. 311. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 1610. 312. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 2610. 327. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2027. 3610. 342. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 4610. 440. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 5010. 469. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 5610. 515. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. -1590. 313. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2227. 610. 311. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2227. 810. 310. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2227. 1210. 305. o. 12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 1410. 305. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2227. 5010. 438. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. -1590. 309. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2427. 410. 307. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2427. 610. 304. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2427. 810. 305. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 1210. 305. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 5010. 426. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2627. -1590. 304. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. -1390. 304. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. -390. 305. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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2627. -190. 304. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 10. 305. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 210. 305. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 410. 305. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 610. 305. 0. 15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 810. 305. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1010. 305. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2627. 1210. 305. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2262. 433. 311. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 



2627. 5010. 380. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -1390. 301. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2827. -1190. 302. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -990. 302. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -790. 302. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -590. 303. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -390. 303. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -190. 303. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. 10. 303. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. 5010. 358. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. -2390. 297. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
3027. -1390. 298. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. -390. 300. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 610. 301. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 1610. 302. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
3027. 2610. 303. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 3610. 305. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 4610. 333. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 5010. 348. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 5610. 3n. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
3227. 5010. 338. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 5210. 345. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 5610. 362. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 6010. 373. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, O)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 
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SHORTZ RUN TITLE: **********************~********************************************************* 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,0=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE C1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISWC6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(7) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 0 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 0 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISWC12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(13) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 1 
ISW(16) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISWC17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 1 
ISW(19) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(22) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

ISW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK, 1-RUNNING) 0 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 1 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 91 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 5 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 92 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 2 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 24 HOUR AVERAGES 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-2973. -290. 628. 1.02(133,24) 0.94( 3,24) 0.90(114,24) 0.82(143,24) 0.78( 1,24) 
-2973. -190. 594. 1.54(114,24) 1.25( 1,24) 1.16(352,24) 0.86(115,24) 0.85( 1,24) 
-2973. -90. 561. 1. 75( 114, 24) 1.44(352,24) 1.11(365,24) 0.99( 1,24) 0.96(115,24) 
-2973. 10. 601. 1.31(365,24) 0.99(131,24) 0.96(101,24) 0.94(106,24) 0.94(114,24) 
-2873. -290. 616. 1.34( 3,24) 1.08(350,24) 1.00( 74,24) 0.89(108,24) 0.83(131,24) 
-2873. -190. 610. 1.25( 3,24) 1.23( 74,24) 1.13( 1,24) 1.07(114,24) 1.06( 52,24) 
-2873. -90. 607. 2.01(114,24) 1. 77( 1,24) 1.43(352,24) 1.41 C 1,24) 1.07(115,24) 
-2873. 10. 533. 2.01( 114, 24) 1. 71(365, 24) 1.47( 1,24) 1.15( 1,24) 0.99( 29,24) 
-2m. -290. 625. 1.40( 55,24) 1.39(351,24) 1.33(350,24) 0.91( 3,24) 0.89(353,24) 
-2773. -190. 613. 1.98( 3,24) 1.76(351,24) 1.66(3,0,24) 1.13( 55,24) 1.13( 74,24) 
-2m. -90. 610. 1.98(350,24) 1.92( 3,24) 1.58( 1,24) 1.57(114,24) 1.49(351,24) 
-2m. 10. 609. 2.96( 1,24) 2.84(114,24) 2.17( 3,24) 2. 15 C 1,24) 1.95(352,24) 
-2673. -290. 649. 1.44(351,24) 1.23( 106, 24) 1.02(350,24) 0.77( 58,24) 0.75( 19,24) 
-2673. -190. 631. 1.62(351,24) 1.56(350,24) 1.18( 3,24) 1.15(106,24) 1.10(353,24) 
-2673. -90. 610. 2.30(350,24) 1.91(351,24) 1.81 (353,24) 1.54( 4,24) 1.51( 1,24) 



-2673. 
-2573. 
-2573. 
-2573. 
-2573. 
-2473. 
-2473. 
-2473. 
-2473. 
-2373. 
-2373. 
-2373. 
-2373. 
-2273. 
-2273. 
-2273. 
-2273. 
-2173. 
-2173. 
-2173. 
-2173. 
-2073. 
-2073. 
-2073. 
-2073. 
-1973. 
-1973. 
-1973. 
-1973. 
-1973. 
-1973. 
-1973. 
-1973. 
-1873. 

10. 
-290. 
-190. 
-90. 
10. 

-290. 
-190. 
-90. 
10. 

-290. 
-190. 
-90. 
10. 

-290. 
-190. 
-90. 
10. 

-290. 
-190. 
-90. 
10. 

-290. 
-190. 
-90. 
10. 

-290. 
-190. 
-90. 
10. 

110. 
210. 
310. 
410. 
10. 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

X 

-1873. 
-1873. 
-1873. 
-1873. 
-1m. 
-1m. 
-1m. 
-1m. 
-1m. 
-1673. 
-1673. 
-1673. 
-1673. 
-1673. 
-1573. 
-1573. 
-1573. 
-1573. 
-1573. 

y 

110. 
210. 
310. 
410. 

10. 
110. 
210. 
310. 
410. 

10. 
110. 
210. 
310. 
410. 

10. 
110. 
210. 
310. 
410. 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 
1 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

X 

-2973. 
-2973. 
-2973. 

y 

-290. 
-190. 
-90. 

564. 
640. 
622. 
597. 
587. 
640. 
596. 
582. 
555. 
646. 
604. 
573. 
574. 
625. 
610. 
558. 
503. 
625. 
610. 
564. 
564. 
625. 
610. 
564. 
518. 
510. 
526. 
548. 
549. 
549. 
549. 
548. 
547. 
548. 

ELEV. 

549. 
546. 
534. 
512. 
548. 
549. 
539. 
511. 
491. 
548. 
543. 
520. 
496. 
487. 
505. 
504. 
495. 
485. 
482. 

ELEV. 

628. 
594. 
561. 

3.29(350,24) 
1.54( 2,24) 
2. 25 ( 18, 24) 
2.97( 18,24) 
3.69( 27,24) 
1.43( 17,24) 
1.82( 17,24) 
2.53(152,24) 
3.56( 65,24) 
1.38( 23,24) 
1.89( 97,24) 
2.60(131,.24) 
5.17(130,24) 
1. 75( 131,24) 
2.20(130,24) 
3.20(143,24) 
2.47( 27,24) 
1.68( 97,24) 
2.36(143,24) 
3.11(128,24) 
4.09(146,24) 
1 • 97 ( 130, 24) 
2.73(146,24) 
2.56(146,24) 
2.31(119,24) 
1.19( 31,24) 
1.50( 16,24) 
3.39(119,24) 
4.16(119,24) 
2.83(142,24) 
5.24(142,24) 
4.57(101,24) 
6.63(145,24)* 
1.66(142,24) 

2.69(351,24) 
1.50( 18,24) 
1.96( 2,24) 
2.53( 2,24) 
3.38( 2,24) 
1.37( 56,24) 
1.74( 69,24) 
2.40( 69,24) 
3.40( 69,24) 
1.30( 65,24) 
1.77( 47,24) 
2.42( 47,24) 
4.01( 15,24) 
1.50(143,24) 
2.09(131,24) 
3.15(130,24) 
2.44( 19,24) 
1.62(142,24) 
2.31(130,24) 
2.52(130,24) 
3.78( 31,24) 
1.69(143,24) 
2.06(143,24) 
2.32( 16,24) 
2.25( 3,24) 
1.18(143,24) 
1.47( 20,24) 
2.31(132,24) 
2.31(120,24) 
2.18(133,24) 
4.07(131,24) 
4.49(110,24) 
6. 25 ( 100, 24)* 
1.52(109,24) 

2.67( 55,24) 
1.08( 27,24) 
1.44( 27,24) 
2.20( 27,24) 
3.10( 18,24) 
1.26( 69,24) 
1.66( 22,24) 
2.16( 22, 24) 
3.14( 34,24) 
1.20( 60,24) 
1 .67(113,24) 
2.32(113,24) 
3.92( 22,24) 
1.47( 9,24) 
2.01(142,24) 
2.88( 2,24) 
2.43( 48,24) 
1.59(130,24) 
1.77( 31,24) 
2.43(146,24) 
3.63( 6,24) 
1.34( 31,24) 
1.82( 68,24) 
2.18(128,24) 
1.84( 34,24) 
1.14( 2,24) 
1.25( 128,24) 
2.03(148,24) 
2.20(132,24) 
2.07(141,24) 
2.46(110,24) 
4.13(102,24) 
5. 71(144,24) 
1.50( 34,24) 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 24 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

HIGHEST 

2.49(133,24) 
3.86(142,24) 
3.74(110,24) 
4.46(100,24) 
1.44(142,24) 
2.45(133,24) 
2.29(131,24) 
2.27(100,24) 
2.27(100,24) 
1. 70( 133,24) 
2.43(142,24) 
1 .94(131,24) 
1.39(100,24) 
1.86(100,24) 
1.12(141,24) 
1.70(142,24) 
1.06(131,24) 
0.96(100,24) 
1.50(100,24) 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

2ND HIGH 

2.41( 142,24) 
2.65(131,24) 
3.36(102,24) 
3.65(118,24) 
1.27( 70,24) 
2.40(142,24) 
2.25(142,24) 
2.03(110,24) 
1.80(118,24) 
1.39(141,24) 
1.60(131,24) 
1.60( 99,24) 
1.22( 103, 24) 
1.55(118,24) 
1.01(142,24) 
0.90(131,24) 
0.74( 99,24) 
0.86(103,24) 
1.30(118,24) 

3RD HIGH 

2.24(141,24) 
2.57(110,24) 
3.35(100,24) 
3.42(144,24) 
1.22( 34,24) 
2.15(131,24) 
2.06( 99,24) 
1.80(103,24) 
1.60(144,24) 
1. 25 C 143, 24) 
1.26(110,24) 
1.17(142,24) 
1.16(110,24) 
1. 29( 144, 24) 
1.00( 131, 24) 
0.84(103,24) 
0.63(101,24) 
0.78(110,24) 
1.03(144,24) 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8880 HOUR AVERAGES 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

HIGHEST 

0.11( 4,24) 
0.12( 4,24) 
0.13( 4,24) 

2ND HIGH 

0.00( 0, 0) 
0.00( o, 0) 
0.00( 0, 0) 

3RD HIGH 

0.00( 0, 0) 
0.00( 0, 0) 
0.00( 0, 0) 

2.52( 3,24) 
0.98( 58,24) 
1.23( 69,24) 
1.79( 69,24) 
2.89(351,24) 
1.19( 20,24) 
1.65( 99,24) 
2.00( 99,24) 
2.90( 9,24) 
1.19( 22,24) 
1.66( 60,24) 
2.14( 56,24) 
3.84(152,24) 
1.40( 97,24) 
1.90(143,24) 
2.75( 57,24) 
2.38( 16,24) 
1.46(143,24) 
1.68(146,24) 
2.36(143,24) 
3.58( 16,24) 
1.29(146,24) 
1. 70(130,24) 
2.14(148,24) 
1.80(120,24) 
1.10(130,24) 
1.20( 3,24) 
1.98( 79,24) 
1.63( 123, 24) 
2.00( 34,24) 
2.39(133,24) 
3.48(100,24) 
5.23(118,24) 
1.31( 4,24) 

POSTZ -

4TH HIGH 

2.03( 53,24) 
2.16(104,24) 
3.05(101,24) 
3.08(145,24) 
1. 22( 133, 24) 
1.80(141,24) 
1.84(110,24) 
1. 71( 102,24) 
1.18(104,24) 
1.20( 70,24) 
1.22(102,24) 
1.09(143,24) 
0. 91( 105 ,24) 
0.99(104,24) 
0.85(133,24) 
0.80(102,24) 
0.63(143,24) 
0.63(105,24) 
0.82(104,24) 

2.26( 1,24) 
0.93( 69,24) 
1.11( 4, 24) 
1.76(351,24) 
2.82( 69,24) 
1.16( 18,24) 
1.49( 56,24) 
1.80( 23,24) 
2.76( 18,24) 
1.14( 34,24) 
1.51( 23,24) 
2.14( 97,24) 
3.57( 27,24) 
1.39( 142, 24) 
1.66( 65,24) 
2.45(142,24) 
2.11( 35,24) 
1.33(352,24) 
1.62( 68,24) 
2.36( 15,24) 
3 .41( 130, 24) 
1.21( 15,24) 
1.59( 20,24) 
2.09( 20,24) 
1. 72( 6,24) 
1.10( 16,24) 
1.18( 68,24) 
1.53(120,24) 
1.42(109,24) 
1. 78( 23,24) 
2.25( 32,24) 
3.23(147,24) 
4.60(111,24) 
1.17(123,24) 

PAGE NO. 3 

5TH HIGH 

1.82(143,24) 
2.15(102,24) 
2.84(117,24) 
2.28(104,24) 
1.18(128,24) 
1.43( 53,24) 
1.64( 82,24) 
1.62(117,24) 
1.17(145,24) 
1.16(142,24) 
1.20( 104, 24) 
1.08(101,24) 
0.88(102,24) 
0.88(145,24) 
0.67( 53,24) 
0.76( 32,24) 
0.55( 52,24) 
0.57(102,24) 
0.77(111,24) 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 4 

4TH HIGH 

0.00( 0, 0) 
0.00( 0, 0) 
0.00( 0, 0) 

5TH HIGH 

0.00( 0, 0) 
0.00( 0, 0) 
0.00( 0, 0) 



-2973. 10. 601. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2873. -290. 616. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2873. -190. 610. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2873. -90. 607. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2873. 10. 533. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2m. -290. 625. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2m. -190. 613. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2m. -90. 610. 0. 17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2m. 10. 609. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2673. -290. 649. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2673. -190. 631. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2673. -90. 610. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2673. 10. 564. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2573. -290. 640. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2573. -190. 622. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2573. -90. 597. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2573. 10. 587. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2473. -290. 640. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2473. -190. 596. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2473. -90. 582. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2473. 10. 555. 0.49( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2373. -290. 646. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2373. -190. 604. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2373. -90. 573. 0.38( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2373. 10. 574. 0.66( 4,24)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2273. -290. 625. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2273. -190. 610. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2273. -90. 558. 0.46( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2273. 10. 503. 0.38( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. -290. 625. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. -190. 610. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. -90. 564. 0.45( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 10. 564. 0.61( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2073. -290. 625. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2073. -190. 610. 0.30( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2073. -90. 564. 0.39( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2073. 10. 518. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -290. 510. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -190. 526. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -90. 548. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 10. 549. 0.34( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 110. 549. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 210. 549. 0.42( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 310. 548. 0.50( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 410. 547. 0.61( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1873. 10. 548. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 5 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8880 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ ----------

-1873. 110. 549. 0.28( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1873. 210. 546. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1873. 310. 534. 0.38( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1873. 410. 512. 0.38( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. 10. 548. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. 110. 549. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. 210. 539. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1m. 310. 511. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. 410. 491. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1673. 10. 548. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1673. 110. 543. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1673. 210. 520. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1673. 310. 496. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1673. 410. 487. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1573. 10. 505. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 110. 504. 0. 15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1573. 210. 495. 0. 15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 310. 485. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1573. 410. 482. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

*·DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MOOEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN - POSTZ HIS OUTPUT - SOX - 04/20/92 - MPV 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 
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ISYC1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISYC2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISY(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISY(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISY(5) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1·HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISY(6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISY(7) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISY(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISY(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISY(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISY(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISY(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISY(13) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISY(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISY(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISY(16) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISY(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISY(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISY(19) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISY(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISY(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISY(22) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISY(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ISY(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 
ISY(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 
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POSTZ - PAGE NO. 2 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-5973. -2390. 798. 4.13(120, 19) 2.63(151, 9) 2.23(106, 8) 1.46( 137, 8) 0.96( 79, 9) 
-5973. -1390. 793. 3.35( 51, 3) 2.02(106, 7) 1.97(103, 17) 1. 78( 93, 17) 1.51(149, 8) 
-5973. -390. 781. 11.51( 7,22) 6.06( 68, 6) 4.73c n, 7> 4.51(124, 8) 3.69( 75, 7) 
-5973. 610. 852. 5.80( 74, 6) 3.27( 92, 8) 2.53( 70, 9) 2.51( 82, 8) 2.30(111, 8) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 3.76( 74, 4) 3.32( 70, 7) 2.61(122,18) 2.49(134, 8) 2.12c n, 19> 
-5973. 2610. 730. 3.85( 74, 1) 3.53(135, 8) 3.28( 82, 8) 2.nc126, 8> 2.63( 74, 8) 
-5973. 3610. 728. 6. 71( 98, 19) 4.30( 92, 7) 4.00(139, 18) 1.84(148, 9) 1.nc12s, 8> 
-5973. 4610. 747. 6.64( 74, 4) 4.88(151, 8) 4.59( 70, 7) 3.61(140, 8) 3.43( 70, 8) 
-5973. 5610. 625. 6.06( 74, 2) 3.20( 84,23) 2.66(129, 18) 2.61(140, 7) 2.58(147, 7) 
-4973. -2390. 797. 2. 95( 106, 7) 2.07(137, 8) 2.00(114, 8) 1.96(108, 8) 1.65(117, 8) 
-4973. -1390. 731. 8.38(120,19) 5.24( 74, 5) 4.52(106, 8) 3.95(151, 9) 2.96( 50, 4) 
-4973. -390. 652. 9.82( 7,22) 7.83(120, 19) 6.70(151, 9) 6.65(117, 7) 6.42( 61,22) 
-4973. 1610. n1. 7.14(100, 19) 6.38(107,19) 4.42( 95, 8) 4.36< n, 6> 3.94(111,18) 
-4973. 2610. 792. 5.49(112, 19) 5.28(135, 8) 5.13(126, 8) 4.51( 88, 8) 3.63(136, 9) 
-4973. 3610. 904. 4.20(146, 17) 4. 11( 70, 8) 3.68( 96, 8) 3.34(122,18) 2.98(105,18) 



-4973. 4610. 858. 3.89(129,18) 3.22(120,18) 2.65( 94, 19) 2.58(122,18) 2.25( 70, 8) 
-4973. 5610. 570. 3.38(145,18) 3.27(140, 7) 2.19(120, 18) 2.18(132, 18) 2.14(218, 8) 
-4773. 410. 646. 23.22( 95, 19) 18.18(112, 19) 16.09(135, 8) 15.91(126, 8) 14.34( 88, 8) 
-4m. 610. 669. 22.79( 74, 4) 20.67(151, 8) 17.74( 70, 7) 17.32( 44, 4) 17.31(100, 18) 
-4m. 810. 666. 14.00( 77, 5) 12.39( 74, 6) 11.31(354, 6) 11.19( 44,23) 11.02( 74, 2) 
-4m. 1010. 695. 14.65( 74, 1) 13.29( 74, 6) 11.18( 45,24) 11.06( 132,.18) 10.95(136, 18) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 11.14(100, 19) 9.18(107, 19) 7.38( 82, 7) 6.29(144, 17) 6.24( 95, 8) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 11.14(100, 19) 9.18(107, 19) 7.38( 82, 7) 6.29(144, 17) 6.24( 95, 8) 
-4573. 410. 633. 48.14( 98, 19) 29.07(123,15) 27.48( 94, 8) 27.12(113, 9) 25.71( 72,21) 
-4573. 1210. 722. 9.32( 5,21) 9.20( 37,22) 7.09(148,17) 6.78(153, 8) 6.13(149, 17) 
-4573. 4810. 853. 3.98(120,18) 2.58(145,18) 2.51(104, 8) 2.31( 129, 18) 2.30(109, 8) 
-4373. 10. 609. 39.62( 50, 4) 28.71( 61,22) 27.81(107, 5) 26.83( 1, 16) 25. 79( 1, 17) 
-4373. 210. 554. 12.32( 77, 5) 11.55( 72,20) 10.68(107, 2) 10.07(354, 6) 9.07( 74, 6) 
-4373. 410. 583. 20.22( 93,19) 18.30( 25 I 16) 17.20( 74, 17) 17.16(39,14) 17.02( 66, 19) 
-4373. 1410. 694. 6.14(104, 4) 5.44( 75,20) 5.15(150, 17) 4.88(135, 18) 4.56(107, 18) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 4.67( 70, 9) 4.60(135, 18) 4.49( 68,20) 4.06( 92, 8) 4.01(151, 8) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 4.67( 70, 9) 4.60(135, 18) 4.49( 68,20) 4.06( 92, 8) 4.01(151, 8) 
-4373. 4810. 856. 4.01(145, 18) 3.37(120, 18) 2.73(104, 8) 2.70(109, 8) 2.42(132, 18) 
-4173. 10. 553. 12.96( 7,22) 12.74( 1,11) 10.44( 27,17) 8.17(149, 1) 8.16(107, 4) 
-4173. 1610. 787. 5.93( 74, 4) 5.88(144, 18) 5.76( 68,20) 5.72(104, 6) 5.33( 70, 9) 
-4173. 4810. 828. 5.09(145,18) 3.98(132, 18) 2.78(109, 8) 2.62(104, 8) 2.59(150, 9) 
-3973. -2390. 767. 3.43( 74, 5) 2.92( 73,24) 2.90(114, 8) 2.76( 23, 4) 2.73(115, 8) 
-3973. -1390. 732. 9.23(117, 7) 5.84( 51, 3) 5.54( 92, 6) 5.40( 60, 2) 4.70( 22,24) 
-3973. -390. 548. 20.50( 96,23) 10.87( 46, 3) 8.26(102, 2) 6.47( 149, 1) 6.17(103, 17) 
-3973. 10. 549. 13.77(149, 1) 12.65( 7,22) 12.01( 57, 3) 11. 76( 48, 7) 11.40( 3, 4) 
-3973. 610. 722. 27.43( 28,20) 26.54(133, 1) 25.97( 37,23) 25.87( 51, 1) 25.77(366, 6) 
-3973. 1610. m. 7.49( 68,20) 6.57(120,22) 6.10( 70, 9) 5.91( 92, 8) 5.85(100,22) 
-3973. 2610. 875. 9.18(139, 18) 4.79(146, 17) 4.07(148, 9) 4.05( 94, 8) 3.55( 136, 17) 
-3973. 3610. 914. 5.74(129,18) 5. 14( 122, 18) 4.55(120,18) 4.34( 70, 8) 3.58(106,18) 
-3973. 4610. 954. 5 .61( 145, 18) 4.63(132, 18) 3.01(136, 18) 3.00( 98,18) 2.81(104, 8) 
-3973. 4810. 838. 5.30(145,18) 5.21(132, 18) 3.72(136,18) 3.71( 98,18) 2.94(150, 9) 
-3973. 5610. 686. 4. 16( 74, 1) 3.73(100, 19) 2.60( 82, 7) 2.54(132,18) 2.51 C 98, 18) 
-3m. 10. 549. 18.47(149, 1) 13.76( 7,22) 9.51( 34,20) 9.18( 68, 6) 8.55( 56,20) 
-3m. 1610. 755. 9.64( 68,20) 7. 14(366, 6) 7.12( 92, 8) 6.99( 70, 9) 6.04( 82, 8) 

POSTZ • PAGE NO. 3 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-3m. 1810. 792. 11.69( 68,20) 8.84( 82, 8) 7.71( 92, 8) 6.62( 70, 9) 6.53(135, 8) 
-3m. 2010. 824. 8.58(126, 8) 7.12( 82, 8) 6.82( 88, 8) 6. 71( 136, 9) 6.37( 95, 19) 
-3m. 4810. 839. 5.50(132, 18) 4.51(145, 18) 4.39(136, 18) 4.38( 98, 18) 2.86(150, 9) 
-3573. 10. 549. 22.63( 7,22) 20.74(149, 1) 17.92(107, 3) 12.19( 68, 6) 9.08( 75, 7) 
-3573. 2010. 848. 8.63( 88, 8) 7.57(136, 9) 6.53( 95, 19) 6.53( 82, 8) 5. 76(122, 17) 
-3573. 4810. 852. 4.65(132,18) 4.14(136, 18) 4.13( 98, 18) 3.66(100,19) 3.08(145,18) 
-3373. 10. 549. 19.74(149, 1) 14.27( 96,23) 10.07( 7,22) 9.99(103, 17) 9.48( 50, 6) 
-3373. 2010. 799. 11.57(112, 19) 11.36(135, 8) 11. 18( 126, 8) 10.11( 88, 8) 8.26(139, 18) 
-3373. 4810. 831. 5.94(100,19) 3. 79( 82, 7) 3.71(107, 19) 3. 17( 147, 17) 3. 10( 132, 18) 
-3273. 2010. 787. 11.90(112,19) 11.40( 98,19) 11.29(126, 8) 11.14(135, 8) 10.55( 88, 8) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 19.06( 98,19) 14.28(139,18) 7.50( 96, 7) 6.82(146,17) 6.45(148, 9) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 10.74(146, 17) 10.10(139, 18) 8.69( 96, 8) 7.92( 70, 8) 6.44(105, 18) 
-3173. 10. 567. 44.01( 96,23) 28.70( 46, 3) 28.31(102, 2) 15.10(103, 17) 14.98( 93, 17) 
-3173. 2410. 841. 15.49( 96, 7) 11.64( 146, 17) 10.59( 70, 8) 9.89( 96, 8) 8.83(139, 18) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 6.76(100,19) 4.76(107,19) 4.74( 77, 6) 4.39( 95, 8) 3.84( 82, 7) 
-2973. -2390. 661. 8.49( 3, 1) 8.21( 74, 5) 7.14( 74, 3) 3.68( 52, 4) 3.68( 69, 3) 
-2973. -1390. 613. 9.72(352, 1) 6.14( 74, 3) 5.12( 68,21) 4.99(108, 5) 4.88( 85,20) 
-2973. -390. 609. 15.00(107, 5) 14.16(117, 7) 12.90(120,19) 12.39( 74, 5) 11.82( 61,22) 
-2973. 10. 601. 30.49(120,19) 28.40( 96,23) 21.47(106, 8) 20.97(151, 9) 19.42(107, 5) 
-2973. 610. 579. 24.34( 64, 2) 21.89(107,20) 18.99(364, 6) 18.34( 96, 7) 18.04(105,18) 
-2973. 1610. 823. 16.80( 68,20) 14.46( 82, 8) 12.57( 92, 8) 11.52( 70, 9) 10.49( 74, 8) 
-2973. 2410. 784. 22.41( 74, 4) 21.51(151, 8) 18.49( 70, 7) 16.45(140, 8) 15.77( 70, 8) 
-2973. 2610. 786. 24.35( 74, 4) 19.24( 70, 7) 15.33(151, 8) 14.67(122,18) 13.70( 70, 8) 
-2973. 3610. 865. 8.99(132,18) 8.84( 145, 18) 6.84( 136, 18) 6.81( 98, 18) 5.31(150, 9) 
-2973. 4610. 770. 7.10(100, 19) 6.28( 77, 6) 5.33( 95, 8) 5.21(107, 19) 3.86( 82, 7) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 6.66( 77, 6) 5.77(100,19) 5.21( 95, 8) 4.69(107,19) 3.12(144, 17) 
-2973. 5610. 642. 5.03( 5,21) 4.02( 77, 6) 3.68(148,17) 2.84(149,17) 2.77( 95, 8) 
-2773. 10. 609. 26.78( 3, 1) 25.59( 74, 3) 24.49( 68,21) 23.76( 64, 3) 23.74( 96,23) 
-2m. 2410. 731. 27.99( 74, 4) 23.50( 70, 7) 21.30(151, 8) 18.24(122,18) 17. 73( 70, 8) 
-2773. 4810. 724. 6.85( 77, 6) 5.30( 5,21) 4.86( 95, 8) 4.42(148, 17) 3.42(149, 17) 
-2573. 10. 587. 40.88( 69, 5) 40.22( 2,24) 39.85( 2,23) 39 .27( 18, 1) 35.27( 17, 3) 
-2573. 2410. 732. 27.74( 74, 2) 25.47( 74, 4) 20.01( 70, 7) 16.09(122,18) 15.67(129, 18) 
-2573. 4810. 713. 6.46( 5,21) 5.06( 77, 6) 4.81(148,17) 3.72(149, 17) 3.52( 95, 8) 
-2373. 10. 574. 36.99( 1, 21) 36.22( 33, 3) 35.21( 17, 2) 34.91( 30, 4) 34.55( 22,24) 
-2373. 2410. 726. 30.21( 74, 2) 21.95(120, 18) 17.67(129,18) 16.78(133, 8) 14.06( 94, 19) 



-2373. 4810. 700. 5.89( 5,21) 4.45( 37,22) 4.31(153, 8) 4.16(152, 8) 3. 72(148, 17) 
-2173. 10. 564. 30.10( 52, 2) 28.83(117, 7) 27.84( 10,24) 27.80( 40, 3) 26.94( 2,21) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 18.88(120,18) 18.30( 74, 2) 18.15( 74, 1) 16. 18( 145, 18) 15.48(132, 18) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 4.nc152, 8> 4.74( 37,22) 4.52( 84,22) 4.01(153, 8) 3.94(104, 4) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 9.10(363,22) 8.27(355, 4) 7.81(108, 5) 7.74(363,21) 7.53(351, 5) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 17.78(351, 5) 12.85( 3, 5) 9.94(352, 2) 9.38(108, 5) 8.05(363,22) 
-1973. -390. 487. 18.22( 3, 1) 17.73(117, 5) 17.68( 74, 3) 17.68( 74, 5) 17.45( 80,23) 
-1973. -190. 526. 23.14(352, 1) 19.93( 3, 1) 19.30( 74, 3) 19.29(117, 5) 19.15( 74, 5) 
-1973. 10. 549. 23.12( 59, 2) 21.80(352, 1) 21.66( 3, 1) 21.17( 74, 3) 20.41 ( 132, 23) 
-1973. 210. 549. 36.79(117, 7) 27.45( 59,24) 26.57( 53, 1) 26.50( 51, 3) 26.08( 78, 5) 
-1973. 410. 547. 50.61( 60,22) 48.96(105,24) 48.53< n,21, 48.30(127,23) 47.52(145,20) 
-1973. 610. 479. 53.10(149, 1) 49.17( 96,23) 42.85(120,19) 38.22(139, 2) 36.80( 85,22) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 45.09( 74, 4) 44.65(151, 8) 40.34(139,18) 39.61( 98,19) 38. 13( 96, 7) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 21.92( 74, 1) 18.30(132,18) 17.75(145, 18) 15.84(100,19) 15.06< n, 6) 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 4 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-1973. 2610. 799. 16.06c n, 6> 15 .89( 132, 18) 14.73(100,19) 14.52(145, 18) 14.07( 95, 8) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 9.99( 5,21) 7.92< n, 6> 7.56(148, 17) 7.26(153, 8) 7.13(152, 8) 
-1973. 4610. 628. 6 .61( 104, 4) 5. 73(108, 4) 4.95( 84,22) 4.nc152, 8> 4. 71( 75 ,20) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 6.55(104, 4) 4.67( 75,20) 4.50(125, 18) 4.42( 84,22) 4.05(152, 8) 
-1973. 5610. 597. 5. 73 ( 104, 4) 4.97(108, 4) 4.83(107,24) 4.08( 75,20) 3.27(125,18) 
-1m. -790. 529. 22.68(351, 5) 16.13( 74, 5) 15.78( 3, 5) 13.88(363,22) 12.83(108, 5) 
-1m. -590. 497. 24.72(351, 5) 19.10( 3, 1) 18.80(355, 4) 18.57( 74, 5) 16.94( 3, 5) 
-1773. 210. 539. 26.60( 3, 1) 26.43(352, 1) 25.94( 74, 5) 25.78( 74, 3) 25. 73(117, 5) 
-1m. 410. 491. 49.95( 93,20) 47.12(117, 7) 37.27(114,20) 35.83(355, 3) 34.79(107, 5) 
-1m. 2410. 668. 22.28( 74, 1) 19.50< n, 6> 18.18(100, 19) 17.88(132, 18) 17.55( 95, 8) 
-1m. 4810. 609. 7.17(104, 4) 6.58(107,24) 6.21(108, 4) 5.10( 75,20) 4.23(125, 18) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 17.78(363,21) 15.98(351, 5) 15.43(355, 4) 14.85(364, 1) 13.76(363,22) 
-1573. -990. 459. 24.36(351, 5) 19.21(363,21) 18.66(355, 4) 14.96(364, 1) 14.71(363,22) 
-1573. -790. 482. 25.68(351, 5) 20.86(363,21) 18.51(355, 4) 16.39( 3, 5) 15.99(363,22) 
-1573. -590. 487. 25.78(351, 5) 22. 71(363, 21) 19.98( 3, 5) 19.45(355, 4) 17.55(363,22) 
-1573. -390. 465. 28.21(351, 5) 24.34(363,21) 22.83( 74, 5) 21.42(355, 4) 19.70( 3, 5) 
-1573. -190. 475. 31.43(351, 5) 27.83( 3, 1) 26.33( 74, 3) 24.16(117, 5) 23.89(355, 4) 
-1573. 10. 505. 35.70(351, 5) 27 .16(355, 4) 26.17(117, 5) 25 .61( 3, 1) 25.30( 74, 3) 
-1573. 210. 495. 41.08(351, 5) 37.52(352, 1) 31.29(355, 4) 28.83( 3, 1) 28.57( 80,23) 
-1573. 410. 482. 54.50( 93,20) 48.18(351, 5) 38.41(117, 7) 36.18(355, 4) 35.90( 51, 3) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 22.94< n, 6> 19.60( 95, 8) 19.12(100, 19) 16.40( 5,21) 16.29(104, 4) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 7.20(107,24) 6.17(113,23) 5.63(107, 1) 4.80(104, 4) 4.66(135,18) 
-1373. -1190. 427. 18.25(363,21) 17.51(364, 1) 14.20(363,22) 11.44(135, 4) 11.16( 85,20) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 24. 74( 96, 6) 18.52( 5,21) 17 .43( 113 ,23) 17.40(104, 4) 17.26(107,24) 
-1373. 4810. 575. 7.17(113,23) 6.13( 93, 6) 5.68(144, 18) 5.64(107, 1) 5.45(135, 18) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 19.67(364, 1) 17.52(363,21) 13.88( 94, 1) 12.12( 23, 5) 12.07(106, 5) 
-1173. -990. 423. 23.38(363,21) 20.96(364, 1) 15 "09( 94, 1) 13.nc 73,24> 13.37( 96,24) 
-1173. -790. 424. 27.23(363,21) 22.09(364, 1) 16.52( 94, 1) 15.73( 73,24) 14.72( 96,24) 
-1173. -590. 425. 27.63(363,21) 23.59(364, 1) 18.25( 94, 1 > 17.91( 73,24) 16.40(363,22) 
-1173. -390. 425. 27.12(363,21) 25.96(364, 1) 24.71(363,22) 20.39( 94, 1) 20.36( 73,24) 
-1173. 2410. 610. 22.49( 96, 6) 21.74(104, 4) 21.36(144, 18) 19.02(107,24) 18.84(108, 4) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 8.50(123,23) 7.66(144, 18) 6. 71( 104, 6) 6.10(113,23) 4.99(113,22) 
-973. -2390. 407. 10.03( 94, 1) 9.20( 73,24) 7.82(364, 2) 7.63( 85,21) 7.57( 23, 4) 
-973. -1390. 411. 14.22( 94, 1) 12.89( 73,24) 12.35(136, 6) 11.38< n, 1, 11.01(364, 2) 
-973. -390. 421. 29.62(364, 1) 22.02(135, 4) 21.08( 94, 1) 20.48( 92, 6) 20.48(124, 2) 
-973. -190. 423. 38.43(364, 1) 27.75(363,21) 25.04(135, 4) 23.56( 94, 1) 23.37( 92, 6) 
-973. 610. 387. 130.58(351, 5)* 104.49(355, 4)* 68.56(352, 2) 65.96(364, 1) 64.45( 3, 5) 
-973. 1610. 594. 80.79( 3, 7) 60.08( 94, 6) 59.51(359, 1) 57.86< n, 6> 54.72( 96, 6) 
-973. 2410. 610. 23.26(114, 3) 23.20(120,22) 23.12(144, 18) 22.06(113,23) 21.09(114, 2) 
-973. 2610. 609. 20.37(120,22) 20.35(144, 18) 19.89(114, 3) 18.58(113,23) 18.52(114, 2) 
-973. 3610. 609. 11.95(144, 18) 10.61(104, 6) 10.39(100,22) 8. 15 C 133, 18) 7.88(113,22) 
-973. 4610. 551. 7.60(104, 6) 7.58(144, 18) 6.19(123,23) 5.65(113,22) 5.59(133, 18) 
-973. 4810. 549. 7. 15 C 104, 6) 6.98(144,18) 5.46(123,23) 5.31(113,22) 5 .22( 133, 18) 
-973. 5610. 549. 5.66(104, 6) 5.18(144, 18) 4.20(113,22) 4.01(133, 18) 3.47(123,23) 
-773. -190. 420. 31.26( 73,24) 28.53(136, 6) 27. 03 C 77, 1 ) 25.62( 94, 5) 25.62( 97,23) 
-773. 2010. 603. 48.32( 3, 7) 32.53(359, 1) 31.68(100,22) 31.33(366, 6) 31.20( 70, 6) 
-m. 2210. 610. 28.31( 3, 7) 26.87(366, 6) 26.13( 120,22) 26.13( 97, 5) 26.06(114, 4) 
-773. 2410. 610. 23.53(366, 6) 22.86( 97, 5) 22.79(114, 4) 22 .61( 120, 22) 22.58(114, 3) 
-773. 4810. 549. 7.28(100,22) 5.48( 81,22) 5.03(107,22) 4.73( 84,20) 4.47(104, 6) 
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-573. -190. 417. 25.42( 92, 6) 25.42(124, 2) 25.15( 87,22) 25.15(132,24) 25.15(153, 2) 
-573. 2010. 593. 44.43( 3, 7) 32.73(114, 4) 31.34(366, 6) 31.02(359, 1) 30.34(114, 3) 
-573. 2210. 609. 38.87( 3, 7) 30.81(114, 3) 26. 90(359, 1) 25.71(366, 6) 25 .24( 114, 4) 
-573. 2410. 610. 33.85( 3, 7) 26.70(114, 3) 25.47(120,22) 23.15(114, 2) 22.49(366, 6) 
-573. 4810. 572. 8.24(120,22) 7.59(100,22) 7.49(114, 2) 6.87(114, 1) 6.11(134, 18) 
-373. -390. 410. 25.24( 98,21) 23.78(125, 1) 22.46( 92,24) 22.46(135, 6) 21.62(151, 5) 
-373. -190. 418. 29.14( 92,24) 29.14(135, 6) 28.68(352, 3) 28.68(352, 4) 28.23(125, 1) 
-373. 2010. 564. 42.31 ( 3, 7) 29.81( 77, 4) 28.92( 97, 6) 28.92(146,18) 28.66(359, 1) 
-373. 2210. 594. 36.33( 3, 7) 26.65( 97, 5) 25.07(359, 1) 23.93(366, 6) 23.nc 97, 6> 
-373. 2410. 599. 32.39( 3, 7) 26.52(366, 6) 24.85( 97, 5) 24.33(114, 4) 22.31(359, 1) 
-373. 4810. 598. 9.01(120,22) 8.62(114, 3) 8.19(114, 2) 7.51(114, 1) 6.83(134, 18) 
-173. -390. 402. 23.73(124, 3) 23.07(128,21) 22.73( 87,22) 22.73(132,24) 21.74( 97, 4) 
-173. 2410. 502. 31.42( 3, 7) 22.08( 77, 4) 22.08(115, 2) 22.08(115, 4) 21.08(359, 1) 
-173. 4810. 609. 8.85(114, 3) 7.16(120,22) 6.50(114, 2) 5.96(114, 1) 5.65(114, 4) 

27. -2390. 366. 10.00( 98,21) 8.24(153, 7) 7.67(125, 1) 7.61( 17, 1) 7.31( 97, 2) 
27. -1390. 366. 14.36(125, 1) 13.97( 92,24) 13.95(135, 6) 13.49(352, 3) 13.49(352, 4) 
27. -590. 384. 20. 21( 153, 2) 19.61( 87,22) 19.61(132,24) 18.50(124, 3) 17.76(117, 6) 
27. -390. 392. 24.20(153, 2) 24.07(117, 6) 22.85( 87,22) 22.85(132,24) 21.31 C 146, 20) 
27. 610. 293. 45.53( 70, 5) 45.52( 73,23) 45.51( 70, 4) 45.51(133,19) 45.51(151, 7) 
27. 1610. 502. 49.58( 70, 2) 49.53(144,19) 48.87( 63, 1) 48.69(106, 3) 47.11( 77,22) 
27. 2410. 428. 25.82( 3, 7) 21. 90(359, 1) 21.49( 70, 6) 20.81(115, 3) 20.81(115,20) 
27. 2610. 489. 30.63( 3, 7) 19.46(114,21) 19 .43( 114, 5) 18.81(359, 1) 17.98( 77, 4) 
27. 3610. 555. 12.64( 97, 5) 12.63(366, 6) 11. 71 ( 3, 7) 10.84( 77, 4) 10.56( 97, 6) 
27. 4610. 605. 9.14(366, 6) 9.03(114, 4) 8.28( 97, 5) 5.61( 3, 8) 4.90( 40, 5) 
27. 4810. 609. 8.34(114, 4) 8.19(366, 6) 6.80( 97, 5) 5.39(114, 3) 4.84( 3, 8) 
27. 5610. 487. 6.86(115, 6) 6.75(114, 3) 4.90( 92,20) 4.77(110, 4) 4.51(150,22) 

227. -590. 373. 20.37(127, 3) 18.85(146,20) 18.66(140,24) 18.58(117, 6) 17.52( 39,23) 
227. 2410. 426. 21.17( 91,23) 19. 71(115, 5) 19.65(125, 19) 19.38(104,21) 19.29( 88, 2) 
227. 4810. 608. 8.91(366, 6) 8.58(114, 4) 8.43( 97, 5) 5.34( 3, 8) 5.31( 96, 6) 
427. -790. 365. 18.39(127, 3) 15.88( 94, 4) 15.88( 95, 6) 15.88(147, 3) 15.55(140,24) 
427. -590. 366. 19.37( 94, 4) 19.37( 95, 6) 19.37(147, 3) 19.24(128,24) 19.01(114,23) 
427. 2410. 424. 27.37(115, 5) 26. 74( 98, 3) 26. 74( 134, 6) 23.67(134, 7) 21.11( 91,23) 
427. 4810. 575. 8.15( 97, 5) 7.69(366, 6) 6.31(113,24) 5.77(114, 4) 5.63( 97, 6) 
627. -790. 360. 16.97( 94, 4) 16.97( 95, 6) 16.97(147, 3) 16.84(114,23) 16.35( 77, 3) 
627. 2410. 408. 25.47(132,19) 25.29( 98, 3) 25.28(134, 6) 24.23(115, 5) 23.65(148, 6) 
627. 4810. 548. 6.77( 97, 6) 6. 77( 146, 18) 6.37( 77, 4) 6. 34 ( 109, 1 ) 6.24(113,24) 
827. -790. 355. 24.98(137, 5) 22.71(138, 1) 20.99(126, 2) 20.81(149,20) 20.81(153, 5) 
827. 2410. 372. 24.22(106, 1) 24.22( 92, 1) 24.22(122,20) 23.69(132,19) 22. 18( 148, 18) 
827. 4810. 563. 10.69( 3, 7) 7.90( 77, 4) 7.50(114, 5) 6.06( 74, 7) 6.06(122, 19) 

1027. -2390. 339. 9.08(153, 2) 8.55(117, 6) 8.44( 87,22) 8.33(132,24) 8.08(363,21) 
1027. -1390. 346. 12.37( 94, 4) 12.36( 95, 6) 12.36(147, 3) 12.02(114,23) 11.83( 128, 24) 
1027. -790. 350. 21.23( 98, 4) 21.20( 97,24) 21. 20( 153, 22) 21.18(151,24) 21.17( 98, 6) 
1027. -390. 351. 30.82(127, 2) 29.87( 97,24) 29.87( 98, 6) 29.87(151,24) 28.56(114, 6) 
1027. 610. 320. 33.64(149, 1) 31.74( 89,21) 31.52( 95, 1) 26.85(123,21) 26.25(134, 1) 
1027. 1610. 398. 105.70( 74, 4) 92.06( 70, 7) 90.79(151, 8) 85.15(123,22) 81.22(122, 18) 
1027. 2410. 363. 22.80(148,18) 22.33( 87, 1) 21.16(134, 4) 20.53( 92, 1) 20.53(106, 1) 
1027. 2610. 365. 21.48(132,19) 20.47(106, 1) 20.47( 92, 1) 20.47(122,20) 19.53(118,24) 
1027. 3610. 422. 9.57(103,19) 9.44(104, 5) 8.43( 92, 2) 8.05(115,22) 8.05( 88,23) 
1027. 4610. 541. 13.00( 3, 7) 8.01( 70, 6) 7.95(114, 5) 7.48(359, 1) 7.08( 77, 4) 
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1027. 4810. 548. 12.26( 3, 7) 7.90(114, 5) 7.69( 77, 4) 6.87( 70, 6) 6.38( 74, 7) 
1027. 5610. 600. 5.14( 97, 6) 5. 14( 146, 18) 4.82( 77, 4) 4.47(113,24) 3.82(113,23) 
1227. -790. 344. 18.53(114, 6) 18.53(127, 2) 17.72(298, 6) 17.56( 97,24) 17. 53 ( 151 , 24) 
1227. 2410. 355. 21.09(134, 4) 20.43( 63, 1) 20.09( 87, 1) 18.20(144, 19) 17.83( 88,23) 
1227. 4810. 585. 11.61( 3, 7) 7.67( 70, 6) 7.38(359, 1) 6.35(114, 5) 6.11(133, 7) 
1427. -990. 337. 16.93(127, 2) 16.49(114, 6) 16.32( 97,24) 16.29(151,24) 16.28( 98, 6) 
1427. -790. 338. 18.51(127, 2) 18.38(114, 6) 18.20( 98, 5) 18.18( 97,24) 18.16(151,24) 
1427. 2410. 346. 20.02(144,19) 19.90( 63, 1) 18.92( 70, 2) 16.48(106, 3) 16.28(134, 4) 
1427. 4810. 588. 7.24(359, 1) 6.90( 70, 6) 6.66( 3, 7) 6.18( 92, 2) 5.74( 10, 3) 
1627. -1190. 331. 15.40(127, 2) 15.20( 97,24) 15.14(151,24) 15.13( 98, 6) 14.45(114, 6) 
1627. -990. 332. 16.39(114, 6) 16.27( 98, 5) 16.18(127, 2) 15.75(298, 6) 15.58( 97,24) 
1627. 1610. 331. 23.46( 70, 1) 23.03( 86,22) 23.03( 94, 6) 22.60(115,19) 18.70( 97,22) 
1627. 1810. 331. 26.41( 93, 5) 26.18(359, 3) 23.81( 93, 4) 21.14( 70, 1) 21.09(153, 3) 
1627. 2010. 332. 34.45(150,19) 30.67( 88, 3) 29.39( 97, 5) 25.04( 94,21) 24.07( 84, 1) 
1627. 2210. 333. 22.77( 96, 6) 20.66( 89,20) 20.60(114, 4) 20.33( 95, 5) 20.07(135,23) 



1627. 2410. 337. 18.88( 70, 2) 18.57(106, 3) 17.81(144, 19) 17.19(150,22) 17 .07( 88, 6) 
1627. 4810. 532. 6.64( 92, 2) 6.03(103, 19) 6.02( 90, 4) 5.34(359, 1) 5.21(104, 5) 
1627. 5010. 533. 6.28(359, 1) 6.06( 92, 2) 5.55( 70, 6) 5.50( 90, 4) 5.05( 10, 3) 
1827. ·1390. 325. 14.11( 97,24) 14.04(151,24) 14.02( 98, 6) 13.88(127, 2) 13.23( 98, 4) 
1827. -1190. 326. 14.87(114, 6) 14.63(127, 2) 14.51( 98, 5) 14.24(298, 6) 13.90( 97,24) 
1827. 1610. 321. 45.47( 96, 6) 41.48( 150, 22) 27.45(153,24) 26.84( 86,21) 21.12(104, 4) 
1827. 5010. 486. 6.16( 92, 2) 6.05(115, 3) 5.86(103, 19) 5.60( 90, 4) 5.22(100,22) 
2027. -2390. 309. 8.32(114,23) 8.02( 94, 4) 7.99( 95, 6) 7.99(147, 3) 7.53( 77, 3) 
2027. -1390. 320. 13.52(114, 6) 13.44(127, 2) 12.91(298, 6) 12.83( 98, 5) 12.72( 97,24) 
2027. -390. 322. 40.12( 70, 4) 37.27( 70, 5) 34.72( 83,24) 34.17( 73,23) 33.72(127, 1) 
2027. 610. 317. 51.90( 74, 1) 47.77( 73,24) 47.18( 96,22) 43.11( 96, 5) 41.54(356, 1) 
2027. 1410. 313. 36.77(115, 6) 36.46(114, 4) 35.49(366, 6) 34.36(115, 1) 34.13(114, 3) 
2037. 1231. 311. 70. 71 C 114, 5) 68.85(115, 2) 68.85(115, 4) 68.84( 77, 4) 54.13( 74, 7) 
2027. 1610. 312. 23.09(120,22) 21.58( 70, 6) 20.99(114, 2) 19.50(123,23) 19.43(115,19) 
2027. 2610. 327. 15.98( 70, 2) 15.58(106, 3) 14.82(144,19) 13.84( 88, 6) 13.77( 77,22) 
2027. 3610. 342. 12.70( 98, 3) 12.33(134, 6) 11.31(115, 5) 9.47(148, 6) 8.55( 81, 5) 
2027. 4610. 440. 7.29(115,22) 5.47(120,22) 5.42(104, 5) 5.21( 2,20) 5.04(114, 2) 
2027. 5010. 469. 6.01(103, 19) 5.97(104, 5) 4.82( 92, 2) 4.53(115,22) 4.39(120,22) 
2027. 5610. 515. 5.08(359, 1) 5.00( 92, 2) 4.59( 90, 4) 4.40(100,22) 4.30( 70, 6) 
2227. -1590. 313. 12.43(127, 2) 12.25( 114, 6) 11.82( 97,24) 11. 75( 151,24) 11.73( 98, 6) 
2227. 610. 311. 44.57(153, 2) 44.12( 87,22) 44.12(132,24) 41.59(124, 3) 40.49(117, 6) 
2227. 810. 310. 42.03(136, 5) 42.03(124, 5) 42.03(153,23) 38.71(123, 4) 34.34(359, 2) 
2227. 1210. 305. 51.90( 87, 1) 50.85(148,18) 50.63(134, 4) 45.89(122,20) 45.89( 92, 1) 
2227. 1410. 305. 27. 85 C 115, 5) 23.82( 91,23) 23.72(134, 6) 23.72( 98, 3) 22.12(125, 19) 
2227. 5010. 438. 6.48(115,22) 5.92(120,22) 5.58(104, 5) 5.50(114, 2) 5.15(114, 1) 
2427. -1590. 309. 12.57( 98, 5) 12.27(114, 6) 11.67(298, 6) 11.55( 92, 4) 11.55(123, 2) 
2427. 410. 307. 32.35(123, 1) 32.35(138, 5) 32.23(123, 3) 32.23(134, 19) 31.14(109, 4) 
2427. 610. 304. 38.20( 92, 5) 37.05( 93, 2) 36.03( 77, 2) 36.03( 94, 3) 34.36( 73,22) 
2427. 810. 305. 34.23(136, 5) 34.23(153,23) 34.23(124, 5) 30.46(123, 4) 27. 18(359, 2) 
2427. 1210. 305. 44.52( 95, 5) 44.52( 89,20) 44.07(135,23) 38.81( 88, 6) 38.81( 77,22) 
2427. 5010. 426. 7.14(115,22) 5.74(114, 3) 4.66( 2,20) 3.96( 9,23) 3.93(104, 5) 
2627. -1590. 304. 12.52( 92, 4) 12.52(123, 2) 12.52(150, 7) 12.17( 94, 3) 12.14( 77, 2) 
2627. -1390. 304. 13. 71( 92, 5) 13.68( 93, 2) 11.77( 95, 4) 11. 75 C 73, 22) 11.75( 85, 1) 
2627. -390. 305. 23.21(153, 2) 23.14( 87,22) 23.14(132,24) 22.34(124, 3) 20.93(117, 6) 
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2627. -190. 304. 24.65( 94, 4) 24.65( 95, 6) 24.65(147, 3) 23.27(114,23) 22.76(128,24) 
2627. 10. 305. 23.65( 77, 3) 23.22( 95, 4) 23.21(109, 4) 23.21( 85, 1) 23.21( 73,22) 
2627. 210. 305. 24.07(134, 1) 22.91(135,21) 22.90( 91,21) 22.43(149,19) 21.47( 93, 2) 
2627. 410. 305. 27.23( 92, 4) 27 .23( 123, 2) 27.23(150, 7) 26.58( 77, 2) 26.58( 94, 3) 
2627. 610. 305. 26.93(123, 4) 25.69(151, 6) 18.90(125,20) 17.88(149,24) 17.68(136, 5) 
2627. 810. 305. 29.67(136, 5) 29.67(153,23) 29.67(124, 5) 24.77(123, 4) 22.82(359, 2) 
2627. 1010. 305. 25.26(123,21) 24.37(359, 5) 23.73( 89,21) 23.62( 95, 1 > 23.03( 99,21) 
2627. 1210. 305. 30.14( 88, 3) 29.21(150,19) 22.66( 93, 4) 20.18(123,21) 18.46(359, 3) 
2262. 433. 311. 63.35(117, 6) 60.80(153, 2) 56.81( 87,22) 56.81(132,24) 54.40( 77, 3) 
2627. 5010. 380. 6.47(115,22) 5.61(115, 6) 4.66( 2,20) 4.41( 9,23) 3.88( 92,20) 
2827. -1390. 301. 13.47( 95, 4) 13.45( 73,22) 13.45( 85, 1) 12.55(109, 4) 12.44( 98,21) 
2827. -1190. 302. 14.81( 92,24) 14 .81( 135, 6) 14.01(138, 5) 14.01(123, 1) 13.99(125, 1) 
2827. -990. 302. 15.85( 97, 4) 15 .85( 135, 22) 15.63(128,21) 15.62( 73,23) 15 .38( 123, 3) 
2827. -790. 302. 22.44( 70, 4) 20.89( 70, 5) 17.84( 83,24) 17.53( 73,23) 16.07( 82, 6) 
2827. -590. 303. 20.19(151, 7) 20.19(133, 19) 17.67( 70, 3) 17.67( 73,21) 16.14(127, 3) 
2827. -390. 303. 17 .36( 114,23) 17.28( 94, 4) 17.28( 95, 6) 17.28(147, 3) 16.52( 70, 3) 
2827. -190. 303. 17.77( 77, 3) 16.64( 94, 3) 16.60( 77, 2) 16.60(150, 7) 16.60(123, 2) 
2827. 10. 303. 20.32(149,19) 20.18(140,23) 19.25(134, 1) 16.02(134,20) 15.85(135,21) 
2827. 5010. 358. 4.83( 93,22) 4.81( 88, 2) 4.75(104,21) 4.33(114, 4) 4.27(115, 6) 
3027. -2390. 297. 9.24( 97,24) 9.07(151,24) 8.98( 98, 6) 8.88(127, 2) 8.38( 98, 4) 
3027. -1390. 298. 12.42(109, 4) 11.33( 128, 21) 10.68(138, 5) 10.68(123, 1) 10.68( 97, 4) 
3027. -390. 300. 14.28(134,20) 14.12( 70, 3) 14.12( 73,21) 13.78( 77, 3) 12.52(145, 19) 
3027. 610. 301. 19.90(123, 4) 17.09(151, 6) 15.46(136, 5) 15.44(153,23) 15.42(124, 5) 
3027. 1610. 302. 17.15( 63, 1) 16.28(144,19) 13.88(134, 4) 13.56( 70, 2) 11.50( 87, 1) 
3027. 2610. 303. 12.83(149, 18) 11.29( 84, 1) 9.92(135,23) 9.82(150,19) 8.62(104, 5) 
3027. 3610. 305. 9.63( 87, 1) 9.19(148, 18) 8.73(134, 4) 7.08(120,20) 6.97(150, 18) 
3027. 4610. 333. 8.30(115, 5) 7.89( 98, 3) 6.93(134, 6) 6.46(116, 3) 5. 75 C 59, 1) 
3027. 5010. 348. 6.02(115, 1) 5.77( 88, 2) 4.92(366, 6) 4.86( 91,23) 4.79(108,24) 
3027. 5610. 372. 6.74(115,22) 4.77( 93,22) 4.18(114, 4) 4.09(115, 1) 3.96( 2,20) 
3227. 5010. 338. 5.52(115, 5) 5.35( 91,23) 4.98(125,19) 4.88( 88, 2) 4.47(116, 3) 
3227. 5210. 345. 5.42( 88, 2) 5.00(115, 1) 4.54( 97, 5) 4.43(108,24) 4.43( 91,23) 
3227. 5610. 362. 6.08(115, 1) 5.39(115,22) 4.61(366, 6) 4.53( 92,21) 4. 11 C 97, 5) 
3227. 6010. 373. 6.52(115,22) 5.01(115, 1) 4.21(114, 4) 4.06( 93,22) 3.81(366, 6) 

*·DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

X 

-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-5973. 
-4973 . 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4973. 
-4773 . 
-4773. 
-4m. 
-4773. 
-4m. 
-4m. 
-4573. 
-4573. 
-4573. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4373. 
-4173. 
-4173. 
-4173. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3973. 
-3773. 
-3773. 

y 

-2390. 
-1390. 
-390. 
610. 

1610. 
2610. 
3610. 
4610. 
5610. 

-2390. 
-1390. 
-390. 
1610. 
2610. 
3610. 
4610. 
5610. 
410. 
610. 
810. 

1010. 
1210. 
1210. 
410. 

1210. 
4810. 

10. 
210. 
410. 

1410. 
1610. 
1610. 
4810. 

10. 
1610. 
4810. 

-2390. 
-1390. 
-390. 

10. 
610. 

1610. 
2610. 
3610. 
4610. 
4810. 
5610. 

10. 
1610. 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

X 

-3773. 
-3773. 
-3m. 
-3573. 
-3573. 
-3573. 
-3373. 
-3373. 
-3373. 

y 

1810. 
2010. 
4810. 

10. 
2010. 
4810. 

10. 
2010. 
4810. 

ELEV. 

798. 
793. 
781. 
852. 
731. 
730. 
728. 
747. 
625. 
797. 
731. 
652. 
771. 
792. 
904. 
858. 
570. 
646. 
669. 
666. 
695. 
730. 
730. 
633. 
722. 
853. 
609. 
554. 
583. 
694. 
756. 
756. 
856. 
553. 
787. 
828. 
767. 
732. 
548. 
549. 
722. 
m. 
875. 
914. 
954. 
838. 
686. 
549. 
755. 

ELEV. 

792. 
824. 
839. 
549. 
848. 
852. 
549. 
799. 
831. 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 3 HOUR AVERAGES 

HIGHEST 

1.38(120,21) 
1.14(103, 18) 
3.84( 7,24) 
1.93( 74, 6) 
2.50( 70, 9) 
1.58( 82, 9) 
2.24( 98,21) 
2.69( 70, 9) 
2.06( 74, 3) 
1.23(106, 9) 
2.79(120,21) 
3.27( 7,24) 
2.38(100,21) 
1.97(135, 9) 
1.97(139, 18) 
1.88(129, 18) 
1.58(132, 18) 
9.68( 77, 18) 

11.40( 96, 9) 
6.12(132, 18) 
5.29(136,18) 
3. 71(100,21) 
3. 71(100,21) 

16.05( 98,21) 
3.11( 5,21) 
1. 75(120, 18) 

22.65( 1, 18) 
4.99(354, 6) 
9.85( 74,18) 
2.61(107,18) 
3.33( 70, 9) 
3.33( 70, 9) 
1.97(132, 18) 
5.28( 1,12) 
4.29( 70, 9) 
2.49(132, 18) 
1.39(115, 9) 
3.08(117, 9) 
6.83( 96,24) 
9.30( 12, 6) 

11.19( 3, 9) 
3.23( 70, 9) 
4.14( 139, 18) 
2.99(129,18) 
2.80(132,18) 
2.76(132, 18) 
2.10( 74, 3) 
6.16(149, 3) 
3.21( 68,21) 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

2ND HIGH 

0.88(151, 9) 
1. 12( 51, 3) 
2.54( 77, 9) 
1.55( 96, 18) 
1 .34( 74, 6) 
1.28( 74, 3) 
1. 76( 92, 9) 
2.21( 74, 6) 
1.44( 96, 21) 
1.03(114, 9) 
1.75( 74, 6) 
2.75(106, 9) 
2.13(107,21) 
1.83(112,21) 
1.92(146,18) 
1 .36(120, 18) 
1.42(140, 9) 
7.74( 95,21) 

10.96( 70, 9) 
5.59(120,18) 
5.19(132 , 18) 
3.16( 82, 9) 
3.16( 82, 9) 

14. 76( 88, 18) 
3.07( 37,24) 
1.43(132, 18) 

13 . 56( 50, 6) 
4.63( 72,21) 
9.08( 75, 12) 
2.56(125, 18) 
2.24(107,18) 
2.24(107,18) 
1. 58(120,18) 
4.32( 7,24) 
2.97(144, 18) 
1.70(145,18) 
1.30(114, 9) 
1. 95( 51, 3) 
3.62( 46, 3) 
7.85( 16, 3) 

10.84( 28,21) 
2.84( 84,21) 
2 .61( 146, 18) 
2.00( 120, 18) 
1.87( 145, 18) 
1 .80(136, 18) 
1.26(132, 18) 
5.72( 34,21) 
2.49( 82, 9) 

3RD HIGH 

0.78(106 , 9) 
0.90(106, 9) 
2.02( 68, 6) 
1.31( 77,12) 
1.22(122, 18) 
1.25( 96,18) 
1 • 75 C 139, 18 > 
1.89( 96, 9) 
1.42(140, 9) 
1.02(115, 9) 
1.51(106, 9) 
2.61(120,21) 
2.00(111, 18) 
1. 71( 126, 9) 
1.68( 96, 9) 
1.27( 96, 9) 
1.13(145,18) 
7. 65 ( 96, 18) 
9.86(100,18) 
5.45(112,18) 
4.88( 74, 3) 
3.06(107,21) 
3.06(107,21) 

14.69(123,15) 
2.74(153, 9) 
1.13(134, 9) 

12.16(107, 6) 
4.58(107, 3) 
8.78( 69,18) 
2.51 C 73, 6) 
2.09(135, 18) 
2. 09(135, 18) 
1.34( 145, 18) 
3.75( 77, 9) 
2.13( 74 , 6) 
1.34( 136, 18) 
1.14( 74, 6) 
1.94( 1,21) 
2.81(103, 18) 
6.37( 20, 3) 

10.49(108,18) 
2.78(134,18) 
2.37( 88,18) 
1 .87(122, 18) 
1.58(136, 18) 
1. 77( 145, 18) 
1.24(100,21) 
4.59( 7,24) 
2.46( 70, 9) 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 3 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

HIGHEST 

3.94( 68,21) 
3.79( 82, 9) 
2.64(132, 18) 
7.54( 7,24) 
3. 73( 82, 9) 
2.14(132, 18) 
6.58(149, 3) 
4.29( 82, 9) 
1.98(100,21) 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

2ND HIGH 

3.86( 82, 9) 
3.21(126, 9) 
1. 99( 136, 18) 
6.91(149, 3) 
3.34( 88, 9) 
1.81(136, 18) 
4.76( 96,24) 
4.04(126, 9) 
1 .50( 98, 18) 

3RD HIGH 

3.27( 96, 18) 
2.95( 96, 18) 
1. 73( 98, 18) 
6.84(107, 3) 
3. 12 ( 148, 15) 
1. 71( 98, 18) 
3.89(103,18) 
3.86(112,21) 
1.48(132, 18) 
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4TH HIGH 

0.52(137, 9) 
0.76(108, 9) 
1.53(124, 9) 
1.25( 80, 9) 
1.18(134, 9) 
1.22(135, 9) 
1. 10( 96, 9) 
1.63( 151, 9) 
1.25(129, 18) 
1.02(108, 9) 
1.32(151, 9) 
2.23(151, 9) 
1.99( 82, 9) 
1.65( 88, 9) 
1.66(100, 18) 
1.09(112,18) 
1.09( 96,21) 
7.56( 74, 9) 
9.25( 74, 6) 
5.30( 44,24) 
4.43( 74, 6) 
3.02(111,18) 
3.02(111,18) 

14.11( 94, 9) 
2.36(148,18) 
1.07(129, 18) 

11.37( 61,24) 
4.11( 77, 6) 
7.31( 75, 15) 
2.26(135, 18) 
1.88( 96, 9) 
1.88( 96, 9) 
1. 03 C 104, 9) 
3.48( 27,18) 
2.00( 69, 9) 
1.33(120, 18) 
0.97( 73,24) 
1.85( 92, 6) 
2. 75(102, 3) 
6.04( 2, 6) 
9.17( 41, 6) 
2.50( 68,21) 
2.09(148, 15) 
1.82( 139, 18) 
1.41(120, 18) 
1.50( 98, 18) 
1 .20( 133, 18) 
4.17( 18, 6) 
2.45( 96, 18) 
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4TH HIGH 

2.67( 74, 9) 
2.82( 77, 18) 
1.50(145, 18) 
4.06( 68, 6) 
2.97( 77,18) 
1 .39( 133, 18) 
3.36( 7,24) 
3.82(135, 9) 
1.41(133,18) 

5TH HIGH 

0.45(103, 18) 
0.69( 29,24) 
1.23( 75, 9) 
1.19( 70,12) 
1.00( 70, 12) 
1.16( 74, 9) 
1.00( 88, 18) 
1.21( 100, 18) 
1.22(147, 9) 
0. 71( 137, 9) 
1.13( 50, 6) 
2.22(117, 9) 
1.89(144, 18) 
1.56( 82, 9) 
1.51(105,18) 
1. 02( 89, 18) 
1.05(120, 18) 
6.69(148,15) 
8.99(105,18) 
5.28(354, 6) 
3.96( 98,18) 
2.75( 77, 6) 
2. 75( 77, 6) 

11.55( 72,24) 
2.30( 77, 6) 
1.06( 112, 18) 
8.38( 43, 6) 
3.87( 77, 9) 
7.10( 39,15) 
2.06(104, 6) 
1 .83( 69, 9) 
1.83( 69, 9) 
0.93(112, 18) 
3.29( 107, 3) 
1.92( 68,21) 
1. 11( 98, 18) 
0.92(107, 9) 
1.83(106, 9) 
2.33( 26,12) 
5.64( 35, 6) 
8.87( 37,24) 
2.46(121, 18) 
2.05( 94, 9) 
1.81( 89, 18) 
1 .29( 98, 18) 
1.07(120, 18) 
1. 13( 98, 18) 
3.50( 23,24) 
2.41( 92, 9) 
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5TH HIGH 

2.63( 92, 9) 
2.80( 88, 9) 
1 .1 9(133, 18) 
3.03( 75, 9) 
2.91( 96, 18) 
1.22(100,21) 
3.29(146, 15) 
3. 76( 88, 9) 
1.32(136, 18) 



-3273. 2010. 787. 4.26(139, 18) 4.06(148, 15) 3.97(112,21) 3.92(126, 9) 3.87( 88, 9) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 6.38( 139, 18) 6.35( 98,21) 5.10(146,18) 4.54( 96, 9) 3.85( 88, 18) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 6.00(146,18) 5.91(139, 18) 3.89( 96, 9) 3.61(100,18) 3.31( 122, 18) 
·3173. 10. 567. 14.67( 96,24) 9.57( 46, 3) 9.44(102, 3) 6.48(103, 18) 5.12( 93, 18) 
·3173. 2410. 841. 9.72( 96, 9) 6.51(146, 18) 5.98(139,18) 4.39(100,18) 3.98(122, 18) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 2.25(100,21) 1.59(107,21) 1.58( 77, 6) 1.48( 95, 9) 1.32(123, 18) 
·2973. ·2390. 661. 3.10( 3, 3) 2. 74( 74, 6) 2.38( 74, 3) 1.66(106, 6) 1.51( 3, 6) 
-2973. ·1390. 613. 3.41(352, 3) 2.46( 3, 3) 2.16(115, 9) 2.11(114, 9) 2.07( 52, 3) 
·2973. -390. 609. 6.30( 61,24) 5.86(107, 6) 4.74(117, 9) 4.60( 74, 6) 4.59(362, 3) 
·2973. 10. 601. 10.16(120,21) 9.99(106, 9) 9.47( 96,24) 7.85(107, 6) 6.99(151, 9) 
-2973. 610. 579. 12.58( 96, 9) 10.41(100, 18) 9.93( 77, 9) 9.92( 88, 18) 9.77( 71,21) 
-2973. 1610. 823. 6.57( 82, 9) 5.61( 96, 18) 5.60( 68,21) 4.59( 74, 9) 4.58( 77,18) 
-2973. 2410. 784. 11.65( 70, 9) 10.33( 96, 9) 7.47( 74, 6) 7.17(151, 9) 5.96(139,18) 
-2973. 2610. 786. 11.13( 70, 9) 8.12( 74, 6) 5.98(134, 9) 5.87( 96, 9) 5.36(122,18) 
-2973. 3610. 865. 4.87(132,18) 3.39(136,18) 2.95(145,18) 2.80( 98,18) 1.89(133, 18) 
-2973. 4610. 770. 2.37(100,21) 2.09( 77, 6) 1.80( 95, 9) 1. 74(107,21) 1.56(123, 18) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 2.22( 77, 6) 1.92(100,21) 1.75( 95, 9) 1.56(107,21) 1.48(123, 18) 
-2973. 5610. 642. 1.68( 5,21) 1.34( 77, 6) 1.27(148, 18) 1.02( 74, 3) 0.97(149,18) 
-2m. 10. 609. 13.69( 1,18) 12.69(108, 9) 9.70(355, 9) 9.41( 3, 3) 8.53( 74, 3) 
-2m. 2410. 731. 13.96( 70, 9) 9.33( 74, 6) 8.60( 96, 9) 7.10(151, 9) 7.04(134, 9) 
-2m. 4810. 724. 2.28( 77, 6) 1. 77( 5,21) 1.63( 95, 9) 1.62(148,18) 1.37(123, 18) 
-2573. 10. 587. 26.69( 2,24) 22.38( 18, 3) 22.12( 69, 6) 15.31( 51, 6) 13.64( 27, 18) 
·2573. 2410. 732. 11.55( 70, 9) 9.40( 74, 3) 8.49( 74, 6) 8.26(129,18) 8.13(134, 9) 
-2573. 4810. 713. 2.15( 5,21) 1. 72(148, 18) 1.69( 77, 6) 1.34( 74, 3) 1.32(149, 18) 
-2373. 10. 574. 21.03( 3, 3) 17.67(152,21) 17.28(153, 3) 16.49( 61,24) 16.46( 22,24) 
-2373. 2410. 726. 14.10( 74, 3) 9.18(120, 18) 8.32(129,18) 7. 73(132, 18) 7 .64( 44, 24) 
-2373. 4810. 700. 1.96( 5,21) 1.58( 74, 3) 1.54(152, 9) 1.49( 37,24) 1.44(153, 9) 
-2173. 10. 564. 20.79(146,21) 15.48( 52, 3) 15.20( 68, 3) 12.42(153, 6) 11.49( 12,24) 
·2173. 2410. 675. 12.15( 74, 3) 9. 93( 132, 18) 8.41(120, 18) 6.08(136,18) 5. 72( 98, 18) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 1.75( 84,24) 1.73( 45,24) 1.72(152, 9) 1.68( 74, 3) 1.64( 37,24) 
· 1973. ·2390. 487. 3.51(363,24) 3.07(355, 6) 2.80(351, 6) 2.66(117, 9) 2.61(363,21) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 6.58(351, 6) 4.89( 3, 6) 3.84(352, 3) 3.59(363,24) 3.42(353,24) 
-1973. ·390. 487. 7.31( 3, 3) 7.21( 3, 6) 6.53(352, 3) 6.32( 74, 6) 6.22(117, 6) 
-1973. ·190. 526. 8.44(352, 3) 7.76( 3, 3) 7.72( 74, 6) 7.18( 68, 3) 6.44(117, 6) 
-1973. 10. 549. 19.44(119,21) 13.03(132,24) 12.69(123, 3) 9.41(108, 9) 8.76( 92, 6) 
-1973. 210. 549. 16.58( 51, 3) 15.43(108,21) 14.41(133, 6) 13.58(142,21) 13.54(102,24) 
· 1973. 410. 547. 24.30( 85,24) 23.51(100, 6) 21.77(145, 6) 21.27( 89,24) 21.20(144, 6) 
· 1973. 610. 479. 17.70(149, 3) 16.39( 96,24) 14.29(120,21) 12.74(139, 3) 12.27( 85,24) 
· 1973. 1610. 768. 26.69( 70, 9) 26.68( 96, 9) 24.55(139,18) 19.25(146,18) 18.69(122, 18) 
·1973. 2410. 675. 10.94(132, 18) 8.82( 74, 3) 7 .57( 98, 18) 7.09(136, 18) 5.92(194,18) 
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HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 3 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

· 1973. 2610. 799. 8.18(132, 18) 6.77( 98,18) 6.28(136, 18) 5.35( 77, 6) 4.98( 95, 9) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 3.33( 5,21) 2.86(148,18) 2.71(152, 9) 2.64( 77, 6) 2.53( 84,24) 
-1973. 4610. 628. 2.20(104, 6) 1.92( 84,24) 1.91(108, 6) 1.86( 74, 3) 1.86( 45,24) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 2.18(104, 6) 1.71( 75,21) 1.61( 45,24) 1 • 58 C 84, 24) 1.50( 125, 18) 
-1973. 5610. 597. 1.91(104, 6) 1.86(107,24) 1.66(108, 6) 1.50( 75,21) 1.16(150,18) 
-1773. -790. 529. 8.25(351, 6) 6.39( 3, 6) 5.77(363,24) 5.77(353,24) 5.38( 74, 6) 
-1m. ·590. 497. 9.10(351, 6) 7.30( 3, 6) 6.53( 3, 3) 6.27(355, 6) 6.20( 74, 6) 
-1773. 210. 539. 12.36(108, 9) 11.60( 99,24) 11.46( 82, 24) 10.68( 29,24) 10.58(352, 3) 
·1773. 410. 491. 17.70( 93,21) 16.98(106, 9) 16.87(108, 9) 15.72(117, 9) 12.51(362, 3) 
-1m. 2410. 668. 9.11(132,18) 7. 93( 98, 18) 7.70( 74, 3) 7. 08( 136, 18) 6.50( 77, 6) 
-1m. 4810. 609. 2.39(104, 6) 2.20(107,24) 2.07(108, 6) 1.73( 75,21) 1.64(150, 18) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 6.18(106, 6) 6.03(363,21) 5.62(351, 6) 5.21( 96,24) 5.14(355, 6) 
-1573. -990. 459. 8.50(351, 6) 6.48(363,21) 6.47(106, 6) 6.22(355, 6) 6.19( 96,24) 
-1573. -790. 482. 9.08(351, 6) 6.99(363,21) 6.62(106, 6) 6.17(355, 6) 6.16(363,24) 
· 1573. ·590. 487. 9.30(351, 6) 7.71( 3, 6) 7.58(363,21) 6.89(363,24) 6.68(353,24) 
-1573. -390. 465. 10.38(351, 6) 8.34(353,24) 8.25( 3, 6) 8.11(363,21) 7.98( 74, 6) 
-1573. -190. 475. 11.77(351, 6) 10.09( 3, 3) 9.78( 3, 6) 9.35(353,24) 8.98( 74, 6) 
-1573. 10. 505. 13.52(351, 6) 11.64( 3, 6) 10.76( 74, 6) 10.55(353,24) 10.07(352, 3) 
-1573. 210. 495. 20.26(352, 3) 15.58(351, 6) 13.95(114, 9) 13.47( 3, 6) 11.61(353,24) 
-1573. 410. 482. 20.21(352, 3) 19.69( 93,21) 18.19(351, 6) 17.34(117, 9) 17.29(108, 9) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 8.41( 77, 6) 6.86( 95, 9) 6.56(123, 18) 6.37(100,21) 5.95( 45,24) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 2.40(107,24) 2.21(113,24) 1.88(107, 3) 1.81 (104, 6) 1.66(107, 18) 
·1373. -1190. 427. 7.76(364, 3) 7.13( 69, 6) 6.61(106, 6) 6.26( 85,21) 6. 17(363,21) 
·1373. 2410. 609. 9. 10 C 104, 6) 8.27(113,24) 8.25( 96, 6) 7.06( 77, 6) 6.64(144, 18) 
-1373. 4810. 575. 3.43(113,24) 2.26(144, 18) 2.04( 93, 6) 1.88(107, 3) 1.82(135, 18) 
·1173. · 1190. 423. 10.23(364, 3) 7.86( 69, 6) 7. 51( 106, 6) 7.41( 23, 6) 7.27(363,21) 
·1173. -990. 423. 11.01(364, 3) 9.58(363,21) 8.47( 69, 6) 8.25(106, 6) 8.22( 23, 6) 
·1173. ·790. 424. 11.80(364, 3) 11.33(363,21) 9.16( 69, 6) 9.01 C 23, 6) 8.71(106, 6) 
-1173. ·590. 425. 12.79(364, 3) 12.06(363,21) 10.01( 69, 6) 9.82( 23, 6) 9.50( 85,21) 



-1173. -390. 425. 14.18(364, 3) 12.62(363,21) 11.42( 85,21) 11.12( 69, 6) 10.88( 23, 6) 
-1173. 2410. 610. 13.20(104, 6) 10.61(107,24) 10.36(113,24) 7.51(144, 18) 7.50( 96, 6) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 3. 70(113,24) 3.19(123,24) 2.99(144,18) 2.51(104, 6) 2.19(133, 18) 
-973. -2390. 407. 4.52( 94, 3) 3.31( 2,24) 3.20( 47, 3) 3.15(364, 3) 3.07( 73,24) 
-973. -1390. 411. 7.91( 94, 3) 5.52(364, 3) 5.45( 47, 3) 5.02( 69, 6) 4.80(124, 3) 
-973. -390. 421. 15.55(364, 3) 13.65(124, 3) 12.82( 69, 6) 12. 71( 94, 3) 10. 75( 23, 6) 
-973. -190. 423. 19.21(364, 3) 15.55(124, 3) 15.29( 69, 6) 14.32( 94, 3) 14.07(363,21) 
-973. 610. 387. 51.50(351, 6) 50.90(124, 3)* 47.94(355, 6) 46.76(146,24) 45.15(135, 6) 
-973. 1610. 594. 47.70( 3, 9) 47.f+4(104, 6) 45.25(114, 3) 37.36< n, 6> 35.87(113,24) 
-973. 2410. 610. 21.23(114, 3) 11.88(113,24) 9.68(107,24) 9.07(104, 6) 8.98( 84,21) 
-973. 2610. 609. 18.46(114, 3) 10.20(113,24) 7.nc 84,21> 7.05(144, 18) 7.03(107,24) 
-973. 3610. 609. 5 .00( 113,24) 4.30(144,18) 3.87(104, 6) 3.85( 84,21) 3.68(114, 3) 
-973. 4610. 551. 3.02(144,18) 2.96(104, 6) 2.nc113,24> 2.59(133, 18) 2.45(123,24) 
-973. 4810. 549. 2.83(144, 18) 2.70(104, 6) 2.43(113,24) 2.36(133, 18) 2.20(123,24) 
-973. 5610. 549. 2.10(104, 6) 2.06(144, 18) 1 • 75 C 113, 24) 1.56(133, 18) 1.49( 123,24) 
-m. -190. 420. 19.31(124, 3) 18.67( 97, 3) 14.51(113,21) 14.14( 94, 3) 11.84( 138, 3) 
-773. 2010. 603. 28.10(114, 3) 27.14( 3, 9) 20.48(114, 6) 19.80( 97, 6) 15.65(113,24) 
-m. 2210. 610. 23.86(114, 3) 18.19( 3, 9) 16. 75( 97, 6) 16.08(114, 6) 12.63(113,24) 
-m. 2410. 610. 20.66(114, 3) 12.48( 97, 6) 10.38(113,24) 9.55( 84,21) 9.46( 41, 6) 
-773. 4810. 549. 2.76(114, 3) 2.67( 84,21) 2.43(100,24) 2.01( 81,24) 1.99(107,24) 
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-573. -190. 417. 23.58(124, 3) 15.63(136,24) 15.43(113,21) 15. 25( 135 ,24) 14.34(117, 6) 
-573. 2010. 593. 26.31( 3, 9) 22.26(114, 3) 20.43(114, 6) 18.78( 97, 6) 12.91( 63, 6) 
-573. 2210. 609. 24.86(114, 3) 22.14( 3, 9) 16.73(114, 6) 16.01( 97, 6) 11.15( 63, 6) 
-573. 2410. 610. 23.69(114, 3) 18.79( 3, 9) 14.58(114, 6) 14.01( 97, 6) 9.09( 41, 6) 
-573. 4810. 572. 6.76(114, 3) 2.97( 84,21) 2.75(120,24) 2.53(100,24) 2.04(134, 18) 
-373. -390. 410. 14.49(136,24) 13.95(117, 6) 12.94(135, 6) 12.86(135,24) 12.86( 97, 3) 
-373. -190. 418. 15 .85( 135, 6) 15.62(135,24) 15.26(136,24) 15.06(138, 3) 14.60(117, 6) 
-373. 2010. 564. 19.84( 3, 9) 14.38( 97, 6) 12.53( 63, 6) 12.13( 62, 6) 11.58( 146, 18) 
-373. 2210. 594. 19.36( 3, 9) 16.79( 97, 6) 13.85(114, 6) 10.85( 63, 6) 10.16( 62, 6) 
-373. 2410. 599. 18.01( 3, 9) 15.04(114, 6) 14.79( 97, 6) 9.37( 63, 6) 8.87(366, 6) 
-373. 4810. 598. 8.11(114, 3) 3.00(120,24) 2.28(134, 18) 2.27( 81,21) 2.19( 84,21) 
-173. -390. 402. 14.62(117, 6) 13.56(135,24) 13.06(128,24) 13.02(135, 6) 11.43(352, 3) 
-173. 2410. 502. 14.62(115, 3) 13.38( 3, 9) 8.51( 62, 6) 8.43( 90, 6) 8.36( 63, 6) 
-173. 4810. 609. 7.11(114, 3) 2.40(114, 6) 2.39(120,24) 2.04( 41, 6) 1.73(134, 18) 

27. -2390. 366. 4.78( 97, 3) 3.33( 98,21) 2.98( 17, 3) 2.75(153, 9) 2.70( 69, 3) 
27. -1390. 366. 7.56(113,21) 7.49(135,24) 7.45(138, 3) 7.29( 97, 3) 6.93(117, 6) 
27. -590. 384. 12.32(128,24) 11.22(117, 6) 10.63(153, 3) 10.34(136,24) 10.23(124, 3) 
27. -390. 392. 15.52(146,24) 15 • 11( 128, 24) 14.94(136,24) 13.57(117, 6) 13.35(153, 3) 
27. 610. 293. 32.98( 70, 6) 31.13(123, 3) 29.34(134,21) 27 .81( 133, 6) 26.32( 73,24) 
27. 1610. 502. 24.47(106, 3) 23.29(134, 6) 20.63( 63, 3) 19.36( 84, 3) 18.48( 90, 3) 
27. 2410. 428. 12.40(115,21) 10.12(115, 3) 10.00( 3, 9) 8.13( 90, 6) 7.74( 62, 6) 
27. 2610. 489. 12.18(115, 3) 11. 74( 3, 9) 7.48< n, 6> 7.28( 90, 6) 7.19( 62, 6) 
27. 3610. 555. 7.73( 97, 6) 6.92( 3, 9) 6.56(114, 6) 5.o6c n, 6> 4.32(366, 6) 
27. 4610. 605. 3.34( 97, 6) 3.20(114, 6) 3.05(366, 6) 2. 74( 3, 9) 2.40( 41, 6) 
27. 4810. 609. 3.19(114, 6) 2.99(114, 3) 2.73(366, 6) 2.68( 3, 9) 2.59( 97, 6) 
27. 5610. 487. 4.79(114, 3) 2.35( 92,21) 2.29(115, 6) 2.19(172,21) 1. 71 C 109, 21) 

227. -590. 373. 13. 92( 146, 24) 12.97(128,24) 11. 95( 146, 21) 11.90(150, 6) 11.73(136,24) 
227. 2410. 426. 9.13(140, 3) 1.nc115, 6> 7.67(134, 9) 7.51(147, 18) 7.25(104, 6) 
227. 4810. 608. 3.84( 97, 6) 2.97(366, 6) 2.95(114, 6) 2.50(351,24) 2.37( 3, 9) 
427. -790. 365. 12.24(146,24) 11.27(150, 6) 10.80(128,24) 10.21(146,21) 9.82(150, 3) 
427. -590. 366. 15.08(137, 6) 14.76(150, 6) 13.66(150, 3) 13.65(146,24) 12.82(147,24) 
427. 2410. 424. 10.67(134, 6) 10.57(115, 6) 9.29(134, 9) 8.91( 98, 3) 8.65( 62,24) 
427. 4810. 575. 4.59( 97, 6) 3.00(351,24) 2.57( 79,21) 2.56(366, 6) 2.48(113,24) 
627. -790. 360. 12.79(150, 6) 12.11(137, 6) 11.64(150, 3) 11. 24( 147, 24) 11.02(126, 3) 
627. 2410. 408. 15.30(134, 6) 10.83( 62,24) 10.73(115, 6) 9.48(120,21) 8.49(132,21) 
627. 4810. 548. 3. 73( 97, 6) 2.91( 3, 9) 2.64( 79,21) 2.56(113,24) 2.26(146, 18) 
827. -790. 355. 15.57(152, 6) 14. 71 C 126, 3) 14.59(125,24) 13.50(137, 6) 13.08(127, 6) 
827. 2410. 372. 16.49(134, 6) 11. 95( 120, 21) 9.50(122,21) 9.38( 92, 3) 9.02(148,18) 
827. 4810. 563. 4.39( 3, 9) 2.74(114, 6) 2.64< n, 6> 2.38( 97, 6) 2.33(113,24) 

1027. -2390. 339. 4.90(153, 3) 4.58(136,24) 4.25(117, 6) 4.08(135, 6) 3 .44( 134, 24) 
1027. -1390. 346. 9.03(150, 6) 7.61(150, 3) 7.45(128,24) 7.40(146,24) 7.19(147,24) 
1027. -790. 350. 18.42( 98, 6) 14.11(137, 3) 13.63(152, 6) 13.30(126, 3) 12.70(151, 3) 
1027. -390. 351. 26.68( 98, 6) 18.10( 85, 3) 16.44(137, 3) 16.21( 92, 6) 15.51(152, 3) 
1027. 610. 320. 19.02( 95, 3) 13.81(123,21) 13.33( 89,21) 12.18( 82,24) 12.09(135,21) 
1027. .1610. 398. 58.22( 70, 9)* 36.23( 74, 6) 33.72(218,18) 31.19(123,24) 31.15(151, 9) 
1027. 2410. 363. 14.23(134, 6) 10.31(120,21) 9.90(122,21) 8.40(148, 18) 7.86(106, 3) 
1027. 2610. 365. 12.74(134, 6) 9.39(120,21) 9.18(150,24) 8.33( 62,24) 8.16(122,21) 
1027. 3610. 422. 4.46(104, 6) 4.09( 90, 6) 3.83( 93, 6) 3.69(123,24) 3.25(173, 6) 
1027. 4610. 541. 4.93( 3, 9) 3.23( 81,24) 2.97(114, 6) 2.67( 70, 6) 2.49(359, 3) 
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1027. 4810. 548. 4.70( 3, 9) 2.92(114, 6) 2.64( 81,24) 2.56< n, 6> 2.43(116,21) 
1027. 5610. 600. 3.00(113,24) 2.38( 97, 6) 1.92( 3, 9) 1. 71( 146, 18) 1.61< n, 6> 
1227. -790. 344. 16.95( 98, 6) 14.85(137, 3) 13.99(152, 3) 12.76(127, 6) 12.40(151, 3) 
1227. 2410. 355. 10.94(134, 6) 9.65( 86,24) 7.75(122,21) 7.62(150, 18) 7.58( 93, 6) 
1227. 4810. 585. 4.42( 3, 9) 2.57(104, 6) 2.56( 70, 6) 2.47(114, 6) 2.46(359, 3) 
1427. -990. 337. 15.36( 98, 6) 13.03(137, 3) 11.89(152, 3) 10.99(127, 6) 10.86(151, 3) 
1427. -790. 338. 17.61( 98, 6) 13.51( 94, 3) 13.41( 92, 6) 11.93(137, 3) 11.41(119,21) 
1427. 2410. 346. 7.84(134, 6) 7.52( 63, 3) 7. 15( 106, 3) 6.67(144,21) 6.31( 70, 3) 
1427. 4810. 588. 3.04(104, 6) 2.75( 3, 9) 2.41(359, 3) 2.30( 70, 6) 2.06( 92, 3) 
1627. -1190. 331. 13.84( 98, 6) 11.41(137, 3) 10.04(152, 3) 9.64(127, 6) 9.56(151, 3) 
1627. -990. 332. 15.30( 98, 6) 11.84( 92, 6) 10.60(137, 3) 10.53( 94, 3) 9.90(119,21) 
1627. 1610. 331. 11.11(100,21) 10.44(115,21) 10.40( 70, 3) 10.29(114, 3) 9.49( 93, 6) 
1627. 1810. 331. 17.78( 93, 6) 11.88(122, 6) 10.99(359, 3) 10.66(103,21) 10.27( 89,24) 
1627. 2010. 332. 13.55( 97, 6) 12.58( 93, 6) 12.13(150,21) 11.12(114,24) 10.85( 88, 3) 
1627. 2210. 333. 9.04(366, 6) 8.13( 92,21) 7.70(114, 6) 7.59( 96, 6) 7.35(115, 6) 
1627. 2410. 337. 8.25( 114, 3) 7 .54( 106, 3) 7.14(115, 6) 6.60(150,24) 6.29( 70, 3) 
1627. 4810. 532. 2.76(104, 6) 2.41( 90, 6) 2.35( 81,24) 2.22( 92, 3) 2.01(103,21) 
1627. 5010. 533. 2.48( 81,24) 2.15( 90, 6) 2.09(359, 3) 2.06(104, 6) 2.02( 92, 3) 
1827. -1390. 325. 12.40( 98, 6) 9.98(137, 3) 8.58(127, 6) 8.42(151, 3) 8.40(152, 3) 
1827. -1190. 326. 13.61( 98, 6) 10.57( 92, 6) 9.51( 137, 3) 8.72(152, 3) 8.46(119,21) 
1827. 1610. 321. 19.76(150,24) 15. 16( 96, 6) 10.30(153,24) 10.08( 86,21) 9.61(104, 6) 
1827. 5010. 486. 2.nc115, 3> 2.38(104, 6) 2.33( 81,24) 2.29(173, 6) 2.28( 90, 6) 
2027. -2390. 309. 5.91(150, 6) 4.97(147,24) 4.84(150, 3) 4.47(128,24) 4.47(146,24) 
2027. -1390. 320. 12.27( 98, 6) 8.57(137, 3) 7.87(152, 3) 7.38(132,24) 7.21(147,21) 
2027. -390. 322. 25.80( 70, 6) 21.62(123, 3) 20.67( 73,24) 14.59(127, 3) 12.63( 81, 3) 
2027. 610. 317. 37.95( 74, 3) 36.45(364, 3) 30.25(140, 3) 30.01( 96,24) 25.00( 94, 3) 
2027. 1410. 313. 29.76(114, 3) 25.94(115, 3) 22.69(104, 6) 20.02(115,21) 19.26(115, 6) 
2037. 1231. 311. 51.55(115, 6) 47.37(115, 3) 42.94( 116, 3) 38.80(114, 6) 34.11( 3, 9) 
2027. 1610. 312. 19.70(114, 3) 16.99(115,21) 12.09(115, 3) 11.02(113,24) 9.44( 81,24) 
2027. 2610. 327. 6.27(106, 3) 5.33( 70, 3) 5.17(115,24) 4.94(144,21) 4.86(366, 6) 
2027. 3610. 342. 5.87(115, 6) 5.21(114, 3) 4.79(134, 6) 4.23( 98, 3) 4.02( 62,24) 
2027. 4610. 440. 4.45(114, 3) 3.01(115,24) 2.78(104, 6) 2.45(173, 6) 2.13(172,24) 
2027. 5010. 469. 3.33(114, 3) 2.83(104, 6) 2.32(173, 6) 2.14( 90, 6) 2.00(103,21) 
2027. 5610. 515. 2.50( 81,24) 1.90(114, 3) 1. nc 90, 6> 1.69(359, 3) 1.67( 92, 3) 
2227. -1590. 313. 11. 13( 98, 6) 7.74(137, 3) 7.04(152, 3) 6.82(147,21) 6.44(132,24) 
2227. 610. 311. 30.06(127, 3) 30.04(137, 6) 29.83( 70, 6) 29.nc 97, 6> 29.48(128,24) 
2227. 810. 310. 26.15(114, 3) 26.00(359, 3) 25.41(115, 3) 24.16(115, 6) 23.20( 95, 6) 
2227. 1210. 305. 33.74(134, 6) 24.69(122,21) 23.82(120,21) 21.89(106, 3) 21.04( 92, 3) 
2227. 1410. 305. 15.99(115, 6) 15.12(134, 6) 14.03(115,21) 11.70(115, 3) 11.18( 88, 3) 
2227. 5010. 438. 5.04(114, 3) 2. 71( 115, 24) 2.30(104, 6) 2.30(173, 6) 2.09(120,24) 
2427. -1590. 309. 8.95( 92, 6) 8.82( 98, 6) 7.52(124, 3) 7.41(119,21) 7.07(132,24) 
2427. 410. 307. 25.31(123, 3) 22.48(109, 6) 22.05( 95, 6) 21.69(134,21) 17.00(137, 6) 
2427. 610. 304. 29.23(123, 3) 27.80(109, 6) 22.85( 92, 6) 20.84( 85, 3) 20.24(149,24) 
2427. 810. 305. 19.72(123, 3) 19.14( 70, 6) 17.45(359, 3) 17.11(123, 6) 16.50( 109, 6) 
2427. 1210. 305. 20.91( 89,21) 16.15< n,24> 14.84( 95, 6) 14.69(135,24) 14.68(106, 3) 
2427. 5010. 426. 4.23(114, 3) 2.85(115,24) 2.25(173, 6) 2.05(172,24) 1.85(140,21) 
2627. -1590. 304. 9.08( 92, 6) 7.83(119,21) 6.40(132,24) 6.11(152, 3) 5.83( 85, 3) 
2627. -1390. 304. 7.95( 92, 6) 6.90( 85, 3) 6.79(109, 6) 5.74( 93, 3) 5.74< n, 3> 
2627. -390. 305. 12. 94( 133,21) 12.36(117, 6) 11.74(135,24) 11.23(153, 3) 10.43(136,24) 
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2627. -190. 304. 17.64(128,24) 17.38(146,24) 15.66(137, 6) 15.03(150, 6) 14.81(126, 3) 
2627. 10. 305. 21.43(123, 3) 20.86(134,21) 18.10(109, 6) 15.48(146,24) 14.83< n, 3> 
2627. 210. 305. 19.00(109, 6) 16.58( 98, 6) 16.39(123, 3) 15.10(137, 3) 14.53( 85, 3) 
2627. 410. 305. 17.06( 92, 6) 15.78(109, 6) 15.35(152, 3) 15.20( 98, 6) 14.15( 95, 6) 
2627. 610. 305. 13.33(123, 6) 12.68(135,21) 12.49(123, 3) 12.37( 70, 3) 11.88( 149, 24) 
2627. 810. 305. 14.25(123, 6) 13.18(359, 3) 11.89(135,21) 10.95( 99,21) 10.66(127,24) 
2627. 1010. 305. 14.16( 99,21) 11.79( 89,21) 11.21(115,21) 11.15( 91,24) 10.65(138,24) 
2627. 1210. 305. 13.60( 88, 3) 11.20(150,21) 10.23(103,21) 9.53(359, 3) 9.18( 89,24) 
2262. 433. 311. 44.99( 98, 6) 44.88(123, 3) 44.55(146,24) 42.41(137, 3) 41.39(137, 6) 



2627. 5010. 380. 2.87(114, 3) 2.49(115,24) 2.45(115, 6) 2.19(173, 6) 2. 12(172,24) 
2827. -1390. 301. 6.98( 85, 3) 6.69(109, 6) 5.57(138, 3) 5.45( 95, 6) 5.44( 97, 3) 
2827. -1190. 302. 11.05(123, 3) 7.15( 81, 3) 6.40( 98, 6) 6.07(138, 6) 5.93( 85, 3) 
2827. -990. 302. 11.24(123, 3) 8.85( 73,24) 8.23( 70, 6) 8.20( 81, 3) 7.60(135,24) 
2827. -790. 302. 14.44( 70, 6) 10.69( 87,24) 8.17(123, 3) 7.81(117, 6) 7.60(135,24) 
2827. -590. 303. 10.93(127, 3) 9.95(133,21) 9.64(146,21) 9.63(133, 6) 8.01(136,24) 
2827. -390. 303. 12.42(146,24) 10.92(128,24) 10.nc15o, 6> 10.60(137, 6) 10.38(126, 3) 
2827. -190. 303. 12.56(152, 3) 11.78( 98, 6) 11.72(137, 3) 11.46< n, 3> 10.87( 92, 6) 
2827. 10. 303. 15.10( 98, 6) 12.88(137, 3) 11.80( 152, 3) 10.58(149,21) 10.55(134,21) 
2827. 5010. 358. 2.37(114, 3) 2.23( 92,21) 2.17(115, 6) 2.04(172,24) 2.03(115, 3) 
3027. -2390. 297. 7.68( 98, 6) 5.20(147,21) 5.14(137, 3) 4.72(139, 3) 4.12(152, 3) 
3027. -1390. 298. 7.66(123, 3) 6.45( 81, 3) 6.13( 85, 3) 5.62( 98, 6) 5.45(109, 6) 
3027. -390. 300. 10. 71( 98, 6) 10.10(152, 3) 9.96(137, 3) 9.26(134,21) 9.05(127, 6) 
3027. 610. 301. 9.75(123, 6) 9.32( 70, 3) 8.84(135,21) 8.20c n,24> 7.54(140,24) 
3027. 1610. 302. 1.nc134, 6> 7.16( 63, 3) 6.11(106, 3) 6.03(115,21) 5.78( 70, 3) 
3027. 2610. 303. 4.84(115, 3) 4.41(103,21) 4.35(150,21) 4.28(149,18) 3.91( 84, 3) 
3027. 3610. 305. 4.88(134, 6) 3.72(122,21) 3.35( 116, 3) 3.32(115, 3) 3.32( 73,21) 
3027. 4610. 333. 4.01(115, 6) 3.44(116, 3) 2.63( 98, 3) 2.47(115, 3) 2.36(134, 6) 
3027. 5010. 348. 2.74(115, 3) 2.31(115, 6) 2.19( 92,21) 2.07(116, 3) 2.04(137,21) 
3027. 5610. 372. 2.62(115,24) 2.20( 92,21) 2.11(115, 3) 2.04(173, 6) 1.90(172,24) 
3227. 5010. 338. 2.87(115, 6) 2.76(116, 3) 2.15(115, 3) 2.09( 97, 6) 1.80(172,24) 
3227. 5210. 345. 2.38(115, 3) 2.04( 97, 6) 2.02(116, 3) 1.97(351,24) 1.94(115, 6) 
3227. 5610. 362. 2.72(115, 3) 2.42(115,24) 2.15( 92,21) 1.95(173, 6) 1.87(172,24) 
3227. 6010. 373. 2.59(115,24) 2.40(115, 3) 2.14( 92,21) 1.96(173, 6) 1.75(172,24) 

*·DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MOOEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN - POSTZ HIS OUTPUT - SOX - 04/20/92 - MPV 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

ISY(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISY(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISY(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISY(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISY(5) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(7) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISY(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(13) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(16) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(19) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISY(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(22) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ISW(24) .BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 1 HOUR AVERAGES 

1 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
91 

5 
92 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 2 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2127. 1210. 308. 46.82(122,20) 46.82( 92, 1) 46.82(106, 1) 46.81(132,19) 44.30(134, 6) 
2227. 1210. 305. 51.90( 87, 1) 50.85(148, 18) 50.63(134, 4) 45.89(122,20) 45.89( 92, 1) 
2327. 1210. 305. 52.37( 70, 2) 51.39(144, 19) 47.15(106, 3) 44.72( 63, 1) 37 .83( 88, 6) 
2427. 1210. 305. 44.52( 95, 5) 44.52( 89,20) 44.07(135,23) 38.81( 88, 6) 38.81( 77,22) 
2527. 1210. 305. 32.23(149, 18) 29.61(150, 19) 25.78(135,23) 22.88( 84, 1) 22.54( 88, 3) 
2627. 1210. 305. 30.14( 88, 3) 29.21(150, 19) 22.66( 93, 4) 20.18(123,21) 18.46(359, 3) 
2037. 1231. 311. 70.71(114, 5)• 68.85(115, 2)• 68.85(115, 4) 68.84( 77, 4) 54.13( 74, 7) 
2027. 1310. 313. 48.73( 92,23) 47.32(366, 6) 47 .01( 115 ,24) 47.01(116, 2) 46.60( 97, 5) 
2127. 1310. 307. 37.21(115, 5) 35.02(114, 5) 34.09(115, 3) 34.03(115,20) 33.91(134, 6) 
2227. 1310. 305. 35.80(132, 19) 35.76(134, 6) 35 . 75 C 98, 3) 35.24(115, 5) 33.16(148, 6) 
2327. 1310. 305. 37.40(122,20) 37 .40( 92, 1) 37.40(106, 1) 35.69(132,19) 35.51(148, 18) 
2427. 1310. 305. 38. 24( 134, 4) 35.06( 87, 1) 33.22( 63, 1) 29.87(148,18) 26.97(144,19) 
2527. 1310. 305. 35.20( 70, 2) 33 .62( 144, 19) 31.89( 106, 3) 28.18( 63, 1) 25 .31( 88, 6) 
2627. 1310. 305. 30.40( 95, 5) 30.40( 89,20) 30.05( 88, 6) 30.05( 77,22) 30.03(140,22) 
2027. 1410. 313. 36.77(115, 6) 36.46(114, 4) 35.49(366, 6) 34.36(115, 1) 34. 13( 114, 3) 



2127. 1410. 308. 44.65(115, 2) 44.65(115, 4) 44.62( 77, 4) 44.44( 114, 5) 35.11( 92,23) 
2227. 1410. 305. 27.85(115, 5) 23.82( 91,23) 23.nc134, 6> 23.nc 98, 3> 22.12(125, 19) 
2327. 1410. 305. 29.99(134, 6) 29.98( 98, 3) 29.73(115, 5) 25.88(148, 6) 25.43(132,19) 
2427. 1410. 305. 30.08(132, 19) 28.75(122,20) 28.75( 92, 1) 28.75(106, 1) 27.35(118,24) 
2527. 1410. 305. 29.96(148,18) 29.08( 87, 1) 25.82(134, 4) 25.35(122,20) 25.35( 92, 1) 
2627. 1410. 305. 27.07( 63, 1) 25.92(134, 4) 23.20(144,19) 21.62( 87, 1) 18.01( 70, 2) 
2327. 410. 310. 47.47(137, 5) 43.15(138, 1) 42.36( 77, 3) 42.01( 98, 4) 42.01(153,22) 
2427. 410. 307. 32.35(123, 1) 32.35(138, 5) 32.23(123, 3) 32.23(134, 19) 31. 14( 109, 4) 
2527. 410. 305. 28.79(127, 2) 27:91(114, 6) 27.00( 97,24) 27.00( 98, 6) 27 .00( 151, 24) 
2627. 410. 305. 27.23( 92, 4) 27.23(123, 2) 27.23(150, 7) 26.58( 77, 2) 26.58( 94, 3) 
2262. 433. 311. 63.35(117, 6) 60.f.0(153, 2) 56.81( 87,22) 56.81( 132,24) 54.40( 77, 3) 
2262. 510. 312. 50.75( 98, 4) 50.75(153,22) 47.41( 97,24) 47.41( 98, 6) 47.41(151,24) 
2327. 510. 309. 36.39(132,19) 33.58(148, 6) 33.43( 98, 3) 33.43(134, 6) 33.08(118,24) 
2427. 510. 304. 36.02(114, 6) 34.95( 98, 5) 34.54(298, 6) 34.06(127, 2) 31.78(137, 3) 
2527. 510. 304. 32. 11( 77, 2 > 32.11( 94, 3) 31.14( 92, 5) 30.43( 92, 4) 30.43(123, 2) 
2627. 510. 305. 24.51(109, 4) 24.32( 73,22) 24.32( 85, 1) 24.32( 95, 4) 24.00(151, 6) 
2227. 610. 311. 44.57(153, 2) 44.12( 87,22) 44.12(132,24) 41.59(124, 3) 40.49(117, 6) 
2327. 610. 308. 45.13( 98, 5) 43.85( 92, 4) 43.85(123, 2) 43.85(150, 7) 43.26(114, 6) 
2427. 610. 304. 38.20( 92, 5) 37.05( 93, 2) 36.03( 77, 2) 36.03( 94, 3) 34.36( 73,22) 
2527. 610. 305. 29.29(151, 6) 27.70(123, 4) 24.95(123, 3) 24.95(134, 19) 24. 73( 125 ,20) 
2627. 610. 305. 26.93(123, 4) 25.69(151, 6) 18.90(125,20) 17.88(149,24) 17.68(136, 5) 
2227. 710. 311. 58.50( 92, 4) 58.50(123, 2) 58.50(150, 7) 56.80( 98, 5) 56.nc 77, 2> 
2327. 710. 308. 44.11( 73,22) 44.11( 85, 1) 44.11( 95, 4) 42. 73( 93, 2) 42.01(109, 4) 
2427. 710. 306. 28.58(123, 4) 26.18(151, 6) 23.78(136, 5) 23.78(153,23) 23.78(124, 5) 
2527. 710. 304. 27.14(123, 4) 25.05( 73,23) 23.74(151, 6) 22.58( 70, 5) 22.38(136, 5) 
2627. 710. 305. 25.74(123, 4) 21.57(151, 6) 21.42(136, 5) 21.41(153,23) 21.41(124, 5) 
2227. 810. 310. 42.03(136, 5) 42.03(124, 5) 42.03(153,23) 38. 71( 123, 4) 34.34(359, 2) 
2327. 810. 307. 37.39(136, 5) 37.39(153,23) 37.39(124, 5) 34.75(123, 4) 33.95( 73,23) 
2427. 810. 305. 34.23(136, 5) 34.23(153,23) 34.23(124, 5) 30.46(123, 4) 27.18(359, 2) 
2527. 810. 304. 31.76(136, 5) 31.76(153,23) 31.76(124, 5) 27.18(123, 4) 24.76(359, 2) 
2627. 810. 305. 29.67(136, 5) 29.67(153,23) 29.67(124, 5) 24.77(123, 4) 22.82(359, 2) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 
1 POSTZ • PAGE NO. 3 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 3 HOUR AVERAGES 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2127. 1210. 308. 33.14(134, 6) 25.60( 92, 3) 24.34(106, 3) 23.13(115, 6) 21.85(120,21) 
2227. 1210. 305. 33.74(134, 6) 24.69(122,21) 23.82(120,21) 21.89(106, 3) 21.04( 92, 3) 
2327. 1210. 305. 22.13( 70, 3) 22.08(106, 3) 19.15(144,21) 18.59(134, 6) 17.64( 63, 3) 
2427. 1210. 305. 20.91( 89,21) 16.15( 77,24) 14.84( 95, 6) 14.69(135,24) 14.68(106, 3) 
2527. 1210. 305. 12.09( 89,21) 10.98(150,21) 10.83( 88, 3) 10.74(149,18) 10.35(103,21) 
2627. 1210. 305. 13.60( 88, 3) 11.20(150,21) 10.23(103,21) 9.53(359, 3) 9.18( 89,24) 
2037. 1231. 311. 51.55(115, 6)* 47.37(115, 3)* 42.94(116, 3) 38.80(114, 6) 34.11( 3, 9) 
2027. 1310. 313. 38.74(115, 3) 35.12(115, 6) 33.88(114, 3) 32.29(116, 3) 29.45(114, 6) 
2127. 1310. 307. 26.77(115, 6) 23.30(115, 3) 20.73(116, 3) 20.37(134, 6) 19.00(115,21) 
2227. 1310. 305. 23.00(134, 6) 19.12(115, 6) 17.13(366, 6) 16.91(115,21) 15 .81 C 88, 3) 
2327. 1310. 305. 24.92(134, 6) 19.39(122,21) 18.54(120,21) 18.26(115, 6) 16.46( 106, 3) 
2427. 1310. 305. 22.26(134, 6) 13.39( 63, 3) 12.13(120,21) 11. 92( 106, 3) 11.71(366, 6) 
2527. 1310. 305. 15.17(106, 3) 14.93( 70, 3) 12.23( 89,21) 11. 70( 63, 3) 11.65( 144,21) 
2627. 1310. 305. 16.05( 89,21) 12.32( 77,24) 12.05(106, 3) 10.81(140,24) 10.13( 95, 6) 
2027. 1410. 313. 29.76(114, 3) 25.94(115, 3) 22.69(104, 6) 20.02(115,21) 19.26(115, 6) 
2127. 1410. 308. 29.33( 115, 3) 25.nc116, 3> 21.12(115, 6) 20.82(115,24) 20.45(114, 6) 
2227. 1410. 305. 15.99(115, 6) 15.12(134, 6) 14.03(115,21) 11.70(115, 3) 11. 18( 88, 3) 
2327. 1410. 305. 18.75(115, 6) 17.67(134, 6) 17.06(116, 3) 12.88(115, 3) 12.15(115,21) 
2427. 1410. 305. 19.22(134, 6) 13.68(122,21) 13.27(120,21) 12.77(115, 6) 12.68(106, 3) 
2527. 1410. 305. 18.54(134, 6) 13.20(120,21) 11.54( 106, 3) 11.47(122,21) 11.26( 92, 3) 
2627. 1410. 305. 14.18(134, 6) 11.16( 63, 3) 9.00(106, 3) 8.81(122,21) 8.39(115, 3) 
2327. 410. 310. 39.88( 98, 6) 37.94(123, 3) 37.53(137, 3) 35.68(114, 6) 34.93(127, 6) 
2427. 410. 307. 25.31(123, 3) 22.48(109, 6) 22.05( 95, 6) 21.69( 134, 21) 17.00(137, 6) 
2527. 410. 305. 25.04( 98, 6) 19.52(137, 3) 18.22( 88, 6) 17.96(152, 3) 16.85(127, 3) 
2627. 410. 305. 17.06( 92, 6) 15.78(109, 6) 15.35(152, 3) 15.20( 98, 6) 14.15( 95, 6) 
2262. 433. 311. 44.99( 98, 6) 44.88(123, 3) 44.55(146,24) 42.41(137, 3) 41.39(137, 6) 
2262. 510. 312. 47.23( 98, 6) 43.51(123, 3) 35.84( 85, 3) 33.73(118,24) 33.57(109, 6) 
2327. 510. 309. 29.42(115, 6) 23.82(134, 6) 23.77(116, 3) 22.99(114, 6) 22.84(115, 3) 
2427. 510. 304. 31.10( 98, 6) 25.20(137, 3) 24.42(152, 3) 22.24(127, 3) 20.32(147,21) 
2527. 510. 304. 21.45(123, 3) 20.97(109, 6) 20.52( 92, 6) 17. 73 C 85, 3) 16.09( 70, 3) 
2627. 510. 305. 17.15(123, 3) 16.83(109, 6) 15.64(134,21) 15.59( 70, 3) 13.67(149,24) 
2227. 610. 311. 30.06(127, 3) 30.04(137, 6) 29.83( 70, 6) 29.77( 97, 6) 29.48(128,24) 
2327. 610. 308. 37.81( 98, 6) 31.85(137, 3) 31.15(152, 3) 28.68( 70, 6) 27.34(127, 3) 
2427. 610. 304. 29.23(123, 3) 27.80(109, 6) 22.85( 92, 6) 20.84( 85, 3) 20.24(149,24) 
2527. 610. 305. 18.19(123, 3) 16.06(134,21) 15.09(135,21) 14.69(109, 6) 14.24(149,24) 
2627. 610. 305. 13.33(123, 6) 12.68(135,21) 12.49(123, 3) 12.37( 70, 3) 11.88(149,24) 



2227. 710. 311. 47.80( 98, 6) 47.32(123, 3) 41.53(114, 6) 41.44(137, 3) 39.85(152, 3) 
2327. 710. 308. 30.68(123, 3) 29.33(109, 6) 25.73( 95, 6) 23.76(134,21) 22.22( 85, 3) 
2427. 710. 306. 16.24(359, 3) 15.93(116, 3) 15.53(115, 3) 15.52( 70, 6) 15.33( 98, 6) 
2527. 710. 304. 15.82( 70, 6) 14.49(123, 3) 13.84(123, 6) 13.42(359, 3) 13.35(149,24) 
2627. 710. 305. 13.00(123, 6) 12. 79( 123, 3) 12.60(106, 3) 12.56(359, 3) 12.51( 70, 6) 
2227. 810. 310. 26.15(114, 3) 26.00(359, 3) 25.41(115, 3) 24.16(115, 6) 23.20( 95, 6) 
2327. 810. 307. 22.10( 70, 6) 20.50( 88, 6) 20.47( 98, 6) 19.46( 70, 3) 19.33(153,24) 
2427. 810. 305. 19.72(123, 3) 19.14( 70, 6) 17.45(359, 3) 17. 11( 123, 6) 16.50(109, 6) 
2527. 810. 304. 15.46(123, 6) 14:12(359, 3) 12.80(149,24) 12.60(123, 3) 12.38(134,21) 
2627. 810. 305. 14.25(123, 6) 13.18(359, 3) 11.89(135,21) 10.95( 99,21) 10.66(127,24) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MOOEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN - POSTZ HIS OUTPUT - SOX - 04/20/92 - MPV 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: *********************.,.********************************************************* 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH-STABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(7) TOP SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,D=NO) 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-STABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISWC11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(13) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(16) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISWC17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(19) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-STABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(22) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 

ISW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 
ISW(2S) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,0=NO) 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 24 HOUR AVERAGES 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
91 
s 
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POSTZ - PAGE NO. 2 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES 
METERS 

HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH STH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-5973. -2390. 798. 0.07( 1,24) 0.07(120,24) 0.07(114,24) 0.06(151,24) 0.05( 97,24) 
-5973. -1390. 793. 0.14( 51,24) 0.12(365,24) 0. 11( 114, 24) 0.10(106,24) 0.09(108,24) 
-5973. -390. 781. 0.35( 7,24) 0.24c n,24> 0.18( 68,24) 0.14c n,24> 0. 13(124,24) 
-5973. 610. 852. o.34< n,24> 0.28( 74,24) 0.23( 70,24) 0.22(111,24) 0.19(144,24) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 0.39( 70,24) 0.28( 74,24) 0.26( 96,24) 0.23(135,24) 0.23(134,24) 
-5973. 2610. 730. 0.30( 74,24) 0.23( 136,24) 0.21( 94,24) 0.21( 96,24) 0.20(132,24) 
-5973. 3610. 728. 0.19( 98,24) 0.15( 95,24) 0.15(123,24) 0.15( 94,24) o.1sc n,24> 
-5973. 4610. 747. 0.18( 70,24) 0.17( 96,24) 0.16( 74,24) 0. 15 C 151 , 24 > 0.13(105,24) 
-5973. 5610. 625. 0.20( 96,24) 0.17( 74,24) 0.16(218,24) 0.14(147,24) 0.13(134,24) 
-4973. -2390. 797. 0.16(114,24) 0.12(115,24) 0.08( 1,24) 0.07(117,24) 0.07(106,24) 
-4973. -1390. 731. 0.25(350,24) 0.23( 74,24) 0.19(120,24) 0.17( 55,24) 0. 15(351,24) 
-4973. -390. 652. 0.44(365,24) 0.34(106,24) 0.33(120,24) 0.28( 3,24) 0.28( 117, 24) 
-4973. 1610. n1. 0.44(123,24) o.38< n,24> 0.38(107,24) 0.37(100,24) 0.36( 95,24) 
-4973. 2610. 792. 0.27( 74,24) 0.26(112,24) 0.22( 88,24) 0.22(135,24) 0.21(106,24) 
-4973. 3610. 904. 0.20(136,24) 0.19(105,24) 0.18(132,24) 0.17(139,24) 0.17( 89,24) 



-4973. 4610. 858. 0.17( 96,24) 0.13( 89,24) 0.13(105,24) 0.13(112,24) 0.13(100,24) 
-4973. 5610. 570. 0.18( 96,24) 0.15(132,24) 0.15(218,24) 0.14(134,24) 0.13( 74,24) 
-4m. 410. 646. 2.28c n,24> 1.92( 88,24) 1.80( 106,24) 1.63( 74,24) 1.51( 95,24) 
-4m. 610. 669. 2.17(105,24) 2.16( 96,24) 1. nc 70,24> 1.76( 89,24) 1.61(151,24) 
-4m. 810. 666. 1.46(132,24) 1.29(133,24) 1.29(112,24) 1.03( 74,24) 1.00(150,24) 
-4m. 1010. 695. 1.10( 74,24) 1.06(132,24) 0.85( 94,24) 0.84(133,24) 0.83(136,24) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 0.67(123,24) 0.59(147,24) o.56C n,24> 0.53( 95,24) 0.53(107,24) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 0.67(123,24) 0.59(147,24) o.s6c n,24> 0.53( 95,24) 0.53(107,24) 
-4573. 410. 633. 3.79( 94,24) 3.08( 88,24) 3.02c n,24> 3.01(113,24) 2.74(105,24) 
-4573. 1210. 722. 0.64( 39,24) 0.59(148,24) o.s,c n,24> 0.49( 45,24) 0.48(149,24) 
-4573. 4810. 853. 0.17(134,24) 0.16(132,24) 0.14( 96,24) 0.13( 135, 24) 0.13(112,24) 
-4373. 10. 609. 3.70( 1,24) 2.86(365,24) 1.86(350,24) 1.83( 107, 24) 1.83(357,24) 
-4373. 210. 554. o.87C n,24> 0.63(354,24) 0.58( 72,24) 0.55(107,24) 0.48(361,24) 
-4373. 410. 583. 2.64( 67,24) 2.50( 69,24) 2.16( 66,24) 2.07( 75,24) 1. 76( 112,24) 
-4373. 1410. 694. 0.52( 76,24) 0.51( 92,24) 0.48( 38,24) 0.47(104,24) 0.43( 45,24) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 0.47( 76,24) 0.46( 92,24) 0.44( 70,24) 0.41( 89,24) 0.40( 96,24) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 0.47( 76,24) 0.46( 92,24) 0.44( 70,24) 0.41( 89,24) 0.40( 96,24) 
-4373. 4810. 856. 0.19(132,24) 0.13(134,24) 0.13(150,24) 0.13( 96,24) 0.12(112,24) 
-4173. 10. 553. 0.94( 1,24) 0.81(347,24) 0.75(230,24) 0.58(342,24) 0.57(346,24) 
-4173. 1610. 787. 0.57( 74,24) 0.56( 70,24) 0.45( 63,24) 0.44(144,24) 0.44( 64,24) 
-4173. 4810. 828. 0.22(132,24) 0.18(133,24) 0.16(134,24) 0.14(150,24) 0.12(136,24) 
-3973. -2390. 767. 0.20( 23,24) 0.16( 74,24) 0.15(114,24) 0.14( 73,24) 0.12( 78,24) 
-3973. -1390. 732. 0.37(114,24) 0.30( 1,24) 0.30( 22,24) 0.27( 23,24) 0.25( 55,24) 
-3973. -390. 548. 0.69(249,24) 0.53( 27,24) 0.53( 96,24) 0.50( 26,24) 0.48(157,24) 
-3973. 10. 549. 1.89( 20,24) 1.62( 12,24) 1.50( 16,24) 1.36( 25,24) 1.34( 2,24) 
-3973. 610. n2. 2.40( 37,24) 2.31( 62,24) 2.00( 29,24) 1.80( 28,24) 1.58( 41,24) 
-3973. 1610. m. 0.55( 41,24) 0.54( 134, 24) 0.52( 84,24) a.soc 74,24> 0.45(128,24) 
-3973. 2610. 875. 0.36( 88,24) 0.30(139,24) 0.29(128,24) 0.28( 94,24) 0.26(136,24) 
-3973. 3610. 914. 0.21( 105 ,24) 0.21( 96,24) 0.20(134,24) 0.20( 89,24) 0.19(148,24) 
-3973. 4610. 954. 0.24(132,24) 0.15(133,24) 0.14(136,24) 0.14(134,24) 0.13(145,24) 
-3973. 4810. 838. 0.23(132,24) 0.18(133,24) 0.16( 134,24) 0.15(150,24) 0.14(136,24) 
-3973. 5610. 686. 0.18( 74,24) 0.17(133,24) 0.14(132,24) 0.13(147,24) 0.12(123,24) 
-3m. 10. 549. 1.00( 4,24) 0.76(327,24) 0.75( 34,24) 0.74(336,24) 0.69(156,24) 
-3m. 1610. 755. 0.47( 74,24) 0.40(109,24) 0.39(112,24) 0.38( 29,24) 0.37(133,24) 
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-3m. 1810. 792. 0.43(109,24) 0.42( 68,24) 0.42(132,24) 0.36( 74,24) o.33< n,24> 
-3m. 2010. 824. 0.40(136,24) 0.38(132,24) 0.35( 88,24) 0.34(126,24) o.33< n,24> 
•3m. 4810. 839. 0.23(132,24) 0.17(133,24) 0.16(134,24) 0.15(150,24) 0.15(136,24) 
-3573. 10. 549. 0.79( 7,24) 0.78(107,24) 0.59( 35,24) 0.59(336,24) 0.48(149,24) 
-3573. 2010. 848. 0.44( 88,24) o.38< n,24> 0.34( 82,24) 0.34(106,24) 0.33(144,24) 
-3573. 4810. 852. 0.21(132,24) 0.19(134,24) 0.16(150,24) 0.15(133,24) 0.14(136,24) 
-3373. 10. 549. 0.49(149,24) 0.45(103,24) 0.43(146,24) 0.41(336,24) 0.39(129,24) 
-3373. 2010. 799. o.s6c n,24> 0.52( 88,24) 0.47( 95,24) 0.44(123,24) 0.43(148,24) 
-3373. 4810. 831. 0.20(134,24) 0.19(133,24) 0.17(132,24) 0.15(150,24) 0.15(147,24) 
·3273. 2010. 787. 0.57(148,24) o.s7c n,24> 0.55( 88,24) 0.52(122,24) 0.45(149,24) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 0.52(148,24) 0.46( 88,24) 0.44( 98,24) 0.43(139,24) 0.41(122,24) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 0.42(139,24) 0.41(146,24) 0.41( 105 ,24) 0.40(148,24) 0.37( 89,24) 
-3173. 10. 567. 1.32( 96,24) 1. 04( 102, 24) 0.97( 46,24) 0.80( 9,24) o.ncm,24> 
-3173. 2410. 841. 0.65( 96,24) 0.47(146,24) 0.47(105,24) 0.45(122,24) 0.43(139,24) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 0.18(133,24) 0.17(134,24) 0.16(107,24) 0.15(147,24) 0.15(132,24) 
-2973. -2390. 661. 0.29( 3,24) 0.27(106,24) 0.26( 74,24) 0.24(352,24) 0.17( 19,24) 
-2973. -1390. 613. 0.44( 40,24) 0.42(114,24) 0.39( 68,24) 0.37(146,24) 0.34(352,24) 
-2973. -390. 609. 0.96( 3,24) 0.94( 74,24) 0.81( 61,24) 0.70(350,24) 0.67(355,24) 
-2973. 10. 601. 1.38(365,24) 1.05(106,24) 0.99(131,24) 0.98(107,24) 0.97(114,24) 
-2973. 610. 579. 3.08( 96,24) 3.00(105,24) 2.48(122,24) 2.41( 94,24) 2.27( 88,24) 
-2973. 1610. 823. o.67C n,24> 0.57(106,24) 0.53( 92,24) 0.52(148,24) 0.52(149,24) 
-2973. 2410. 784. o.nc 70,24> 0.74( 96,24) 0.68(151,24) 0.64(122,24) 0.55(105,24) 
·2973. 2610. 786. 0.74( 74,24) 0.72( 70,24) 0.57( 96,24) 0.55(122,24) 0.53(134,24) 
-2973. 3610. 865. 0.41(132,24) 0.31(150,24) 0.27(136,24) 0.24(133,24) 0.21(147,24) 
-2973. 4610. no. 0.18(133,24) 0.17(107,24) 0.17( 74,24) 0.17(134,24) 0.16(147,24) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 0.17(123,24) 0.16(133,24) 0.15(134,24) 0.15(107,24) 0.15( 74,24) 
-2973. 5610. 642. 0.13(132,24) 0.13(123,24) 0.12( 76,24) 0.11(147,24) 0.11(290,24) 
-2773. 10. 609. 3.00( 1,24) 2. 91( 114 ,24) 2.28( 3,24) 2.17( 1,24) 2.03(352,24) 
-2m. 2410. 731. 1.01( 70,24) 0.84( 74,24) 0.75( 96,24) 0.65( 89,24) 0.64(151,24) 
-2773. 4810. 724. 0.18(123,24) 0.15(134,24) 0.15(133,24) 0.14(132,24) 0.13(147,24) 
-2573. 10. 587. 3.69( 27,24) 3.38( 2,24) 3.10( 18,24) 2.94(351,24) 2.84( 69,24) 
-2573. 2410. 732. 1.14( 74,24) 0.76( 70,24) 0.72(133,24) 0. 72( 134 ,24) 0.68( 96,24) 
-2573. 4810. 713. 0.17(123,24) 0.16(133,24) 0.15(132,24) 0.14(134,24) 0.14(120,24) 
-2373. 10. 574. 5.17(130,24) 4.01( 15,24) 3.97(152,24) 3.92( 22,24) 3.57( 27,24) 
-2373. 2410. 726. 1.06( 74,24) 0.83(133,24) 0.80( 132, 24) 0.72(134,24) 0.63( 94,24) 



-2373. 4810. 700. 0.17( 45,24) 0.16( 132,24) 0.15(123,24) 0.15(133,24) 0.15( 78,24) 
-2173. 10. 564. 4.17(146,24) 3.78( 31,24) 3.63( 6,24) 3.58( 16,24) 3.41( 130,24) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 0.92(132,24) 0.82( 74,24) 0.81(133,24) 0.76(120,24) o. 74( 134, 24) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 0.22( 45,24) 0.20( 84,24) 0.17(132,24) 0.16( 76,24) 0.15( 74,24) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 0.38(363,24) 0.37(355,24) 0.30(114,24) 0.26(362,24) 0.25(351,24) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 0.51(351,24) 0.42( 3,24) 0.35( 65,24) 0.35( 9,24) 0.34( 34,24) 
-1973. -390. 487. 1.00( 3,24) 0.91(130,24) 0.83( 25,24) 0.82( 31,24) 0.79( 15,24) 
-1973. -190. 526. 1.51( 20,24) 1.50( 16,24) 1.43( 68,24) 1.25( 128, 24) 1.20( 3,24) 
-1973. 10. 549. 4.16(119,24) 2 .35 C 120, 24) 2.20(132,24) 1.73(114,24) 1.63( 123, 24) 
-1973. 210. 549. 5.24(142,24) 4.07(131,24) 2.64(110,24) 2.52(108,24) 2.42( 51,24) 
-1973. 410. 547. 6.67(145,24) 6.25(100,24) 5.75(144,24) 5.23(118,24) 4.68(111,24) 
-1973. 610. 479. 1.31 C 54,24) 1.23(121,24) 1. 19( 42, 24) 1.16(215,24) 1.11(149,24) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 2.21( 96,24) 2.21( 70,24) 1.85(122,24) 1.81 C 139, 24) 1.69(105,24) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 0.96(132,24) 0.79(123,24) 0. 74( 147 ,24) 0. 71( 133,24) 0.66( 74,24) 
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-1973. 2610. 799. 0.73(132,24) 0.58(123,24) 0.58(147,24) 0.53(133,24) 0.52(134,24) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 0.38(134,24) 0.33(120,24) 0.28(133,24) 0.28(123,24) 0. 27( 84,24) 
-1973. 4610. 628. 0.25( 45,24) 0.20( 84,24) 0.20( 76,24) 0.18( 74,24) 0. 18(120,24) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 0.22( 45,24) 0.19( 84,24) 0.19( 76,24) 0.17( 75,24) 0. 16(132,24) 
-1973. 5610. 597. 0.28(107,24) 0.14( 45,24) 0.14( 75, 24) 0. 13( 108, 24) 0. 13(290,24) 
-1m. -790. 529. 0.78(143,24) 0.73(130,24) 0.73(351,24) 0.71(146,24) 0. 71( 3,24) 
-1m. -590. 497. 1.00( 3,24) 0.78(351,24) 0.67( 31,24) 0.67( 20,24) 0.65(143,24) 
-1m. 210. 539. 2.29(131,24) 2.25(142,24) 2.12( 99,24) 2.02(110,24) 1.65(104,24) 
-1m. 410. 491. 2.28(100,24) 1.81(118,24) 1.65(114,24) 1.63(144,24) 1.36(104,24) 
-1m. 2410. 668. 0.91( 123,24) 0.86(147,24) 0.83(132,24) 0.65(134,24) 0.64( 74,24) 
-1m. 4810. 609. 0.33(107,24) 0.24(114,24) 0.21( 45,24) 0.20( 76,24) 0. 19(120,24) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 0. 71(363,24) 0.50(351,24) 0.45(364,24) 0.40(355,24) 0.39(106,24) 
-1573. -990. 459. 0.76(363,24) 0.67(351,24) 0.49( 3,24) 0.47(364,24) 0. 45(355,24) 
-1573. -790. 482. 0.82(363,24) 0.73(351,24) 0.65( 3,24) 0.48(364,24) 0. 47(355,24) 
-1573. -590. 487. 0.89(363,24) 0.74(351,24) 0.71( 3,24) 0.54(355,24) 0. 50(364,24) 
-1573. -390. 465. 0.97(363,24) 0.94( 3,24) 0.81(351,24) 0.67( 74,24) 0.67(355,24) 
-1573. -190. 475. 1.36( 3,24) 1.02(363,24) 0.92(351,24) 0.90( 74,24) 0.88(355,24) 
-1573. 10. 505. 1.33( 3,24) 1.12(141,24) 1.12(108,24) 1.08(351,24) 1. 06( 74,24) 
-1573. 210. 495. 1.67( 3,24) 1.63(352,24) 1.31(355,24) 1.28(114,24) 1. 26(351,24) 
-1573. 410. 482. 2.02(355,24) 1.98( 3,24) 1.65(352,24) 1.63( 114, 24) 1 . 51(100,24) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 0.86(123,24) 0.82(147,24) 0.69(134,24) 0.63( 45,24) 0.58( 38,24) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 0.38(107,24) 0.20( 45,24) 0.18( 76,24) 0.18(114,24) 0. 17( 74,24) 
-1373. -1190. 427. 0.74(363,24) 0.54(364,24) 0.46( 85,24) 0.44(106,24) 0.39( 3,24) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 1.24(107,24) 0.97( 96,24) 0.86( 45,24) 0.71( 38,24) 0.69( 39,24) 
-1373. 4810. 575. 0.39(107,24) 0.19(113,24) 0.19(133,24) 0.18( 63,24) 0. 18( 86,24) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 0.64(364,24) 0.60(363,24) 0.50(106,24) 0.47( 23,24) 0. 43( 69,24) 
-1173. -990. 423. o.nc363,24> 0.68(364,24) 0.53(106,24) 0.50( 23,24) 0.46( 69,24) 
-1173. -790. 424. 0.96(363,24) 0.73(364,24) 0.55( 23,24) 0.54( 94,24) 0.52(106,24) 
-1173. -590. 425. 1.15(363,24) 0.80(364,24) 0.70( 94,24) 0.64( 23,24) 0.57( 85,24) 
-1173. -390. 425. 1.36(363,24) 0.94( 94,24) 0.91(364,24) 0.76( 23,24) 0.66( 3,24) 
-1173. 2410. 610. 1.35(107,24) 1.02( 84,24) 0.99( 63,24) 0.92( 45,24) 0.89( 96,24) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 0.30(123,24) 0.27(107,24) 0.21(133,24) 0.20( 63,24) 0. 20(113,24) 
-973. -2390. 407. 0.40(352,24) 0.35( 1,24) 0.30(364,24) 0.27( 94,24) 0. 27(365,24) 
-973. -1390. 411. 0.56( 94,24) 0.48(124,24) 0.45(364,24) 0.41( 3,24) 0.36( 23,24) 
-973. -390. 421. 1.56(124,24) 1.06( 94,24) 0.93( 23,24) 0.89(364,24) o. nc363,24> 
-973. -190. 423. 1.94(124,24) 1.32( 94,24) 1.14(363,24) 1.12( 23,24) 1. 08(364,24) 
-973. 610. 387. 8.37(124,24) 5.36(135,24) 5 • 20 C 113, 24) 5.10(150,24) 5. 08( 3,24) 
-973. 1610. 594. 5 .10( 62,24) 4.96( 63,24) 3.95(107,24) 3.94(114,24) 3. 40( 45,24) 
-973. 2410. 610. 1.25(114,24) 1.23(107,24) 1.08( 63,24) 1. 07 C 41 , 24) 0.87(120,24) 
-973. 2610. 609. 0.96(114,24) 0.95(107,24) 0.88( 63,24) 0.84( 41,24) 0. 71( 84 ,24) 
-973. 3610. 609. 0.48( 63,24) 0.38( 62,24) 0.38( 41,24) 0.36(107,24) 0.34( 133, 24) 
-973. 4610. 551. 0.27(123,24) 0.27(107,24) 0.26( 63,24) 0.24( 41,24) 0. 19(144,24) 
-973. 4810. 549. 0.24(107,24) 0.24(123,24) 0.23( 63,24) 0.22( 41,24) 0. 18(133,24) 
-973. 5610. 549. 0.18( 63,24) 0.16(123,24) 0.16(107,24) 0.15( 78,24) 0.15( 41,24) 
-m. -190. 420. 2.45(124,24) 1.96( 97,24) 1.25( 94,24) 1.23(113,24) 1. 23(352,24) 
-m. 2010. 603. 2.41(114,24) 2.20( 63,24) 2.01( 62,24) 1. 90 C 41 , 24) 1.49(133,24) 
-m. 2210. 610. 1.98(114,24) 1.56( 63,24) 1.53( 41,24) 1.52( 62,24) 1.01(140,24) 
-m. 2410. 610. 1.44(114,24) 1.28( 41,24) 1.03( 63,24) 0.89( 62,24) 0.81(120,24) 
-m. 4810. 549. 0.27(107,24) 0.25( 41,24) 0.24( 63,24) 0.23( 78,24) 0. 23( 81,24) 
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-573. -190. 417. 3.16(124,24) 1.90( 97,24) 1.75(135,24) 1.59(138,24) 1.51(136,24) 
-573. 2010. 593. 2.37( 62,24) 2.13(114,24) 1.63( 63,24) 1.35( 3,24) 1.22( 29,24) 
-573. 2210. 609. 2.08(114,24) 1.59( 62,24) 1.25( 63,24) 1.13( 3,24) 1.04(140,24) 
-573. 2410. 610. 1. 91 ( 114,24) 1.32( 62,24) 0.98( 63,24) 0.96( 3,24) 0.85( 41,24) 
-573. 4810. 572. 0.34(114,24) 0.24( 41,24) 0.22( 78,24) 0.22(107,24) 0.21( 63,24) 
-373. -390. 410. 1.76(124,24) 1.54(135,24) 1.44( 97,24) 1.42(352,24) 1.17(136,24) 
-373. -190. 418. 2.00(124,24) 1.88(135,24) 1.74(352,24) 1.70( 97,24) 1.37( 138, 24) 
-373. 2010. 564. 2.36( 62,24) 1.67( 90,24) 1.36( 63,24) 1.15(133,24) 1.13(104,24) 
-373. 2210. 594. 1.82( 62, 24) 1.23( 63,24) 1.03(133,24) 0.99( 3,24) 0.97( 97,24) 
-373. 2410. 599. 1.31( 62, 24) 0.99(133,24) 0.92( 63,24) 0.92( 3,24) 0.91( 74,24) 
-373. 4810. 598. 0.44(114,24) 0.22( 78,24) 0.21( 62,24) 0.21( 41,24) 0.20(120,24) 
-173. -390. 402. 1.59(135,24) 1.48(124,24) 1.41(352,24) 1.27( 117, 24) 1.21(128,24) 
-173. 2410. 502. 1.52( 62,24) 1.26(140,24) 1.13( 90,24) 1.12(115,24) 1.04(114,24) 
-173. 4810. 609. 0.51(114,24) 0.20( 29,24) 0.20( 41,24) 0.18( 62,24) 0.18(120,24) 

27. -2390. 366. 0.38(124,24) 0.34(113,24) 0.34( 97,24) 0.33( 3,24) 0.30(221,24) 
27. -1390. 366. 0.85(352,24) 0.82( 97,24) 0.76(135,24) 0.74(124,24) 0.56(113,24) 
27. -590. 384. 1.50(124,24) 1.17(135,24) 1.17(117,24) 1. 06( 146, 24) 1.04(128,24) 
27. -390. 392. 2.09(124,24) 1.58(146,24) 1.54( 135, 24) 1.40(117,24) 1.40(150,24) 
27. 610. 293. 3.08(133,24) 2.66( 73,24) 2.66(109,24) 2.65(134,24) 2.62( 70,24) 
27. 1610. 502. 2.84( 134, 24) 2.70(122,24) 2.67( 89,24) 2.64( 121,24) 2.37(104,24) 
27. 2410. 428. 1.58( 115, 24) 1.13(140,24) 1.06( 90,24) 0.97( 62,24) 0.97(133,24) 
27. 2610. 489. 1.09( 62,24) 0.99( 90,24) 0.98(140,24) 0.94(115,24) 0.87(133,24) 
27. 3610. 555. 0.55( 62,24) 0.41( 97, 24) 0.37(114,24) 0.36(109,24) 0.36( 3,24) 
27. 4610. 605. 0.29(114,24) 0.21( 63,24) 0.20(366,24) 0.19( 3,24) 0.19( 45,24) 
27. 4810. 609. 0.34(114,24) 0.21( 3,24) 0.19( 29,24) 0.19( 45,24) 0.18(366,24) 
27. 5610. 487. 0.37(114,24) 0.24(285,24) 0.21( 86,24) 0.20(172,24) 0.19(109,24) 

227. -590. 373. 1.48(124,24) 1.45(146,24) 1.30(150,24) 1. 20( 137, 24) 1.18(168,24) 
227. 2410. 426. 1.29(140,24) 1.05( 91,24) 1.00( 115, 24) 0.94(134,24) 0.85( 62,24) 
227. 4810. 608. 0.21( 63,24) 0.21( 45,24) 0.20(108,24) 0.20(366,24) 0.20( 97,24) 
427. -790. 365. 1.25(146,24) 1.21( 150,24) 1.19(114,24) 1.11(168,24) 1.07(147,24) 
427. -590. 366. 1.76(150,24) 1.65(126,24) 1.58(137,24) 1 . 41C147, 24 > 1.37( 168, 24) 
427. 2410. 424. 1.35(134,24) 1.07( 91,24) 1.02(140,24) 1. 00 C 115, 24 > 0.97( 62,24) 
427. 4810. 575. 0.24( 78,24) 0.24( 62,24) 0.23( 97,24) 0.23(108,24) 0.20( 63,24) 
627. -790. 360. 1.51(150,24) 1.37(126,24) 1.28(137,24) 1.19(168,24) 1.18(147,24) 
627. 2410. 408. 1.47(134,24) 1.19(120,24) 1.00( 62,24) 0.84( 115 ,24) 0.83(148,24) 
627. 4810. 548. 0.31( 62,24) 0.26(107,24) 0.23( 63,24) 0.21(123,24) 0.21(108,24) 
827. -790. 355. 1.82( 126, 24) 1.62(137,24) 1.53(150,24) 1.38(147,24) 1.29(146,24) 
827. 2410. 372. 1. 33 ( 134, 24) 1.25(120,24) 0.94(148,24) 0.88(150,24) 0.83( 92,24) 
827. 4810. 563. 0.36(107,24) 0.35( 62,24) 0.27( 63,24) 0.24( 86,24) 0.23( 3,24) 

1027. -2390. 339. 0.50(135,24) 0.46(124,24) 0.41(363,24) 0.36(168,24) 0.33(117,24) 
1027. -1390. 346. 0.96(150,24) 0.83(168,24) 0.76(126,24) 0.76(147,24) 0.64(137,24) 
1027. -790. 350. 1. 73 C 126, 24) 1.60(150,24) 1.51(152,24) 1.48(137,24) 1.43( 98,24) 
1027. -390. 351. 1.85( 98,24) 1.61(152,24) 1.52(114,24) 1 .43( 85,24) 1.34(151,24) 
1027. 610. 320. 2.20(149,24) 1.88( 89,24) 1.73( 95,24) 1.61(139,24) 1.56(140,24) 
1027. 1610. 398. 4.17( 70,24) 4.11(218,24) 3.83(122,24) 3.12(123,24) 3.05( 96,24) 
1027. 2410. 363. 1.09(120,24) 1 .06(134,24) 0.97(150,24) 0.85( 92,24) 0.73( 45,24) 
1027. 2610. 365. 0.99(134,24) 0.99(120,24) 0.84(150,24) 0.84( 86,24) 0.79( 62,24) 
1027. 3610. 422. 0.55(107,24) 0.50( 86,24) 0.49( 93,24) 0.46(115,24) 0.44( 92,24) 
1027. 4610. 541. 0.33( 62,24) 0.33( 81,24) 0.31(107,24) 0.29( 90,24) 0.29( 63,24) 
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1027. 4810. 548. 0.33( 62,24) 0.30( 81,24) 0.28( 63,24) 0.27(107,24) 0.24( 3,24) 
1027. 5610. 600. 0.26( 62,24) 0.21( 63,24) 0.21(113,24) 0.16(107,24) 0. 14 C 29, 24 > 
1227. -790. 344. 1 .51(152,24) 1.27(137,24) 1.26(150,24) 1. 21( 126, 24) 1.21( 98,24) 
1227. 2410. 355. 1.12( 86,24) 0.93(107,24) 0.92( 93,24) 0.90( 63,24) 0.87(134,24) 
1227. 4810. 585. 0.29( 63,24) 0.28( 62,24) 0. 23( 133, 24) 0.23( 3,24) 0.21( 92,24) 
1427. -990. 337. 1.33(152,24) 1.13( 98,24) 1 .11(137,24) 1.02(126,24) 1.02(150,24) 
1427. -790. 338. 1.32( 98,24) 1.23(152,24) 1.04( 97,24) 0.89(119,24) 0.89( 94,24) 
1427. 2410. 346. 1.15( 63,24) 0.82(121,24) 0.74(134,24) 0.73(104,24) 0.67( 45,24) 
1427. 4810. 588. 0.34( 63,24) 0.26( 62,24) 0. 26( 133, 24) 0.22(104,24) 0.19( 92,24) 
1627. -1190. 331. 1 .26(152,24) 1.08( 98,24) 0.97(137,24) 0.89(126,24) 0.84(150,24) 
1627. -990. 332. 1.24( 98,24) 1.16(152,24) 0.95( 97,24) 0.93(136,24) 0.87(124,24) 
1627. 1610. 331. 1.23(144,24) 1.21( 41,24) 1.19(115,24) 1 .17(145,24) 1.17( 91,24) 
1627. 1810. 331. 1.46(122,24) 1.24( 93,24) 1.10( 41,24) 1.06(100,24) 1 . 04 C 89, 24) 
1627. 2010. 332. 1.41( 41,24) 1.27(122,24) 1.18( 84,24) 1.18(114,24) 1.06( 63,24) 
1627. 2210. 333. 1 .23( 41,24) 1.07(115,24) 1.02(121,24) 1.00( 84,24) 0.99( 63,24) 



1627. 2410. 337. 1.04( 63,24) 0.96( 41,24) 0.89(121,24) 0.83(115,24) o.nc104,24> 
1627. 4810. 532. 0.39( 63,24) 0.28( 62,24) 0.26( 41,24) 0.21(133,24) 0.21( 90,24) 
1627. 5010. 533. 0.36( 63,24) 0.24( 62,24) 0.24( 41,24) 0.23( 90,24) 0.23(133,24) 
1827. -1390. 325. 1.18(152,24) 1.00( 98,24) 0.90(124,24) 0.90(137,24) 0.80(151,24) 
1827. -1190. 326. 1.13(152,24) 1.02( 98,24) 0.90(124,24) o.nc135,24> o.nc 97,24> 
1827. 1610. 321. 1.57(115,24) 1.36(150,24) 1.23( 29,24) 1.18(153,24) 1.09(114,24) 
1827. 5010. 486. 0.35( 63,24) o.26c1n,24> 0.26( 62,24) 0.25( 41,24) 0.23( 81,24) 
2027. -2390. 309. 0.63(150,24) O.h1(124,24) 0.54(126,24) 0.53(168,24) 0.49(147,24) 
2027. -1390. 320. 0.94(152,24) 0.87( 98,24) 0.78(135,24) o.nc 97,24> 0.71(137,24) 
2027. -390. 322. 1.42( 70,24) 1.24( 73,24) 1.22(133,24) 1.18(129,24) 1.10(109,24) 
2027. 610. 317. 5.66( 96,24) 5.06(139,24) 4.97( 94,24) 4.93(218,24) 4.57(140,24) 
2027. 1410. 313. 4.04(115,24) 3.17(114,24) 2.11( 92,24) 1.74( 62,24) 1.69(104,24) 
2037. 1231. 311. 8.84(115,24)* 5.69(114,24) 4.33(116,24) 3.96( 62,24) 3.69(134,24) 
2027. 1610. 312. 2.21(115,24) 1.79(114,24) 1.12(144,24) 1.05( 70,24) 1.05( 81,24) 
2027. 2610. 327. 0.69(115,24) 0.65(121,24) 0.60( 63,24) 0.58(104,24) 0.56( 41,24) 
2027. 3610. 342. 0.53(114,24) 0.50(134,24) 0.50(115,24) 0.41( 81, 24) 0.40( 62,24) 
2027. 4610. 440. 0.40(114,24) 0.29(115,24) 0.28( 62,24) 0.27( 81,24) o.21c1n,24> 
2027. 5010. 469. 0.30(114,24) 0.29(115,24) 0.26( 62,24) 0.26( 63,24) 0.26(172,24) 
2027. 5610. 515. 0.26( 81,24) 0.23( 63,24) 0.19( 62,24) 0.19( 90,24) 0.19(41,24) 
2227. -1590. 313. 0.80( 98,24) o.nc152,24> 0.70( 97,24) 0.67(137,24) 0.65(135,24) 
2227. 610. 311. 5.36(135,24) 5.04(150,24) 5.03(125,24) 4.98(127,24) 4.92(146,24) 
2227. 810. 310. 5.19(115,24) 4.10(134,24) 3.80(114,24) 3.22(150,24) 3.19(146,24) 
2227. 1210. 305. 3.70(115,24) 2.79(134,24) 2.40(122,24) 2.32( 89,24) 2.23(120,24) 
2227. 1410. 305. 2.68(115,24) 1.53(134,24) 1.38( 62, 24) 1.33(114,24) 1.22( 50,24) 
2227. 5010. 438. 0.51(114,24) 0.29(115,24) o.25c1n,24> 0.25( 62,24) 0.21( 81,24) 
2427. -1590. 309. 0.81(124,24) 0.74( 98,24) 0.74(136,24) 0. 71( 152, 24) 0.66( 97,24) 
2427. 410. 307. 3.21( 134, 24) 3.18(150,24) 2.48(147,24) 2.47(123,24) 2.45(127,24) 
2427. 610. 304. 3.33(134,24) 2.83(123,24) 2.64(115,24) 2.57(150,24) 2.53(133,24) 
2427. 810. 305. 2.35(115,24) 2.34(133,24) 2.33(134,24) 2.27(123,24) 2.08( 70,24) 
2427. 1210. 305. 2.55( 89,24) 2.31(115,24) 1.54(116,24) 1.45( 88,24) 1.38( 90,24) 
2427. 5010. 426. 0.44(114,24) 0.36(115,24) o.24c1n,24> 0.23( 62,24) 0.19(285,24) 
2627. -1590. 304. 0.75(152,24) 0.62(136,24) 0.58(130,24) 0.57(119,24) 0.57(170,24) 
2627. -1390. 304. 0.66(152,24) 0.56(136,24) 0.55(170,24) 0.54(168,24) 0.53(150,24) 
2627. -390. 305. 1.60(135,24) 1.25(133,24) 1.17(146,24) 1.15(153,24) 1.08(124,24) 
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2627. -190. 304. 2.02(150,24) 1.91(126,24) 1.90(146,24) 1.84(147,24) 1.83(137,24) 
2627. 10. 305. 2.21( 150,24) 2.04(134,24) 1.85(147,24) 1.81(126,24) 1.nc137,24> 
2627. 210. 305. 2.00(150,24) 1.96(127,24) 1. 92( 133, 24) 1.90(147,24) 1.82(152,24) 
2627. 410. 305. 1.81(134,24) 1.79(150,24) 1. 71( 95 ,24) 1.69( 119, 24) 1.64(149,24) 
2627. 610. 305. 1.66(123,24) 1.65(134,24) 1.36( 99,24) 1 • 35 C 70, 24) 1.33(133,24) 
2627. 810. 305. 1.70( 99,24) 1.53(134,24) 1.41( 110,24) 1.30( 123, 24) 1.27(103,24) 
2627. 1010. 305. 1.79( 89,24) 1.nc115,24> 1.64( 99,24) 1.12(141,24) 1.11(100,24) 
2627. 1210. 305. 1.45( 89,24) 1.35(122,24) 1.19( 99,24) 1.17(115,24) 1.10( 88,24) 
2262. 433. 311. 7.35(135,24) 7.25(137,24)* 7.19(150,24) 6.79(134,24) 6.33(114,24) 
2627. 5010. 380. 0.46(115,24) 0.30(114,24) 0.24(172,24) 0.23(109,24) 0.20( 62,24) 
2827. -1390. 301. 0.65( 138,24) 0.62(137,24) 0.60( 97,24) 0.57(170,24) 0.57(148,24) 
2827. -1190. 302. 0.80(135,24) 0.73(138,24) 0.66(137,24) 0.66( 97,24) 0.63( 170, 24) 
2827. -990. 302. 0.84(135,24) 0.73(138,24) 0.66(128,24) 0.64(109, 24) 0.64( 117, 24) 
2827. -790. 302. 0.88(135,24) 0.88( 87,24) 0.87(128,24) 0.83( 70,24) 0.69(117,24) 
2827. -590. 303. 1.10(146,24) 1.05 C 133, 24) 0.84(153,24) 0.84(127,24) 0.83(128,24) 
2827. -390. 303. 1.43(150,24) 1.37(146,24) 1.36(126,24) 1.25(147,24) 1.24(137,24) 
2827. -190. 303. 1.68(150,24) 1.56(147,24) 1.43(137,24) 1.39(126,24) 1.36(152,24) 
2827. 10. 303. 1.43(152,24) 1.40(150,24) 1.37(151,24) 1.33(125,24) 1.32(137,24) 
2827. 5010. 358. 0.43(115,24) 0.33(114,24) 0.25( 92,24) o.22c1n,24> 0.22(109,24) 
3027. -2390. 297. 0.57( 98,24) 0.54( 137,24) 0.50(170,24) 0.49(148,24) 0.48(152,24) 
3027. -1390. 298. 0.68(135,24) 0.63(117,24) 0.61( 170,24) 0.58(138,24) 0.54(168,24) 
3027. -390. 300. 1.31(150,24) 1.18(147,24) 1.15(137,24) 1.14(126,24) 1.12(151,24) 
3027. 610. 301. 1.02( 99,24) 0.98( 89,24) 0.94(110,24) 0.91( 100, 24) 0.86(102,24) 
3027. 1610. 302. 0.80( 89,24) 0.73(115,24) 0.66(134,24) 0.65(144,24) 0.58( 54,24) 
3027. 2610. 303. 0. 75( 115 ,24) 0.47( 90,24) 0.42( 62,24) 0.35(122,24) 0.32(215,24) 
3027. 3610. 305. 0.60(115,24) 0.51( 62,24) 0.36(116,24) 0.30(114,24) 0.30( 90,24) 
3027. 4610. 333. 0.47(115,24) 0.26(108,24) 0.26(116,24) 0.24( 62,24) 0.23(134,24) 
3027. 5010. 348. 0.46(115,24) 0.27(114,24) 0.25( 92,24) 0.24(108,24) 0.21( 172, 24) 
3027. 5610. 3n. 0.44(115,24) 0.29(114,24) 0.24( 92,24) 0.21(172,24) 0.19(110,24) 
3227. 5010. 338. 0.38(115,24) 0.26(108,24) 0.22(116,24) 0.20( 62,24) 0.19(172,24) 
3227. 5210. 345. 0.38(115,24) 0.26(108,24) 0.20(172,24) 0.19( 92,24) 0. 18(351,24) 
3227. 5610. 362. 0.46(115,24) 0.24( 92,24) 0.23(114,24) 0.21(172,24) 0.18(108,24) 
3227. 6010. 373. 0.45(115,24) 0.26(114,24) 0.23( 92,24) 0.20(172,24) 0.16(173,24) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ - PAGE NO. 8 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8880 HOUR AVERAGES 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-5973. -2390. 798. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. -1390. 793. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. -390. 781. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 610. 852. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 2610. 730. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 3610. 728. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-5973. 4610. 747. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 5610. 625. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. -2390. 797. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4973. -1390. 731. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4973. -390. 652. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 1610. 771. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 2610. 792. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 3610. 904. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 4610. 858. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 5610. 570. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 410. 646. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4773. 610. 669. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 810. 666. 0. 15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4773. 1010. 695. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4573. 410. 633. 0.38( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4573. 1210. 722. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4573. 4810. 853. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4373. 10. 609. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 210. 554. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4373. 410. 583. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4373. 1410. 694. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 4810. 856. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4173. 10. 553. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4173. 1610. 787. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4173. 4810. 828. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. -2390. 767. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. -1390. 732. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3973. -390. 548. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 10. 549. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 610. 722. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 1610. m. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 2610. 875. 0.05( ,,,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 3610. 914. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 4610. 954. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 4810. 838. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 5610. 686. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3m. 10. 549. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3773. 1610. 755. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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-3773. 1810. 792. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3773. 2010. 824. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3773. 4810. 839. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3573. 10. 549. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3573. 2010. 848. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3573. 4810. 852. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3373. 10. 549. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3373. 2010. 799. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3373. 4810. 831. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 



-3273. 2010. 787. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3173. 10. 567. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3173. 2410. 841. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. -2390. 661. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2973. -1390. 613. 0.06( 4,24) OLOO( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. -390. 609. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 10. 601. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 610. 579. 0.39( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2973. 1610. 823. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 2410. 784. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 2610. 786. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 3610. 865. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 4610. no. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 5610. 642. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2773. 10. 609. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2773. 2410. 731. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2773. 4810. 724. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2573. 10. 587. 0.37( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2573. 2410. 732. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2573. 4810. 713. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2373. 10. 574. 0.69( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2373. 2410. 726. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2373. 4810. 700. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 10. 564. 0.64( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 0.13( 4,24) 0. 00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -390. 487. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -190. 526. 0.28( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 10. 549. 0.38( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 210. 549. 0.47( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 410. 547. 0.67( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 610. 479. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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-1973. 2610. 799. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 4610. 628. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 5610. 597. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1773. -790. 529. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1773. -590. 497. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1773. 210. 539. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1773. 410. 491. 0.33( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1773. 2410. 668. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1773. 4810. 609. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -990. 459. 0.10( 4,24),. 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -790. 482. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -590. 487. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -390. 465. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -190. 475. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1573. 10. 505. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 210. 495. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 410. 482. 0.30( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1373. -1190. 427. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1373. 2410. 609. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1373. 4810. 575. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -990. 423. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -790. 424. 0. 11( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1173. -590. 425. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 



-1173. -390. 425. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. 2410. 610. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -2390. 407. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-973. -1390. 411. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -390. 421. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -190. 423. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 610. 387. 1.22( 4,24) 0..00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 1610. 594. 0.82( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 2410. 610. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 2610. 609. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 3610. 609. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 4610. 551. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 4810. 549. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 5610. 549. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. -190. 420. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. 2010. 603. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. 2210. 610. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. 2410. 610. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-m. 4810. 549. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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-573. -190. 417. 0.30( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-573. 2010. 593. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-573. 2210. 609. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-573. 2410. 610. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-573. 4810. 572. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. -390. 410. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. -190. 418. 0.33( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-373. 2010. 564. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. 2210. 594. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. 2410. 599. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. 4810. 598. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-173. -390. 402. 0.28( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-173. 2410. 502. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-173. 4810. 609. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 

27. -2390. 366. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. -1390. 366. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
27. -590. 384. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
27. -390. 392. 0.34( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
27. 610. 293. 0.61( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 1610. 502. 0.51( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 2410. 428. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 2610. 489. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 3610. 555. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 4610. 605. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 4810. 609. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 5610. 487. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

227. -590. 373. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
227. 2410. 426. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
227. 4810. 608. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. -790. 365. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. -590. 366. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. 2410. 424. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. 4810. 575. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. -790. 360. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. 2410. 408. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. 4810. 548. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
827. -790. 355. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( . 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
827. 2410. 372. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
827. 4810. 563. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

1027. -2390. 339. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. -1390. 346. 0. 15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. -790. 350. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. -390. 351. 0.33( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 610. 320. 0.46( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 1610. 398. 0.67( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 2410. 363. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 2610. 365. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 3610. 422. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 4610. 541. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
------------------------ ------ ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- --------- --- ----- -

1027. 4810. 548. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 5610. 600. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1227. -790. 344. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1227. 2410. 355. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1227. 4810. 585. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. -990. 337. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1427. -790. 338. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. 2410. 346. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1427. 4810. 588. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. -1190. 331. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. -990. 332. 0.22( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 1610. 331. 0.39( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
1627. 1810. 331. 0.33( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
1627. 2010. 332. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
1627. 2210. 333. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
1627. 2410. 337. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
1627. 4810. 532. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
1627. 5010. 533. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
1827. -1390. 325. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
1827. -1190. 326. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
1827. 1610. 321. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
1827. 5010. 486. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2027. -2390. 309. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( o, 0) 
2027. -1390. 320. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2027. -390. 322. 0.37( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2027. 610. 317. 1.37( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2027. 1410. 313. 0.42( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( o, 0) 
2037. 1231. 311. 1.25( 4,24) 0. 00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2027. 1610. 312. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2027. 2610. 327. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2027. 3610. 342. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( o, 0) 
2027. 4610. 440. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( o, 0) 
2027. 5010. 469. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2027. 5610. 515. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2227. -1590. 313. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2227. 610. 311. 1.55( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2227. 810. 310. 1.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( o, 0) 
2227. 1210. 305. 0.56( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( o, 0) 
2227. 1410. 305. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( o, 0) 
2227. 5010. 438. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. -1590. 309. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2427. 410. 307. 0.80( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2427. 610. 304. 0.75( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2427. 810. 305. 0.62( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 1210. 305. 0.38( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2427. 5010. 426 . 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2627. -1590. 304. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2627. -1390. 304. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2627. -390. 305. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 

POSTZ · PAGE NO. 13 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8880 HOUR AVERAGES (CONT.) 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
----------- ------------ ---- ------- --------------- --------------- ------- --- ---- -- ------------------ ------ ------------ ---- ----- --- ---

2627. -190. 304. 0.39( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2627. 10. 305. 0.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2627. 210. 305. 0.53( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2627. 410. 305. 0.52( 4,24) 0.00( . 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2627. 610. 305. 0.46( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2627. 810. 305. 0.40( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1010. 305. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1210. 305. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2262. 433. 311. 1.82( 4,24)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 



2627. 5010. 380. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -1390. 301. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2827. -1190. 302. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -990. 302. 0.19( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -790. 302. 0.21( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -590. 303. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -390. 303. 0.28( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -190. 303. 0.33( 4,24) 0.-00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. 10. 303. 0.35( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. 5010. 358. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. -2390. 297. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
3027. -1390. 298. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. -390. 300. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 610. 301. 0.27( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 1610. 302. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 2610. 303. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 3610. 305. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 4610. 333. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
3027. 5010. 348. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 5610. 3n. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 5010. 338. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 5210. 345. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 5610. 362. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 6010. 373. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, O)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MODEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN - POSTZ HIS-OUTPUT - SOX - 04/20/92 - MPV 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: ******************************************************************************** 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(7) TOP SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(10) TOP SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED C1=YES,O=NO) 0 

8-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH -5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(13) TOP-SO TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(1S) HIGH -STABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 1 
ISW(16) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,0=NO) 0 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 1 
ISW(19) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(22) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

ISW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK,1-RUNNING) 0 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,0=NO) 0 

JUL IAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 1 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 91 
JUL IAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 5 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 92 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 2 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 24 HOUR AVERAGES 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
--- ------------------- --------------------- ---- --- ------------- -- ----------------------------------------------------- ------------ · 

2127. 1210. 308. 3.69(134,24) 3.61(115,24) 2.58( 89,24) 2.57(106,24) 2.42(120,24) 
2227. 1210. 305. 3.70(115,24) 2.79(134,24) 2.40(122,24) 2.32( 89,24) 2.23(120,24) 
2327. 1210. 305. 2.49(115,24) 2.31( 89,24) 1. 95( 134, 24) 1.86(106,24) 1. 75(144,24) 
2427. 1210. 305. 2.55( 89,24) 2.31( 115, 24) 1.54(116,24) 1.45( 88,24) 1.38( 90,24) 
2527. 1210. 305. 1. 74(115,24) 1. 73( 89 ,24) 1.34(122,24) 1.20( 99,24) 1.08(215,24) 
2627. 1210. 305. 1.45( 89,24) 1.35(122,24) 1.19( 99,24) 1.17(115,24) 1.10( 88,24) 
2037. 1231. 311. 8.84(115,24)* 5.69(114,24) 4.33(116,24) 3.96( 62,24) 3.69(134,24) 
2027. 1310. 313. 6.71(115,24) 4.74(114,24) 3.25( 92,24) 3.17( 62,24) 2.97(116,24) 
2127. 1310 . 307. 4.64(115,24) 2.27( 62,24) 2.21(134,24) 2. 13( 114 ,24) 1. 96( 116, 24 > 
2227. 1310. 305. 3.40(115,24) 2.18(134,24) 1. 75( 62, 24) 1.64( 92,24) 1.56(116,24) 
2327. 1310. 305. 2.84(115,24) 2.06(134,24) 1.81(122,24) 1.72(120,24) 1.62( 62,24) 
2427. 1310. 305. 1.79(115,24) 1. nc 134,24> 1.66( 89,24) 1.29(122,24) 1.23( 120, 24) 
2527. 1310. 305. 2.18(115,24) 1.65( 89,24) 1.23( 70,24) 1.23(122,24) 1.20(134,24) 
2627. 1310. 305. 1.90( 89,24) 1.29(115,24) 1.11( 88,24) 1.06(122,24) 1.05(104,24) 
21)27. 1410. 313. 4.04(115,24) 3.17(114,24) 2.11( 92,24) 1.74( 62,24) 1.69(104,24) 



2127. 1410. 308. 4.88(115,24) 2.73(114,24) 2.26( 62,24) 2.15( 116, 24) 1.71( 92,24) 
2227. 1410. 305. 2.68(115,24) 1.53(134,24) 1.38( 62,24) 1.33( 114, 24) 1.22( 50,24) 
2327. 1410. 305. 2.95(115,24) 1. 73(134,24) 1.51( 62,24) 1.49(116,24) 1 .31( 114, 24) 
2427. 1410. 305. 1.98(115,24) 1.65(134,24) 1.29(120,24) 1.17(106,24) 1.16( 89,24) 
2527. 1410. 305. 1. 74 C 115, 24) 1.42(134,24) 1.25( 89,24) 1.14(120,24) 1.12( 122,24) 
2627. 1410. 305. 1.42(115,24) 1.24( 89,24) 1. 12( 134 ,24) 1.00(122,24) 0.87( 90,24) 
2327. 410. 310. 5.54(150,24) 4.98(137,24) 4.89(115,24) 4. 71( 134,24) 4.63(127,24) 
2427. 410. 307. 3.21(134,24) 3r18(150,24) 2.48(147,24) 2.47(123,24) 2.45(127,24) 
2527. 410. 305. 2.35(151,24) 2.34(127,24) 2.31(150,24) 2.21( 98,24) 2.18(134,24) 
2627. 410. 305. 1.81 C 134, 24) 1. 79(150,24) 1. 71( 95 ,24) 1.69(119,24) 1.64(149,24) 
2262. 433. 311. 7.35(135,24) 7.25(137,24)* 7.19(150,24) 6.79(134,24) 6.33(114,24) 
2262. 510. 312. 5. 74(134,24) 4.92(135,24) 4.65( 133,24) 4.52(150,24) 4.45(114,24) 
2327. 510. 309. 4.71(115,24) 4.23(134,24) 3.93(150,24) 3.67(114,24) 3.63(146,24) 
2427. 510. 304. 3.18(150,24) 3.06(127,24) 2.92(151,24) 2. 72( 134, 24) 2.72(152,24) 
2527. 510. 304. 2.40(133,24) 2.35(134,24) 2.25(150,24) 2.11(123,24) 1.94(151,24) 
2627. 510. 305. 1.96(134,24) 1.80(123,24) 1.74(133,24) 1.63( 149, 24) 1.61(138,24) 
2227. 610. 311. 5.36(135,24) 5.04(150,24) 5.03(125,24) 4.98(127,24) 4.92(146,24) 
2327. 610. 308. 4.32(134,24) 4.17(133,24) 4.15(150,24) 4.14(127,24) 3.91(151,24) 
2427. 610. 304. 3.33(134,24) 2.83(123,24) 2.64(115,24) 2.57(150,24) 2.53(133,24) 
2527. 610. 305. 2.18(134,24) 2.07(123,24) 1.82(149,24) 1. 79( 151,24) 1.76(133,24) 
2627. 610. 305. 1.66(123,24) 1.65(134,24) 1.36( 99,24) 1.35( 70,24) 1.33(133,24) 
2227. 710. 311. 5.90(150,24) 5.81(114,24) 5.43(115,24) 5.28(137,24) 5.21(134,24) 
2327. 710. 308. 3 .39( 134, 24) 2.96(123,24) 2.91(133,24) 2.82(150,24) 2. 71( 109 ,24) 
2427. 710. 306. 2.93(115,24) 2.38( 127,24) 2.29(134,24) 2.08(151,24) 2.06(133,24) 
2527. 710. 304. 2.04(134,24) 1.86(123,24) 1.73( 70,24) 1.72(133,24) 1.56(127,24) 
2627. 710. 305. 1.69(123,24) 1.67(134,24) 1.53(133,24) 1.52( 70,24) 1.43( 99,24) 
2227. 810. 310. 5.19(115,24) 4.10_(134,24) 3.80(114,24) 3.22(150,24) 3.19(146,24) 
2327. 810. 307. 3.00(127,24) 2.92(115,24) 2.91(134,24) 2.75(133,24) 2.60(151,24) 
2427. 810. 305. 2.35(115,24) 2.34(133,24) 2.33(134,24) 2.27(123,24) 2.08( 70,24) 
2527. 810. 304. 1.96(115,24) 1.93(134,24) 1.79( 99,24) 1. nc 123,24> 1.58(110,24) 
2627. 810. 305. 1.70( 99,24) 1.53(134,24) 1.41(110,24) 1.30(123,24) 1.27(103,24) 

*·DENOTES PEAK VALUE 
1 POSTZ - PAGE NO. 3 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8880 HOUR AVERAGES 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2127. 1210. 308. 0.74( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 1210. 305. 0.56( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 1210. 305. 0.43( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 1210. 305. 0.38( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 1210. 305. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1210. 305. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2037. 1231. 311. 1.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2027. 1310. 313. 0.64( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2127. 1310. 307. 0.47( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 1310. 305. 0.42( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 1310. 305. 0.37( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 1310. 305. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 1310. 305. 0.29( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1310. 305. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 1410. 313. 0.42( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2127. 1410. 308. 0.38( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 1410. 305. 0.32( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2327. 1410. 305. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 1410. 305. 0.28( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 1410. 305. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1410. 305. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 410. 310. 1.30( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 410. 307. 0.80( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 410. 305. 0.62( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 410. 305. 0.52( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2262. 433. 311. 1.82( 4,24)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2262. 510. 312. 1.54( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 510. 309. 1.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 510. 304. 0.76( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2527. 510. 304. 0.61( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 510. 305. 0.49( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 610. 311. 1.55( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2327. 610. 308. 1.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 610. 304. 0. 75( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2527. 610. 305. 0.56( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 610. 305. 0.46( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 



2227. 710. 311. 1.46( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 

2327. 710. 308. 0.85( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

2427. 710. 306. 0.67( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

2527. 710. 304. 0.53( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

2627. 710. 305. 0.44( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 

2227. 810. 310. 1.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

2327. 810. 307. 0.80( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

2427. 810. 305. 0.62( 4,24) 0.-00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

2527. 810. 304. 0.49( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

2627. 810. 305. 0.40( 4,24) 0.00( 0, O)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

*·DENOTES PEAK VALUE 



ATTACHMENT 8 - 3 

SHORTZ MODEL INPUT 
FOR THE HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT 



2EAGLE MTN - SHORTZ - RISK ASSESSMENT - COARSE GRID - UNIT IMPACTS 

00 00 278 12 24 0 370 
0 0 00 3 1 0 

-5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 -5973.4 
-5973 .4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 -4973.4 
-4973.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4m.4 -4573.4 
-4573.4 -4573.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 -4373.4 
-4373.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -4173.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 
-3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3973.4 -3m.4 
-3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3m.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3573.4 -3373.4 
-3373.4 -3373.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3273.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 -3173.4 
-2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 
-2973 .4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2973.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2m.4 -2573.4 
-2573.4 -2573.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2373.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 -2173.4 
-1973 .4 -1973 .4 -1973.4 -1973 .4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 
-1973.4 -1973 .4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973.4 -1973 .4 -1973.4 -1m.4 
-1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1m.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573.4 -1573 .4 -1573.4 -1573.4 
-1373.4 -1373.4 -1373.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 -1173.4 
-1173.4 -1173.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 
-973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -973.4 -m.4 -m.4 
-m.4 -m.4 -m.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 -573.4 
-373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -373.4 -173.4 -173.4 
-173.4 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 

26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 226.6 226.6 226.6 
426.6 426.6 426.6 426.6 626.6 626.6 626.6 826.6 
826.6 826.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 

1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1026.6 1226.6 1226.6 
1226.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1426.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 
1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1626.6 1826.6 1826.6 
1826.6 1826.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2037.0 
2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2026.6 2226.6 2226.6 
2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2226.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 2426.6 
2426.6 2426.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 
2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2626.6 2262.0 2626.6 2826.6 
2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 2826.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 3026.6 
3026.6 3026.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 3226.6 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5610.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 1210.0 410.0 
1210.0 4810.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 1410.0 1610.0 1610.0 
4810.0 10.0 1610.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 
610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 

1610.0 1810.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 2010.0 4810.0 10.0 
2010.0 4810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 10.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 
3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 
2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 10.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 610.0 
1610.0 2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 
-590.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 
-590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 410.0 2410.0 4810.0 

-1190.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -190.0 2010.0 
2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-390.0 -190.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 -390.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -590.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2410.0 
2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 
-790.0 -590.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -790.0 
2410.0 4810.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -790.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 
2410.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 4810.0 5610.0 -790.0 2410.0 
4810.0 -990.0 -790.0 2410.0 4810.0 -1190.0 -990.0 1610.0 
1810.0 2010.0 2210.0 2410.0 4810.0 5010.0 -1390.0 -1190.0 
1610.0 5010.0 -2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1410.0 1231.0 
1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 5010.0 5610.0 -1590.0 610.0 
810.0 1210.0 1410.0 5010.0 -1590.0 410.0 610.0 810.0 

1210.0 5010.0 - 1590.0 -1390.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 210.0 
410.0 610.0 810.0 1010.0 1210.0 433.0 5010.0 -1390.0 

-1190.0 -990.0 -790.0 -590.0 -390.0 -190.0 10.0 5010.0 
-2390.0 -1390.0 -390.0 610.0 1610.0 2610.0 3610.0 4610.0 
5010.0 5610.0 5010.0 5210.0 5610.0 6010.0 
798.0 793.0 781.0 852.0 731 . 0 730.0 728.0 747.0 
625.0 797.0 731.0 652.0 771.0 792.0 904.0 858.0 
570.0 646.0 669.0 666.0 695.0 730.0 730.0 633.0 
722.0 853.0 609.0 554.0 583.0 694.0 756.0 756.0 
856.0 553.0 787.0 828.0 767.0 732.0 548.0 549.0 
722.4 773.0 875.0 914.0 954.0 838.0 686.0 549.0 



755.0 792.0 824.0 839.0 549.0 848.0 852.0 549.0 
799.0 831.0 787.0 841.0 862.0 567.0 841.0 806.0 
661.0 613.0 609.0 601.0 579.1 823.0 784.0 786.0 
865.0 no.a 747.0 642.0 609.0 731.0 724.0 587.0 
732.0 713.0 574.0 726.0 700.0 564.0 675.0 675.0 
487.0 522.0 487.0 526.0 549.0 549.0 547.0 478.5 
768.1 675.0 799.0 696.0 628.0 646.0 597.0 529.0 
497.0 539.0 491.0 668.0 609.0 433.0 459.0 482.0 
487.0 465.0 475.0 505.0 495.0 482.0 648.0 609.0 
427.0 609.0 575.0 423.0 423.0 424.0 425.0 425.0 
610.0 555.0 407.0 · 411.0 421.0 423.0 387.1 594.4 
610.0 609.0 609.0 551.0 549.0 549.0 420.0 603.0 
610.0 610.0 549.0 417.0 593.0 609.0 610.0 572.0 
410.0 418.0 564.0 594.0 599.0 598.0 402.0 502.0 
609.0 366.0 366.0 384.0 392.0 292.6 501.7 428.0 
489 . 0 555.0 605.0 609.0 487.0 373.0 426.0 608.0 
365.0 366.0 424.0 575.0 360.0 408.0 548.0 355.0 
372.0 563.0 339.0 346.0 350.0 351.0 320.0 397.8 
363.0 365.0 422.0 541.0 548.0 600.0 344.0 355.0 
585.0 337.0 338.0 346.0 588.0 331.0 332.0 331.0 
331.0 332.0 333.0 337.0 532.0 533.0 325.0 326.0 
321.0 486.0 309.0 320.0 322.0 317.0 313.0 310.9 
312.0 326.7 342.0 440.0 469.0 515.0 313.0 311.0 
310.0 305.0 305.0 438.0 309.0 307.0 304.0 305.0 
305.0 426.0 304.0 304.0 305.0 304.0 305.0 305.0 
305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 305.0 310.9 380.0 301.0 
302.0 302.0 302.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 303.0 358.0 
297.0 298.0 300.0 301.0 302.0 303.0 305.0 333.0 
348.0 372.0 338.0 345.0 362.0 373.0 

.683 366.7 
0006100 0.0050 -4234. 227. 15.24 579. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006200 0.0050 -4123. 185. 15.24 549. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006300 0.0050 -2562. 354. 15.24 479. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006400 0.0050 -2434. 371. 15.24 472. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006500 0.0050 1318. 152. 15.24 351. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006600 0.0050 1438. 169. 15.24 340. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006700 0.0050 1565. 573. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0006800 0.0050 1569. 733. 15.24 335. 1158. 130.58 1.8288 
0018120 0.40068-1621.9 1432.7 2. 735.6 1164.2 1711.9 0. 
0018220 0.41130-2878.7 1109.9 2. 735.6 1349.4 1516.1 0. 
0018320 0.15825·3856.3 863.9 2. 716.3 605. 9 1299. 1 0. 
0018420 o.029n-4357.7 652.2 2. 685.8 373.1 396.9 90. 



ATTACHMENT 8-4 

SHORTZ MODEL OUTPUT 
FOR THE HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT 



POSTZ (DATED 86224) 

POSTZ - A POST PROCESSOR FOR THE SHORTZ MODEL 

POSTZ RUN TITLE: EAGLE MTN - POSTZ HIS _OUTPUT - RISK - 04/27/92 - MPV 

POSTZ - PAGE NO. 

SHORTZ RUN TITLE: ******************************************************************************** 

ISW(1) RESTRICT TIME LIMITS (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(2) LIMIT RECEPTORS TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(3) LIMIT SOURCES TO ANALYZE (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(4) SPECIFY BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS (O=N0,1=UNIFORM,2=BY RECEPTOR) 0 
ISW(S) SCALE CONCENTRATIONS FOR SPECIFIC SOURCES (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

1-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(6) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,0=NO) 0 
ISW(7) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(8) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(9) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(10) TOP 50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(11) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

3-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(12) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,0=NO) 0 
ISW(13) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(14) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

24-HOUR AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(15) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(16) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(17) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANALYSIS: 
ISW(18) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 1 
ISW(19) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(20) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

USER-SPECIFIED AVERAGING TIME ANALYSIS 
ISW(21) HIGH-5 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(22) TOP-50 TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 
ISW(23) EXCEEDANCE TABLE PREPARED (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

ISW(24) BLOCK OR RUNNING AVERAGES (O=BLOCK, 1-RUNNING) 0 
ISW(25) CALMS POLICY (1=YES,O=NO) 0 

JULIAN DAY FOR START OF ANALYSIS 1 
YEAR FOR START OF ANALYSIS 91 
JULIAN DAY FOR END OF ANALYSIS 5 
YEAR FOR END OF ANALYSIS 92 

POSTZ • PAGE NO. 2 

HIGH FIVE TABLE FOR 8880 HOUR AVERAGES 

RECEPTOR COORDINATES HIGHEST FIVE CONCENTRATIONS 
METERS VALUE(DAY,ENDING HOUR) 

X y ELEV. HIGHEST 2ND HIGH 3RD HIGH 4TH HIGH 5TH HIGH 
----------------------------------------- ------------------------------ ----- ------------------------- ----------------------- -------

-5973. -2390. 798. 0.00( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. -1390. 793. 0.00( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-5973. -390. 781. 0.00( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 610. 852. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-5973. 1610. 731. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 2610. 730. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 3610. 728. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 4610. 747. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-5973. 5610. 625. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. -2390. 797. 0.00( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. -1390. 731. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. -390. 652. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·4973. 1610. n1. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4973. 2610. 792. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·4973. 3610. 904. 0.02( 4,24) 0. 00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 



-4973. 4610. 858. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4973. 5610. 570. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 410. 646. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4m. 610. 669. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 810. 666. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4m. 1010. 695. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o; 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4m. 1210. 730. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4573. 410. 633. 0.07( 4,24) o:ooc 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4573. 1210. n2. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4573. 4810. 853. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-4373. 10. 609. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 210. 554. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 410. 583. 0.23( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 1410. 694. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 1610. 756. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4373. 4810. 856. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4173. 10. 553. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4173. 1610. 787. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-4173. 4810. 828. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. -2390. 767. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3973. -1390. 732. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. -390. 548. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 10. 549. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 610. n2. 0.59( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 1610. m. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 2610. 875. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 3610. 914. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 4610. 954. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
·3973. 4810. 838. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3973. 5610. 686. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3m. 10. 549. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3m. 1610. 755. 0.20( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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-3m. 1810. 792. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3m. 2010. 824. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3m. 4810. 839. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3573. 10. 549. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3573. 2010. 848. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3573. 4810. 852. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3373. 10. 549. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( · 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3373. 2010. 799. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-3373. 4810. 831. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3273. 2010. 787. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-3273. 2210. 841. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-3273. 2410. 862. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-3173. 10. 567. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-3173. 2410. 841. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0 .00( 0, 0) 
-3173. 4810. 806. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( o, 0) 
-2973. -2390. 661. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( o, 0) 
-2973. -1390. 613. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
·2973. ·390. 609. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 10. 601. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 610. 579. 0.82( 4,24)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 1610. 823. 0.49( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 2410. 784. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 2610. 786. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 3610. 865. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 4610. 770. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 4810. 747. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2973. 5610. 642. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( o, 0) 
-2m. 10. 609. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2m. 2410. 731. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2m. 4810. 724. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2573. 10. 587. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
-2573. 2410. 732. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2573. 4810. 713. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2373. 10. 574. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2373. 2410. 726. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 



-2373. 4810. 700. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 10. 564. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-2173. 2410. 675. 0.15( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-2173. 4810. 675. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1973. -2390. 487. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -1390. 522. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -390. 487. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. -190. 526. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 10. 549. 0.13( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 210. 549. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 410. 547. 0.24( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 610. 479. 0.54( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 1610. 768. 0.65( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 2410. 675. 0.17( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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-1973. 2610. 799. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 3610. 696. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 4610. 628. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 4810. 646. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1973. 5610. 597. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. -790. 529. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1773. -590. 497. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. 210. 539. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. 410. 491. 0.26( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. 2410. 668. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1m. 4810. 609. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -1190. 433. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -990. 459. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -790. 482. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1573. -590. 487. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -390. 465. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. -190. 475. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1573. 10. sos. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 210. 495. 0.18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 410. 482. 0.31( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 2410. 648. 0.25( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1573. 4810. 609. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1373. -1190. 427. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1373. 2410. 609. o. 18( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1373. 4810. 575. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1173. -1190. 423. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -990. 423. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -790. 424. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -590. 425. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. -390. 425. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-1173. 2410. 610. 0.14( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-1173. 4810. 555. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-973. -2390. 407. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -1390. 411. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -390. 421. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. -190. 423. 0. 12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-973. 610. 387. 0.30( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 1610. 594. 0.43( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 2410. 610. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 2610. 609. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 3610. 609. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 4610. 551. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-973. 4810. 549. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-973. 5610. 549. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-773. -190. 420. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-773. 2010. 603. 0.16( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-773. 2210. 610. 0.12( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-773. 2410. 610. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-773. 4810. 549. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
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-573. -190. 417. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-573. 2010. 593. 0.11( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) o.ooc 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-573. 2210. 609. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-573. 2410. 610. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-573. 4810. 572. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. -390. 410. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) o.ooc o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-373. -190. 418. 0.10( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) o.ooc o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. 2010. 564. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-373. 2210. 594. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) o.ooc 0, 0) 
-373. 2410. 599. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-373. 4810. 598. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
-173. -390. 402. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) . 
-173. 2410. 502. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
-173. 4810. 609. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 

27. -2390. 366. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
27. -1390. 366. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
27. -590. 384. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. -390. 392. 0.08( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 610. 293. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 1610. 502. 0.09( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) o.ooc 0, 0) o.ooc 0, 0) 
27. 2410. 428. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 2610. 489. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 3610. 555. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 4610. 605. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 4810. 609. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
27. 5610. 487. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

227. -590. 373. 0.07( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
227. 2410. 426. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
227. 4810. 608. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. -790. 365. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. -590. 366. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. 2410. 424. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
427. 4810. 575. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. -790. 360. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. 2410. 408. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
627. 4810. 548. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
827. -790. 355. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
827. 2410. 372. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
827. 4810. 563. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 

1027. -2390. 339. 0.03( 4,24) o.ooc o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. -1390. 346. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1027. -790. 350. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. -390. 351. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 610. 320. 0.05( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 1610. 398. 0.06( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 2410. 363. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 2610. 365. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
1027. 3610. 422. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 4610. 541. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0,00( o, 0) 0.00( O, 0) 
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1027. 4810. 548. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1027. 5610. 600. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1227. -790. 344. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1227. 2410. 355. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1227. 4810. 585. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. -990. 337. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. -790. 338. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1427. 2410. 346. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( O, 0) 
1427. 4810. 588. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. -1190. 331. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. -990. 332. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 1610. 331. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 1810. 331. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0. 00( 0, 0) 
1627. 2010. 332. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) o.ooc 0, 0) 
1627. 2210. 333. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 



1627. 2410. 337. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 4810. 532. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1627. 5010. 533. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. -1390. 325. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. -1190. 326. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. 1610. 321. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
1827. 5010. 486. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. -2390. 309. 0.03( 4,24) 0,00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. -1390. 320. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0,00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2027. -390. 322. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 610. 317. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2027. 1410. 313. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2037. 1231. 311. 0.04( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 1610. 312. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2027. 2610. 327. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 3610. 342. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 4610. 440. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 5010. 469. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2027. 5610. 515. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. -1590. 313. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2227. 610. 311. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 810. 310. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 1210. 305. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0,00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 1410. 305. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2227. 5010. 438. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. -1590. 309. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 410. 307. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 610. 304. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 810. 305. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2427. 1210. 305. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2427. 5010. 426. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2627. -1590. 304. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. -1390. 304. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. -390. 305. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
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2627. -190. 304. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 10. 305. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 210. 305. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2627. 410. 305. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 610. 305. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 810. 305. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 1010. 305. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
2627. 1210. 305. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2262. 433. 311. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2627. 5010. 380. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -1390. 301. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -1190. 302. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -990. 302. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -790. 302. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -590. 303. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -390. 303. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. -190. 303. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. 10. 303. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
2827. 5010. 358. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. -2390. 297. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. ·1390. 298. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0,00( 0, 0) 
3027. -390. 300. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 610. 301. o.o:i:c 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 1610. 302. 0.03( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 2610. 303. 0.02( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 3610. 305. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 
3027. 4610. 333. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 5010. 348. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3027. 5610. 372. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 5010. 338. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 5210. 345. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3221. 5610. 362. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( o, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 
3227. 6010. 373. 0.01( 4,24) 0.00( 0, O)* 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( 0, 0) 0.00( o, 0) 

* - DENOTES PEAK VALUE 
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REVISED HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT 
FOR THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 

Risk Assessment Protocol 

In the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
(EIS/EIR), a cancer risk assessment was performed using screening 
meteorological data, which included a range of generic wind and 
meteorological conditions. Screening data were used because onsite or 
nearby meteorological data were not available. One year of actual 
meteorological data has now been collected and used in preparing this 
refined assessment. These data are discussed in Attachment 8, Appendix 
M of the Final EIS/EIR. In addition, this revised assessment addresses 
other issues in response to comments on the Draft EIS/EIR; including the 
source of the emission rates for the toxic substances, updated Unit Risk 
Values, and noncancer health effects. 

This assessment of both cancer and noncancer risks resulting from the 
emissions of substances present in landfill gas follows the procedures 
used in the following documents: 

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, Toxic Air 
Pollutant Source Assessment Manual for California Air Pollution 
Control Districts and Applicants for Air Pollution Control 
District Permits, 1987 . (Also referred to as the CAPCOA Air 
Toxics Assessment Manual) 

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, Air Toxics 
"Hot Spots" Program, Risk Assessment Guidelines, January 1992. 
(Also referred to as the CAPCOA AB 2588 Risk Assessment 
Guidelines) 

South Coast Air Quality Management District, "Procedures for 
Preparing Risk Assessments to Comply with Air Toxics Rules of the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District", January 1992. 

In this revised assessment, the cancer risk was determined using a 
quantitative risk assessment, based on the estimated concentrations from 
the dispersion model analyses (see Attachment 8, Appendix M of the Final 
EIS/EIR) and the Unit Risk Value (URV) for each substance in question. 
For this analysis, only the inhalation pathway was considered, because 
all the substances being evaluated are gases at normal temperatures . 
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To compute the cancer risk, the annual average groundlevel concentration 
(in µg/m3 ), determined from a dispersion model, was multiplied by the 
Unit Risk Value as follows: 

Groundlevel Concentration x Unit Risk Value - Excess Lifetime Risk 

An example of this calculation is shown in Attachment 9-1. The cancer 
risk resulting from each pollutant was determined individually and in 
total. 

This revised risk assessment used actual meteorological data from the 
project site, whereas the assessment in the Draft EIS/EIR used screening 
meteorological data. Thus, the dispersion model can calculate annual 
concentrations directly, while the screening assessment required that 
the maximum hourly concentrations be converted to annual levels using a 
conservative adjustment factor. Therefore, using actual meteorological 
data typically produces lower concentrations than those determined by 
using screening meteorological data. 

The chronic health risks are reported as hazard indices, which compare 
the concentrations determined by air dispersion modeling to acceptable 
exposure levels. To determine the health hazard index, the estimated 
long-term ambient concentration is divided by the acceptable exposure 
level. If more than one pollutant is present, the hazard indices for 
those pollutants that affect the same target organ are swnrned together. 
An example of this calculation is shown in Attachment 9-2. 

Acute health risks were not evaluated for two reasons. First, the 
project is not expected to generate large, short-term pollutant releases 
that would result in high groundlevel concentrations. The primary 
source of pollutants, which will be demonstrated later in this report, 
is seepage from the landfill. Emissions through the surface of the 
landfill and from the flares will occur at a relatively uniform release 
rate. Acute risks are generally associated with accidental releases or 
with short-term, high mass flow releases, such as those from 
sterilization or fumigation processes, which may be coupled with adverse 
meteorological conditions. The possibility of a large release of 
unburned gas from the gas flares is remote. In the event of a flame-out 
in the flares, the landfill gas blowers would shut down immediately. 
The flares then would attempt to restart automatically. If the flame 
could not be reinitiated, the blowers would stay off until an operator 
could check out the problem. Secondly, the chronic risk assessment 
indicated that the long-term ambient concentrations will be a few orders 
of magnitude below the acceptable chronic exposure levels. This finding 
implies that the short-term (e.g., hourly) concentrations under ~ormal 
operations will be similarly below the appropriate acute exposure 
standards. Therefore, acute health risks are not anticipated to result 
from this project. 
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Emission Sources and Rates 

For this risk assessment, two sources were evaluated: the landfill gas 
flares and the landfill itself. ·As the landfill begins to decompose, 
gas will be generated by the anaerobic activity in the landfill. The 
gas will consist primarily of methane and carbon dioxide with trace 
concentrations of other substances either produced by the bacterial 
activity or evaporated from materials disposed of in the landfill. The 
gas will be collected through a series of vertical extraction wells and 
will be disposed of by flaring. 

The emission rates for the toxic substances were based on the 
concentrations found in landfill gas from four southern California 
landfill sites. These substances are reported in the Solid Waste 
Assessment Tests required under AB 3525 and AB 3374, and were provided 
to Sierra Research by SGS Engineers. The concentrations vary widely 
among the four sites and among the reported substances, as shown in 
Table 9-1. Thus, to estimate the worst-case health risks, the highest 
concentration of each pollutant from any of the four sites was used in 
the risk assessment. To calculate the most probable health risks, the 
average concentration of each pollutant was used in the risk assessment. 
Average concentrations were calculated by averaging the upper and lower 
bounds (not including nondetectable levels) of the reported 
concentration ranges. 

The emission rates (expressed in pounds per hour) were estimated using 
the aforementioned concentrations and the maximum landfill gas 
production rate of 46,000 cubic feet per minute. A minimum of 
80 percent of the landfill gas is expected to be collected by the 
landfill gas collection system and vented to the flares. This gas 
collection efficiency was discussed in the Section IV.B.2 (Public Health 
and Safety) of the Draft EIS/EIR and is discussed further in the 
responses to several comments on the Draft EIS/EIR. The flares are 
assumed to destroy 99 percent of the toxic hydrocarbons, which is 
documented in Appendix M, Attachment 2, Table FEIR-AQ-13, of the Final 
EIS/EIR. The remaining landfill gas will either be held under the 
landfill cap or seep through cracks in the cover to the atmosphere. For 
the purpose of this risk assessment, it is assumed that all of the gas 
not collected will escape through the landfill cover. Given these 
conditions, the emission rates were calculated and are shown in Tables 
9-2 and 9-3. 

The gas that escapes through the landfill cover is assumed to be 
distributed uniformly over an area described by four rectangles that 
approximately cover the area circumscribed by the boundaries of the 
landfill on the west, north, and south sides and by the working face 
(corresponding to the midpoint in the project life) on the east side. 
The elevation of this emission source is assumed to be the same as the 
finished grade of the landfill in the midpoint of each of the four 
rectangles. The locations of the eight gas flares are the same as those 
assumed for the criteria pollutant modeling (see Attachment 8 of 
Appendix M for locations). 
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TABLE 9-1 
CONCENTRATION RANGE OF SPECIFIC CONTAMINANT IN RAW LANDFILL GAS BY LANDFILL 

Vinyl Chloride 5,100 - 12,900 

Benzene 240 - 1,290 

1,2-Dibromoethane 6 

1,2-Dichloroethane 100 - 552 

Dichloromethane 2,060 - 43,000 

Tetrachloroethene 62 - 53,100 

Tetrachloromethane 16 

1,1,1-Trichloroethane 20 - 580 

Trichloroethylene 260 - 15,500 

Trichloromethane 14 - 18 

1 All values in parts per billion by volume. 

2 None detected 

9,000 - 9,600 

1,200 - 1,300 

2.50 

120 - 140 

550 - 570 

3,100 - 3,300 

ND 

140 

1,600 

5 

4,500 - 5,200 ND2 - 849 

5,700 - 11,000 ND - 1,387 

2.50 ND 

210 - 330 ND 

5,600 - 7,400 1,116 - 2,797 

14,000 - 17,000 139 - 772 

ND ND 

330 - 560 ND 

3,900 - 6,300 90 - 899 

7 - 12 ND 

ND - 12,900 

ND - 11,000 

ND - 6 

ND - 552 

200 - 43,000 

62 - 53·, 100 

ND - 16 

ND - 580 

90 - 15,500 

ND - 18 



Modeling Protocol 

Modeling the impacts of emissions from the flares and the landfill 
itself required the use of a model capable of assessing both point and 
area sources. Furthermore, both simple and complex terrain modeling 
capabilities were needed to investigate potential air quality impacts 
from the proposed project, due to the variability of terrain in the 
vicinity of the project. 

A number of EPA-approved air quality dispersion models were available to 
conduct analyses for both the simple and complex terrain surrounding the 
Eagle Mountain site. The most important considerations for model choice 
were the capability of analyzing impacts in complex terrain and the 
availability of point and area source algorithms. Simple terrain 
models, such as ISCST, internally truncate terrain at stack height, and 
thus, they are inappropriate for use in the complex terrain found at 
Eagle Mountain. Many of the standard or recently developed models 
usually used for complex terrain modeling (COMPLEXl, RTDM, CTDMPLUS) 
were explicitly developed for point sources such as stacks, and thus, 
they also are inappropriate for modeling the Eagle Mountain landfill 
project. One available model that is suitable for point and area 
sources in regions of complex terrain is SHORTZ. This risk assessment 
used SHORTZ as the preferred choice for modeling air quality impacts of 
the Eagle Mountain project. 

In summary, long-term modeling in simple and complex terrain was 
performed using SHORTZ. EPA guidance (Section 4.2.2, "Supplement B to 
the Guideline on Air Quality Models"), strictly interpreted, indicates 
that only a long-term model such as LONGZ should be used for pollutants 
having only a long-term standard. However, since SHORTZ is capable of 
determining annual as well as short-term impacts, and since no 
systematic bias between SHORTZ and LONGZ has been demonstrated, SHORTZ 
was used - for this analysis. 

Due to the previous lack of onsite or nearby meteorological data, the 
dispersion modeling for the risk assessment in the Draft EIS/EIR used 
screening meteorological data, consisting of preset combinations of wind 
speed and stability classes. To refine the risk assessment, onsite 
meteorological data collected during the past year were used. The 
origin of this data and the processing of it for input into the SHORTZ 
model are discussed in Appendix M, Attachment 8 of the Final EIS/EIR. 

Unit Risk Values and Acceptable Exposure Levels 

The Unit Risk Values (URVs) were taken from Table 1 of the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District's risk assessment procedures. These 
values are the same as those published in Table III-6 of the California 
Air Pollution Control Officer Association's AB 2588 Risk Assessment 
Guidelines, except for tetrachloroethene, which is not included in the 
South Coast procedure·s, and dichloromethane, which was recently (January 
1992) revised in the CAPCOA AB 2588 Guidelines. These values are 
derived from studies by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment of Cal-EPA (formerly within the California Department of 
Health Services), and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. They 
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represent the probability of contracting cancer as a result of a 70-year 
exposure to 1 µg/m3 of the substance in question. Some of the val~es 
are different than those used in the Draft EIS/EIR, which were obtained 
from earlier risk assessment guidance. The Unit Risk Values used in 
this revised assessment represent the latest values approved for use by 
the health agencies. 

The relevant acceptable exposure levels for the chemicals with noncancer 
impacts were taken from Table III-8 of the CAPCOA AB 2588 Risk 
Assessment Guidelines. Since the SCAQMD rules do not address noncancer 
effects, similar values are not included in the SCAQMD guidance 
document . The relevant toxicological endpoints (target organs) for the 
substances in questions are indicated in Table III-10 of the risk 
assessment guidelines. 

Modeling Results 

Copies of the input and output files of the modeling run are included in 
Attachment 8, Appendix M of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report. The data were processed using a 
post-processor called POSTZ. The important data from the modeling runs, 
specifically the annual average concentrations for each receptor 
location, were extracted from the output file. These data also are 
shown in Attachment 8. 

The highest offsite concentration for a .unit emission rate of one gram 
per second was determined to be 0.31 micrograms per cubic meter at a 
receptor located along the southern boundary of the landfill area (see 
Figure 9-1). However, this receptor is located in an uninhabited Bureau 
of Land Management area, which is presently zoned by the County of 
Riversid~ for mineral resources and related manufacturing uses. Because 
of the steep topography in this area, it is unlikely that this site will 
be developed for industrial, commercial, or residential use in the 
foreseeable future. At most, potential public exposures could occur 
during infrequent recreation use of the area. However, the frequency of 
such exposures would be minor compared to residential exposures in the 
town of Eagle Mountain. Therefore, the maximum concentration at a 
residential receptor was chosen for evaluation. The maximum residential 
concentration, 0.12 micrograms per cubic meter for a unit emission rate 
of one gram per second, occurs at a receptor located at the northwest 
corner of Eagle Mountain as shown in Figure 9-1. This value was 
adjusted by the substance-specific emission rates (in grams per second) 
to determine the ambient concentrations of each particular substance. 

Health Risks 

The probability of contracting cancer as a result of emissions from the 
flares and the landfill is shown in Tables 9-2 and 9-3, based on the 
maximum and average concentrations of trace organic compounds, 
respectively. These tables show the effects when the landfill gas 
collection efficiency is assumed to be 80 percent and the flare 
destruction efficiency is assumed to be 99 percent. 
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I 
00 
I 

Landfill Gas Production Rate= 

Gas Collection .Efficiency= 
Flare Gas Feed Rate= 
Fugitive Gas Release= 
Flare Efficiency= 

Mole. 
Toxic Gas \leight 
---------

Vinyl Chloride 62.50 

Benzene 78.11 
Dibromoethane 173.86 

Dichloroethane 98.96 
Dichloromethane 84.94 
Tetrachloroethene 165.83 

Tetrachloromethane 153.84 
Trichloroethylene 131.40 
Trichloromethane 119.39 

Table 9-2 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Landfill Gas Risk 

Cancer Health Effects 
MaxillUII Trace Concentrations 

46000 scfm 
66.24 MMscf/day 
80.0¾ 

36800 scfm 
9200 scfm 
99.0¾ 

Catalyst Efficiency= 
Maxirrun Groundlevel 1111)8ct 

from Unit Emission Rate= 
Unit Emission Rate= 

MaxillUII 
Fugitive Landfill Groundlevel 

Max. Flare Flare Emission Emission Concentration 

Cone. Feed Rate Rate ug/m3 

(ppb) (lb/hr) (lb/hr) (gm/sec) (lb/hr) (gm/sec) (Annual) 

Unit 
Risk 

Value 
1/(ug/m3) 

-------- ............................ -----------------
12900 4.69 0.047 0.006 1.17 0.148 1.77E-02 7.8E·05 

11000 5.00 0.050 0.006 1.25 0.157 1.89E-02 2.9E-05 

6 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 2.29E-05 7 .1E-05 

552 0.32 0.003 0.000 0.08 0.010 1.20E-03 2.2E-05 

43000 21.24 0.212 0.027 5.31 0.669 8.03E·02 1.0E-06 

53100 51.21 0.512 0.065 12.80 1.613 1.94E-01 5.8E·07 

16 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 5.41E·05 4.2E·05 

15500 11.84 0.118 0.015 2.96 0.373 4.48E·02 2.0E-06 

18 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 4.72E-05 5.3E·06 

TOTAL RISK 

a.ox 

0.12 ug/m3 
1.0 gm/sec 

70-Year 
Risk 

---·--·--
1.38E-06 
5.48E-07 
1.63E·09 
2.64E·08 
8.03E·08 
1.12E-07 
2.27E·09 
8.95E·08 
2.SOE-10 

2.24E·06 



I 
\0 
I 

Landfill Gas Production Rate= 
= 

Gas Collection Efficiency= 
Flare Gas Feed Rate= 
Fugitive Gas Release= 
Flare Efficiency= 

Mole. 
Toxic Gas IJeight 

---------
Vinyl Chloride 62.50 
Benzene 78.11 
0ibromoethane 173.86 
0ichloroethane 98.96 
Dichloromethane 84.94 
Tetrachloroethene 165.83 
Tetrachloromethane 153.84 
Trichloroethylene 131.40 
Trichloromethane 119.39 

Table 9-3 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Landfill Gas Risk 

Cancer Health Effects 
Average Trace Concentrations 

46000 scfm 
66.24 MMscf/day 
80.0X 

36800 scfm 
9200 scfm 
99.0X 

Catalyst Efficiency= 
Maxinun Groundlevel 1"1)8ct 

from Unit Emission Rate= 
Unit Emission Rate= 

Maxinun 
Fugitive Landfill Ground level Unit 

Max. Flare Flare Emission Emission Concentration Risk 
Cone. Feed Rate Rate ug/m3 Value 
(ppb) C lb/hr) (lb/hr) (gm/sec) C lb/hr) (gm/sec) (Annual) 1/(ug/m3) 

---- ... -·- - ...... -.... - ... ------------- ---------
6735 2.45 0.024 0.003 0.61 0.077 9.25E·03 7.8E·05 
3160 1.44 0.014 0.002 0.36 0.045 5.42E·03 2.9E·05 

4 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 1.40E-05 7.1E·05 
242 0.14 0.001 0.000 0.03 0.004 5.26E·04 2.2E·05 

7880 3.89 0.039 0.005 0.97 0.123 1.47E-02 1.0E-06 
11434 11.03 0.110 0.014 2.76 0.347 4.17E-02 5.8E·07 

16 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 5.41E·05 4.2E-05 
4078 3.12 0.031 0.004 0.78 0.098 1.18E·02 2.0E-06 

11 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 2.94E·05 5.3E-06 

TOTAL RISK 

o.ox 

0.12 ug/m3 
1.0 gm/sec 

70-Year 
Risk 

-··------
7.2E·07 
1.6E·07 
9.9E·10 
1.2E·08 
1.5E-08 
2.4E-08 
2.3E-09 
2.4E·08 
1.6E·10 

9.57E-07 



The estimated cancer risk using the worst-case concentrations and 
maximum gas production rate is 2.2 x 10-6 (an increased probability of 
2.2 in a million). The corresponding value using the most-probable 
concentrations and maximum production rate is 9.6 x 10-1 . South Coast 
Air Quality Management District Rule 1401 specifies that projects using 
Best Available Control Technology for Toxics (or T-BACT) may be approved 
if the cancer risk is less than 1 x 10-5

• If the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District concurs that the proposed landfill gas collection 
system constitutes T-BACT, then the project would be approved, with 
respect to health effects, as proposed. 

In several comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, it was suggested that the risk 
analysis be based on higher collection efficiency, as evidenced by 
current landfill practices, and lower destruction efficiency, 
corresponding to average, rather than best-case, test results. At an 
80 percent collection efficiency, the contribution of the flare 
emissions to the overall risk is small. As the collection efficiency 
increases, the relative contribution from the landfill emissions goes 
down and the variability of the destruction efficiency becomes more 
important. However, the overall cancer risk decreases with the 
improvement in collection efficiency. Thus, the destruction efficiency 
is not a critical factor in determining the health impacts. 

The cancer burden is a measure of the number of potential cancer cases 
that could occur in a population exposed to cancer risks greater than 
1 x 10-6 • The cancer burden is determined by multiplying the cancer risk 
times the number of persons living in the exposed area. A cancer burden 
less than one indicates that it is unlikely that one additional cancer 
case will develop in the vicinity of the project due to the project's 
operation. The South Coast Air Quality Management District, in Rule 
1401, specifies that the cancer burden must be less than 0.5 for the 
project to be approvable. For densely populated areas, the cancer 
burden may be estimated for each census tract, using the population in 
the tract and the cancer risk estimated to occur at the centroid of the 
tract. In the case of the Eagle Mountain project, the population in the 
vicinity of the site at full project development is small (less than 
2,000 persons) . Therefore, the cancer burden could be conservatively 
estimated by multiplying the entire population, whether or not they are 
within the 1 x 10-6 risk area, times the maximum estimated cancer risk. 
Using this approach, the cancer burden was determined to be 0.004, which 
indicates that the occurrence of even one potential cancer case in the 
nearby population would be unlikely. 

The chronic noncancer health effects are summarized in Tables 9-4 and 
9-5 using the maximum and average concentrations of trace constituents 
in the landfill gas, respectively. The hazard indices of the individual 
substances are added together when two or more substances could affect 
the same toxicological endpoint (e.g., the gastrointestinal system). 
This procedure simulates the cumulative effects of exposure to multiple 
compounds, assuming the effects are additive. All hazard indices are 
much less than one by a minimum factor of about 1,000. This finding 
indicates that the estimated ambient concentrations are unlikely to 
produce any long-term noncancer health effects. 
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I ,_. 
,_. 
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Landfill Gas Production Rate= 

Gas Collection Efficiency= 
Flare Gas Feed Rate= 
Fugitive Gas Release= 
Flare Efficiency= 

Hole. 
Toxic Gas IJeight 
-------·-

Vinyl Chloride 62.50 
Benzene 78.11 
Oibromoethane 173.86 
Dichloroethane 98.96 
Dichloromethane 84.94 
Tetrachloroethene 165.83 
Tetrachloromethane 153.84 
Trichloroethane 133.42 
Trichloroethylene 131.40 
Trichloromethane 119.39 

Table 9-4 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Landfill Gas Risk 

Chronic Noncancer Health Effects 
Maximum Trace Concentrations 

46000 scfm 
66.24 HHscf/day 
80.0% 

36800 scfm 
9200 scfm 
99.0% 

Catalyst Efficiency= 
Haximun Groundlevel !~act 

from Unit Emission Rate= 
Unit Emission Rate= 

Maximum 
Fugitive Landfill Ground level Acceptable 

Max. Flare Flare Emission Emission Concentration Exposure 
Cone. Feed Rate Rate ug/m3 Level 
(ppb) (lb/hr) ( lb/hr) (gm/sec) (lb/hr) (gm/sec) (Annual) (Ug/m3) 

.................... ....................... ................................... ----·-----
12900 4.69 0.047 0.006 1.17 ... 0.148 1. TTE-02 2.6E+01 
11000 5.00 0.050 0.006 1.25 0.157 1.89E-02 7.1E+01 

6 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 2.29E-05 4.6E+OO 
552 0.32 0.003 0.000 0.08 0.010 1.20E-03 9.5E+01 

43000 21.24 0.212 0.027 5.31 0.669 8.03E-02 3.0E+03 
53100 51.21 0.512 0.065 12.80 1.613 1.94E-01 3.5E+01 

16 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 5.41E-05 2.4E+OO 
580 0.45 0.005 0.001 0. 11 0.014 1. 70E-03 3.2E+02 

15500 11.84 0.118 0.015 2.96 0.373 4.48E-02 6.4E+02 
18 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 4.72E-05 3.5E+01 

Toxicological Endpoint Hazard Index 
Gastrointestinal/Liver 
Reproductive System 
Respiratory System 
Central Nervous System 
Immune System 
Kidney 

a.ox 

0.12 ug/m3 
1.0 gm/sec 

Hazard 
Index 

......................... 

6.82E-04 
2.66E-04 
4.98E-06 
1.26E-05 
2.68E-05 
5.53E-03 
2.25E-05 
5.32E-06 
7.00E-05 
1.35E-06 

8.20E-04 
4.98E-06 
4.98E-06 
3.68E-04 
1.26E-05 
1.26E-05 



I 
1--' 
N 
I 

Landfill Gas Production Rate= 

Gas Collection Efficiency= 
Flare Gas Feed Rate= 
Fugitive Gas Release= 
Flare Efficiency= 

Hole. 
Toxic Gas Weight 

-·-------
Vinyl Chloride 62.50 
Benzene 78.11 

Dibromoethane 173.86 
Dichloroethane 98.96 
Dichloromethane 84.94 
Tetrachloroethene 165.83 
Tetrachloromethane 153.84 
Trichloroethane 133.42 
Trichloroethylene 131.40 
Trichloromethane 119.39 

Table 9-5 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Landfill Gas Risk 

Chronic Noncancer Health Effects 
Average Trace Concentrations 

46000 scfm 
66.24 HHscf/day 
80.0X 

36800 scfm 
9200 scfm 
99.0X 

Catalyst Efficiency= 
Haxinun Groundlevel !~ct 

from Unit Emission Rate= 
Unit Emission Rate= 

Haxinun 
Fugitive Landfill Ground level Acceptable 

Max. Flare Flare Emission Emission Concentration Exposure 

Cone. Feed Rate Rate ug/m3 Level 

(ppb) C lb/hr) C lb/hr) (gm/sec) C lb/hr) (gm/sec) (Amual) (ug/m3) 

-------- -------- ----·-------- ---·------
6735 2.45 0.024 0.003 0.61 0.077 9.25E-03 2.6E+01 

3160 1.44 0.014 0.002 0.36 0.045 5.42E-03 7.1E+01 

4 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 1.40E-05 4.6E+00 

242 0.14 0.001 0.000 0.03 0.004 5.26E-04 9.5E+01 

7880 3.89 0.039 0.005 0.97 0.123 1.47E-02 3.0E+03 

11434 11.03 0.110 0.014 2.76 0.347 4.17E-02 3.5E+01 

16 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 5.41E-05 2.4E+00 

368 0.29 0.003 0.000 0.07 0.009 1.08E-03 3.2E+02 

4078 3.12 0.031 0.004 0.78 0.098 1.18E-02 6.4E+02 

11 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 2.94E-05 3.5E+01 

Toxicological Endpoint Hazard Index 
Gastrointestinal/Liver 
Reproductive System 
Respiratory System 
Central Nervous System 
Immune System 
Kidney 

o.ox 

0.12 ug/m3 
1.0 gm/sec 

Hazard 
Index 

................... 
3.56E-04 
7.64E-05 
3.05E-06 
5.54E-06 
4.90E-06 
1.19E-03 
2.25E-05 
3.38E-06 
1.84E·05 
8.40E-07 

4.11E-04 
3.05E-06 
3.05E-06 
1.03E-04 
5.54E-06 
5.54E-06 



Attachment 9-1 

Sample Calculations for Estimates of Carcinogenic Risk 

General Calculation 

Cancer Risk - Concentration (µg/m3 ) x Unit Risk Value ( (µg/m3 )·1 ) 

Cancer Risk for Benzene 

Cancer Risk L 89 x 10-2 µg/m3 x 2. 9 x 10-5 (µg/m3 )"1 

5 .48 X 10·7 



Attachment 9-2 

Sample Calculations for Estimates of Noncarcinogen Hazard Index 

General Calculation 

Hazard Index= Concentration (µg/m3 ) • Acceptable Dosage (µg/m3
) 

Hazard Index for Benzene 

Hazard Index 1. 89 x 10·2 µg/m3 + 71 µg/m3 

= 2.66 X 104 
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REDUCED TRUCK MODIFICATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 

Emissions Impacts 

Emissions from the Reduced Truck Modification of the Proposed Project 
will be associated with the same activities as the Proposed Project in 
the Draft EIS/EIR. These activities will occur both offsite, such as 
the operation of urban transfer stations, and on-site, including all of 
the operations at the Eagle Mountain site. They will involve both 
stationary sources, such as the landfill gas flares, and mobile 
equipment, such as the trains and trucks hauling waste . By emission 
type, project sources can be grouped into four classes: motor vehicles, 
fugitive dust sources, fugitive vapor sources, and stationary combustion 
sources. Motor vehicles include train locomotives, on-highway trucks, 
and off-highway equipment. Fugitive dust sources include short-term 
construction activities, landfill road use, mine tailing reclamation, 
and solid waste covering. Fugitive vapor sources include the landfill, 
and stationary combustion sources include the landfill gas flares. 

Motor vehicles will generate "tailpipe" emissions and, in the case of 
on-site vehicles, fugitive dust from unpaved roads and cover material 
handling. Processing of daily cover material will produce particulate 
emissions as ore tailings are reclaimed by screening and crushing. As 
the refuse begins to decompose, gas will be generated by the anaerobic 
activity in the landfill. The gas will consist primarily of methane and 
carbon dioxide with trace concentrations of other substances either 
produced by the bacterial activity or evaporated from materials disposed 
of in the landfill. The gas will be collected through a series of 
vertical collection wells and will be disposed of by flaring. The 
burning of the landfill gas in flares will result in the production of 
combustion emissions. Each of these sources is discussed in more detail 
below. 

Construction Operations - The emissions associated with construction of 
the Reduced Truck Modification of the Proposed Project will be the same 
as those described for the Proposed Project in the Draft EIS/EIR. A 
detailed discussion of construction emissions is contained in 
Attachment 6, Appendix M of the Final EIS/EIR. 

Transfer Stations - The basic transfer station operations under the 
Reduced Truck Modification of the Proposed Project would be the same as 
those described in Appendix E, Section II.4.A.l of the Draft EIS/EIR for 
the Proposed Project. 

Solid Waste Transport - Under the Reduced Truck Modification of the 
Proposed Project, 16,000 tons per day of solid waste will be transported 
by train from the Los Angeles Basin to the Southern Pacific railyard in 
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Colton. At the Colton railyard, an additional 2,000 tons per day of 
solid waste will be added to the trains for transport to Eagle Mountain. 
Therefore, a total of 18,000 tons per day of solid waste will be 
transported by train from the Colton railyard to Eagle Mountain. 
Furthermore, 2,000 tons per day of solid waste will be transported to 
Eagle Mountain by truck. Waste will arrive at Eagle Mountain in 25 ton 
containers compacted at urban transfer sites. Rail and truck 
transportation will produce exhaust emissions from the combustion of 
Diesel fuel in internal combustion engines. 

On-Site Material Handling (except Fugitive Dust) - As a category, 
on-site landfill equipment is the largest source of gaseous emissions on 
the project site. The emission rates of equipment grouped within these 
categories are the same as those for the Proposed Project in the Draft 
EIS/EIR and are discussed in Appendix E, Section II.4.A.l of the 
Draft EIS/EIR. 

Landfill Gas Generation and Combustion - Estimates of landfill gas 
generation, and associated emissions impacts, are the same for the 
Reduced Truck Modification of the Proposed Project as for the Proposed 
Project in the Draft EIS/EIR. These estimates are discussed in 
Appendix E, Section II.4.A.l of the Draft EIS/EIR. 

Fugitive Dust - Fugitive dust emissions from the Reduced Truck 
Modification of the Proposed Project involve the same types of 
activities as discussed in Appendix E, Section II.4.A.l of the Draft 
EIS/EIR for the Proposed Project. 

Mitigation 

The same mitigation measures recommended for the Proposed Project in the 
Draft EIS/EIR are recommended as well for the Reduced Truck Modification 
of the Proposed Project. These mitigation measures are discussed in the 
mitigation monitoring plan of the Final EIS/EIR. 

Remaining Project Impacts After Mitigation 

Tables 1 and 2 show the emissions with recommended mitigatipn measures 
for train and truck solid waste transport, respectively. The emissions 
associated with the urban transfer stations and all onsite equipment and 
operations are discussed in Attachment 3, Appendix M of the 
Final EIS/EIR. Table 3 shows the total emissions associated with the 
Reduced Truck Modification of the Proposed Project with mitigation. The 
recommended mitigation measures have the greatest benefits for reducing 
emissions of oxides of nitrogen and sulfur dioxide. The oxides of 
nitrogen reductions are due to the use of low 
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System 

Southern Pacific 
Basin to Colton 
Colton to Ferrun 
Ferrun to Colton 
Colton to Basin 

Eagle Mountain 
Ferrun to Landfill 
Landfill to Ferrun 

Trip Length 
(miles) 

58 
94 
94 
58 

52 
52 

Table 1 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Train Emissions - 18,000 Tons Refuse Per Day 

4.7 Rail Trips Per Day 
Reduced Truck Modification with Mitigation 

Gross Trailing Number of 
Yeight (tons) Locomot ives 

5439 
6216 
2216 
1939 

6216 
2216 

4 
4 
2 
2 

3 

3 

Fuel Use 
(gal/KTTM) 

2.37 
2.37 
3.87 
3.87 

4.27 
2.47 

Total 

Fuel Use 
(gal/trip) 

746 
1382 
806 
435 

3370 

1381 
285 

Total 1666 

Pollutant 
NOX co PM10 voe 

Southern Pacific 
Emission Factor Clb/1000 gal)* 558 226 13 38.4 

Emissions ( lb/train) 1880 762 44 129 

Emissions ( lb/day) 8837 3579 206 608 

Emissions (tons/yr) 1613 653 38 111 

Eagle Mountain 
Emission Factor ( lb/1000 gal)" 235 162 13 63 

Emissions (lb/train) 391 270 22 105 

Emissions (lb/day) 1838 1268 104 493 

Emissions (tons/yr) 335 231 19 90 

Total System 
Emissions ( lb/train) 2271 1031 66 234 

Emissions ( lb/day) 10676 4848 310 1101 

Emissions (tons/yr) 1948 885 57 201 

References: 

*"Feasibility and Cost Effectiveness of Controlling Emissions from 
Diesel Engines in Rail, Marine, Construction, Farm and Other Mobile 
Off-Highway Equipment", Radian Corporation (2/88), factors for mixed GE 
and EMD locomotives. 

S02 

71 
239 

1124 
205 

7 
12 
56 
10 

251 
1180 

215 

"Emission factors account for retarded injection timing, turbocharging, aftercooling, 
increased injection pressure, improved air flow control, and use of low sulfur fuel. 
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Table 2 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Delivery Truck Emissions 

Reduced Truck Modification With Mitigation 

Truck Delivery Rate = 2000 tons/day 

Truck Capacity= 20 tons/trip 
Trip Length (round trip)= 150 miles 
Total Haul Miles= 15000 miles/day 

On-Highway Trucks NOX co PMlO 
15.65 7.40 2.28 

voe S02 
2.44 3 .21 Emission Factors, gm/VMT* 

Total Emissions, lb/day 517 . 66 244.59 75.28 80.79 106.18 

Total Emissions, ton/yr 94.47 44. 64 13.74 14.75 

Reference: 

*California Air Resources Board's EMFAC7D/BURDEN7B models for 1995 
calendar year, Southeast Desert Air Basin 
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Table 3 

Eagle Mountain Project 
Total Project Emissions 

Reduced Truck Modification With Mitigation 

C lb/day) (ton/yr) 
Activity NOx co PM10 voe S02 NOx co PM10 voe S02 
-..... - ... -- .. 

Offs i te Sources: 

Transfer Stations 1319 570 117 121 105 241 104 21 22 19 

Trains 10676 4848 310 1101 1180 1948 885 57 201 215 

On-Highway Trucks 518 245 75 81 106 95 45 14 15 19 

Subtotal, Offsite 12513 5663 502 1303 1391 2284 1034 92 238 253 

Onsite Sources: 

Onsite Vehicle Exhaust 1600 713 97 103 52 292 130 18 19 9 

Onsite Fugitive Dust 684 125 

Landfill Gas Flares 1182 816 676 845 310 216 149 123 154 57 

Subtotal, Onsite 2782 1529 1457 948 362 508 279 266 173 66 

PROJECT GRAND TOTAL 15295 7192 1959 2251 1753 2792 1313 358 411 319 

-5-



NOx emitting engines in locomotives and on-site landfill equipment, as 
well as the electrification of portions of the operation. The sulfur 
dioxide reductions are due to the use of ultra-low sulfur fuel in all 
Diesel burning equipment owned by Mine Reclamation Corp. The use of 
this fuel results in associated reductions in particulate matter 
emissions as well. 

In addition, the project design reflects substantial reductions (up to 
95%) in particulate emissions due to a variety of dust suppression 
techniques, since it is likely that these measures would be required in 
order to comply with South Coast Air Quality Management District 
requirements. Consequently, all estimates of project emissions (with 
and without mitigation) reflect these reductions. 

Project Impacts - Ambient Concentrations 

Ambient concentrations associated with the Reduced Truck Modification of 
the Proposed Project would be the same as those for the Proposed Project 
in the Draft EIS/EIR. A discussion of ambient impacts is contained in 
Attachment 8, Appendix M of the Final EIS/EIR. 

Consistency with Regulatory Programs 

The Reduced Truck Modification of the Proposed Project would demonstrate 
consistency with applicable federal and local air quality requirements 
in the same manner as the Proposed Project in the Draft EIS/EIR and is 
discussed in Appendix E, Section II . 4 . A. 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR. 

Assessment of Significance 

Ozone - Table 4 compares the impacts from the Reduced Truck Modification 
of the Proposed Project to various significance levels for ozone. In 
this table, hydrocarbon emissions are used to evaluate the significance 
of ozone impacts; there are no approved techniques available which can 
be used to estimate the change in ambient ozone concentrations due to 
any of the alternatives. 

Compared with a baseline of zero emissions , the Reduced Truck 
Modification of the Proposed Project would be expected to have a 
significant impact on ozone, due to significant increases in hydrocarbon 
emissions. 

Within the South Coast Air Basin, the increases in emissions of 
hydrocarbons due to increased transport of waste are more than offset by 
the expected decrease in flare emissions. Consequently, the Reduced 
Truck Modification of the Proposed Project is expected to have a 
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Measure of 
Significance 

Table 4 

Assessment of Significance for Ozone 
Reduced Truck Modification 

Level 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial 

AQMD BACT/OFFSETS 
AQMD major NSR 
AQMD major PSD 
AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA major source 
EPA major mod 

0 lbs/day 
100 tons/year 

25 tons/year 
25 tons/year 

100 tons/year 
40 tons/year 

Ozone Measurement Accuracy and Reporting Precision 

ARB accuracy 
ARB reporting 

Other Measures 

Zero molecule 

0.54 pphm 
1 pphm 

0 lbs/day 
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Project With 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

2,251 
411 
411 
411 
411 
411 

2,251 



beneficial impact on hydrocarbon emissions within the South Coast Air 
Basin, while resulting in a significant increase in the Southeast Desert 
Air Basin. Since both regions experience violations of the state and 
federal ozone standards, the overall impacts for ozone would be 
considered significant for the Reduced Truck Modification of the 
Proposed Project. 

Nitrogen Dioxide - Table 5 shows the impacts of the Reduced Truck 
Modification of the Proposed Project on nitrogen dioxide. Once again, 
this modification is shown to result in significant impacts for this 
pollutant. 

Carbon Monoxide - The impacts of the Reduced Truck Modification of the 
Proposed Project on carbon monoxide is shown in Table 6. The data show 
that, compared with a baseline of zero emissions, this modification 
would have a significant impact on carbon monoxide. However, this 
modification would reduce carbon monoxide emissions in the South Coast 
Air Basin - where state and federal air quality standards are exceeded 
while increasing emissions in the Desert areas which still meet the 
standards . 

Sulfur Dioxide - Table 7 shows the impacts of the Reduced Truck 
Modification of the Proposed Project on sulfur dioxide. The data show 
that this modification would result in a significant impact for this 
pollutan t. 

Particulate Sulfates - Since particulate sulfates are formed in the 
atmosphere from emissions of sulfur dioxide, conclusions regarding the 
significance of sulfur dioxide impacts would be applicable to sulfates 
as well. 

Fine Particulates - The impacts on fine particulates of the Reduced 
Truck Modification of the Proposed Project is shown in Table 8. Once 
again, the data show that this modification is expected to result in 
significant impacts for this pollutant. However, the shift in landfill 
operations outside of the South Coast Air Basin results in a decrease in 
PM10 emissions which outweighs the increase due to transportation; 
consequently, the Reduced Truck Modification of the Proposed Project 
would result in a net air quality benefit within the South Coast Air 
Basin. However, given the fact that both the Basin and De_s_ert portions 
of Southern California exceed state and federal air quality standards 
for fine particulates, the overall impacts would still be considered 
significant. 

Regional Visibility - Regional visibility is affected by emissions of 
hydrocarbons, oxides of nitrogen, sulfur dioxide, and particulate 
matter. The Reduced Truck Modification of the Proposed Project would be 
expected to have a significant effect on regional visibility. Overall, 
this project would be expected to result in a slight benefit in regional 
visibility in the South Coast Air Basin , and an adverse impact in the 
desert areas. 
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Table 5 

Assessment of Significance for Oxides of Nitrogen 
Reduced Truck Modification 

Measure of 
Significance Level 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial 

AQMD BACT/OFFSETS 
AQMD major NSR 
AQMD major PSD 
AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA major source 
EPA major mod 

0 lbs/day 
100 tons/year 

25 tons/year 
25 tons/year 

100 tons/year 
40 tons/year 

Concentration Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

AQMD Class I ann 
EPA Class I ann 
EPA de minimum ann 

2.5 ug/m3 ann 
2.5 ug/m3 ann 

14.0 ug/m3 ann 

Measurement Accuracy and Reporting Precision 

ARB accuracy lh 
ARB report lh 
ARB report ann 

Other Measures 

Zero molecule 

0.18 pphm 1-hr 
1 pphm 1-hr 

0.1 pphm ann 

0 lbs/day 
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Project With 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

15,295 
2,792 
2,792 
2,792 
2,792 
2,792 

2 
2 
2 

14 
14 
0.1 

15,295 



Table 6 

Assessment of Significance for Carbon Monoxide 
Reduced Truck Modification 

Measure of 
Significance Level 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial 

AQMD BACT/OFFSETS 
AQMD major NSR 
AQMD major PSD 
AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA major source 
EPA major mod 

0 lbs/day 
100 tons/year 

25 tons/year 
25 tons/year 

100 tons/year 
40 tons/year 

Concentration Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

EPA Class I 24 hr 
EPA de minimus 8h 

1 ug/m3 24-hr 
575 ug/m3 8-hr 

Measurement Accuracy and Reporting Precision 

ARB accuracy lh 
ARB report lh 
ARB report 8h 

Other Measures 

Zero molecule 

0.02 ppm 1-hr 
1 ppm 1-hr 

0.1 ppm 8-hr 

0 lbs/day 
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Project With 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

7,192 
1. 313 
1. 313 
1. 313 
1. 313 
1. 313 

63 
36 

0.05 
0.05 
0.03 

7,192 



Table 7 

Assessment of Significance for Sulfur Dioxide 
Reduced Truck Modification 

Measure of 
Significance Level 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial 

AQMD BACT/OFFSETS 
AQMD major NSR 
AQMD major PSD 
AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA major source 
EPA major mod 

0 lbs/day 
100 tons/year 

25 tons/year 
25 tons/year 

100 tons/year 
40 tons/year 

Concentration Based Measures - Industrial Sources 

AQMD Class I ann 2 ug/m3 ann 
AQMD Class I 24h 5 ug/m3 24-hr 
AQMD Class I 3h 25 ug/m3 3-hr 
EPA Class I ann 2 ug/m3 ann 
EPA Class I 24h 5 ug/m3 24-hr 
EPA Class I 3h 25 ug/m3 3-hr 
EPA de minimus 24h 13 ug/m3 24-hr 

Measurement Accuracy and Re12orting 

ARB accuracy lh 
ARB reporting lh 

Other Measures 

Zero molecule 

0.33 pphm 1-hr 
1 pphm 1-hr 

0 lbs/day 

Precision 
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Project With 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

1,753 
319 
319 
319 
319 
319 

0.2 
3 

21 
0.2 
3 

21 
3 

2.0 
2.0 

1.753 



Table 8 

Assessment of Significance for Fine Particulates (PMlO) 
Reduced Truck Modification 

Measure of 
Significance Level 

Emissions Based Measures - Industrial 

AQMD BACT/OFFSETS 
AQMD major NSR 
AQMD major PSD 
AQMD sig incr PSD 
EPA major source 
EPA major mod 

Concentration Based 

AQMD Class I ann 
AQMD Class I 24h 
EPA Class I ann 
EPA Class I 24h 
EPA de minimus 24h 

Measurement Accuracy 

ARB accuracy 24h 
ARB reporting 24h 
ARB reporting ann 

Other Measures 

Zero molecule 

0 lbs/day 
100 tons/year 

25 tons/year 
25 tons/year 

100 tons/year 
40 tons/year 

Measures - Industrial Sources 

5 ug/m3 24-hr 
10 ug/m3 24-hr 

5 ug/m3 ann 
10 ug/m3 24-hr 
10 ug/m3 24-hr 

and Re~orting Precision 

1. 2 ug/m3 24-hr 
1 ug/m3 24-hr 

0.1 ug/m3 ann 

0 lbs/day 
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Project With 
Mitigation 

Zero 
Baseline 

1. 959 
358 
358 
358 
358 
358 

1 
11 

1 
11 
11 

11 
11 
l 

1. 959 



Acid Deposition - Acid deposition in California results from 
formed from oxides of nitrogen and sulfur oxides emissions. 
Truck Modification of the Proposed Project would be expected 
significant effect on acid deposition. 

pollutants 
The Reduced 
to have a 

Toxic Air Pollutants - The Reduced Truck Modification of the Proposed 
Project is expected to have the same impact with respect to air toxics 
as the Proposed Project in the Draft EIS/EIR, which are associated with 
landfill gas generation. Although the analyses presented in this report 
assume that landfill gas generation rates would be the same for both 
in-Basin and Desert sites, the drier climate and lower moisture content 
in the waste would be expected to result in lower generation rates for 
the Desert site alternatives. The lower gas generation rates would mean 
lower emissions of toxic air contaminants. 

The screening level risk assessment discussed in Attachment 9, 
Appendix M of the Final EIS/EIR, indicates that the risk from toxic air 
contaminants associated with the Proposed Project in the Draft EIS/EIR 
is greater than the one in a million level which is typically assumed to 
represent a significant impact. Based on these factors, a significant 
impact is expected from toxic air contaminants for the Reduced Truck 
Modification of the Proposed Project as well. 

Global Warming - "Greenhouse" gases that could contribute to the global 
warming effect are generated by the operation of landfill equipment; the 
flaring of landfill gases; and the transportation of waste material. 
Overall, the Reduced Truck Modification of the Proposed Project would 
result in the generation of gases that could contribute to global 
warming. However, the state of knowledge regarding global warming is 
not adequate to allow an assessment of the significance of the impacts 
of any individual project at the present time. 

Overall Assessment of Significance 

Based on the analyses contained in the preceding sections, the Reduced 
Truck Modification of the Proposed Project is expected to have a 
significant effect on air quality. However, the Reduced Truck 
Modification of the Proposed Project could result in air quality 
benefits in the South Coast Air Basin for ozone, carbon monoxide, and 
particulate matter, at the expense of increased impacts in desert areas. 
Improvements in the South Coast Air Basin would pass through to the 
Desert areas over the San Gorgonio Pass; however, these benefits would 
not be sufficient to outweigh the direct adverse impacts in the Desert. 

Comparison Between Proposed Project in Draft EIS/EIR and Reduced Truck 
Modification of the Proposed Project 

As discussed in the previous sections, the emissions associated with 
urban transfer stations and all onsite activities are the same for the 
Proposed Project in the Draft EIS/EIR and the Reduced Truck Modification 
of the Proposed Project. The only difference between the two projects 
are the emissions associated truck and train hauling. For the Proposed 
Project in the Draft EIS/EIR, 16,000 tons of solid waste per day will be 
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transported by train and 4,000 tons of solid waste per day will be 
transported by truck. For the Reduced Truck Modification of the 
Proposed Project, 18,000 tons of solid waste per day will be transported 
by train and 2,000 tons of solid waste per day will be transported by 
truck. Emission estimates for the Proposed Project in the Draft EIS/EIR 
with mitigation are discussed in Section II.4.A, Appendix E of the 
Draft EIS/EIR and Attachment 3, Appendix M of the Final EIS/EIR. 
Table 9 compares the total emissions for the Proposed Project in the 
Draft EIS/EIR with mitigation with the estimated total emissions 
associated with the Reduced Truck Modification of the Proposed Project 
with mitigation. As shown on Table 9, total NOx and CO emissions for 
the Reduced Truck Modification of the Proposed Project are higher than 
for the Proposed Project in the Draft EIS/EIR. This is because the NOx 
and CO emission factors for rail hauling are slightly higher than for 
truck hauling (6 percent and 4 percent, respectively). In addition, the 
Reduced Truck Modification of the Proposed Project results in 2,000 tons 
of solid waste per day being transported a longer distance than for the 
Proposed Project in the Draft EIS/EIR (146 miles versus 75 miles). 
Therefore, the combination of higher NOx and CO emission factors for 
rail hauling and a longer hauling distance for 2,000 tons of waste per 
day results in higher NOx and CO emissions for the Reduced Truck 
Modification of the Proposed Project. 

Furthermore, as shown on Table 9, total VOC, S02 , and PM10 emissions for 
the Reduced Truck Modification of the Proposed Project are lower than 
for the Proposed Project in the Draft EIS/EIR. This is because the VOC, 
S02 , and PM10 emissions factors for rail hauling are significantly lower 
than for truck hauling (45, 80, and 35 percent, respectively). As a 
result, even with a longer haul distance for 2,000 tons of solid waste 
per day, the Reduced Truck Modification of the Proposed Project has 
lower overall VOC, S02 , and PM10 emissions than the Proposed Project in 
the Draft EIS/EIR. 

Proposed Project in 
Draft EIS/EIR with 
Mitigation 

Reduced Truck 
Modification of the 
Proposed Project 
with Mitigation 

Change in Emissions 

NOx 

2713 

2792 

2.9% 

co 

1275 

1313 

3.0% 
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365 405 321 

358 411 319 
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APPLICABILITY OF PSD REVIEW 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENT AL PROTECTION 

REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, Ca. 94105-3901 

April 22, 1992 

IN REPLY 
REFER TO: 

Re GUN 
A-5-1 

Gary W. Johnson 
Mine Reclamation Corporation 
960 Tahquitz Canyon Way 
suite 204 
Palm Springs, CA 92268 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

NSR 2 

This is in response to your request for a determination of 
the applicability of the Prevention of Significant Air Quality 
Deterioration regulations (40 CFR 52.21) to your project. The 
proposed project is the construction and operation of the Eagle 
Mountain Landfill, a municipal solid waste landfill to be located 
in eastern Riverside County, approximately 10 miles north of 
Desert Center, California. 

our review of the information submitted indicated that 
pollutants would have the maximum potential to be emitted in the 
amounts as listed below: 

Pollutant 

Sulfur Dioxide 
Nitrogen Oxides 
Particulates <PMl0> 
Carbon Monoxide 
Hydrocarbons 

Emission Rate 
tons/year 

56.5 
215.8 
123.3 
149.0 
154.1 

According to our analysis of the maximum potential 
emissions, the proposed project is not a "major stationary 
source" or "major modification" as defined in 40 CFR 52.2l{b). 

However, in order for the proposed project to be exempt from 
PSD, a permit must be received from the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District containing enforceable conditions limiting 
emissions from the project to the amounts specified above. In 
addition, in order for the permit to be considered enforceable, 
it must include requirements for continuous monitoring and record 
keeping of emissions, fuel flows and hours of operation. EPA 
recommends that draft permit conditions be reviewed by this 
office in order to minimize the possibility of EPA rejection of 
permitted emission limits on enforceability issues. 

PrlntH on Recyckd Pa,wr 
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The EPA has therefore determined that the project is exempt 
from the requirements of the regulations listed above. However, 
the source is still subject to all applicable state and local air 
pollution rules and regulations. Also, future construction, 
modification, or changes in operating procedures may require 
review by this office with respect to applicable permit require
ments. This determination will expire if construction has not 
commenced by January 31, 1994. 

Should the EPA exempt this project from PSD review and then 
subsequently determine that the project is a major source or 
major modification and subject to PSD, then this source will have 
to immediately apply for a federal PSD permit. All requirements 
of the PSD regulations will have to be satisfied even though 
construction may be complete. In the event that vendor 
guaranteed emission rates are not achieved, it will still be the 
source's responsibility to comply with all PSD requirements. 
Failure to comply with the requirements of the PSD regulations or 
continued operation of such a source prior to receiving a final 
PSD permit may subject the source to federal enforcement action 
pursuant to Section 113 of the Clean Air Act. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please 
contact Bob Baker of our New Source Section at (415) 744-1258. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
f'r D~vid P. H~ekamp 

~
1 Director 

Air and Toxics Division 

cc: CARB 
SCAQMD 
Gary Rubenstein, Sierra Research 
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I. INIRODUCTION 

A biological assessment report is a federal document used by the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to evaluate 
the potential effects of the proposed action(s) on federal listed species and 
species proposed for federal listing, and designated and proposed critical 
habitat, to determine if any such species or habitat is likely to be adversely 
affected by the action (Federal Register, Vol. 51, No. 106, Rules and Regula
tions, Section 402.12, Biological Assessments). The document is also used in 
determining whether a formal consultation is necessary. The biological assess
ment is required for federal actions that are "major construction activities" 
which may involve effects to federal listed species in order to meet the 
requirements of Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. Upon receiving an 
acceptable biological assessment report, the USFWS initiates the formal consul
tation period which culminates in the issuance of a biological opinion. The 
biological opinion determines whether the action is likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of a listed species or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of critical habitat (a jeopardy opinion); or the action is not 
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species or result in 
adverse modification to critical habitat (a no jeopardy opinion). A jeopardy 
biological opinion shall include reasonable and prudent alternatives, if any. 

The objective of this biological assessment is to provide the BLM and USFWS 
with the necessary information on the anticipated impacts to federal listed 
species occurring or with the potential for occurrence in the project area so 
that a biological opinion can be issued by USFWS for the proposed action. Also 
included within this document are discussions on potential impacts to species 
listed by the State of California as threatened, endangered, or fully 
protected. All plant and animal species deemed significant by both federal and 
state agencies are discussed in this biological assessment in order to expedite 
federal and state review. 

The prop?sed action involves the conversion of an existing unused open pit 
iron ore mme to a Class ill, non-hazardous, solid waste landfill. This 
landfill operation would be located at the Eagle Mountain Mine in northeastern 
Riverside County. The federal actions of this proposal include a land exchange 
between the BLM and Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc., as permitted under the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), and the issuance of new FLPMA rights-of
way over the entire length of the existing Eagle Mountain rail line, which would 
be reactivated, for the existing Eagle Mountain Road, and the proposed Eagle 
Mountain Road extension. 

Decisions made regarding the effects of the proposed action on federal and 
state listed species were based upon information contained in the environmental 
review document (Environmental Impact Statement [EIS]/Environmental Impact 
Report [EIR]) for the action (RECON 1991). This environmental document summa
rizes the results of on-site surveys of the affected area, information provided 
by local experts and literature review, an analysis of the effects of the 
proposed action on listed species including their habitats, cumulative effects, 
related research studies, an analysis of alternative actions, and discussions 
with representatives of BLM, California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), U.S. 
Park Service, and USFWS during the informal consultation period. 
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II. DESCRIPTION OF nm PROPOSED ACTION 

A NEED FOR nm PROJECT 

The need for this project encompasses three areas: (1) to develop new 
Class III, non-hazardous, solid waste disposal facilities necessary to accommo
date estimated future demand throughout southern California; (2) to provide 
landfill capacity in a remote desert setting which avoids land use compatibility 
and landfill gas emission problems faced by existing landfills in proximity to 
residential and other urban uses; and (3) to conduct a public/private land 
exchange which benefits the public's interest by bringing into public ownership 
lands of greater biological resource value. 

In terms of supply and demand, a number of publications have documented the 
need for new disposal facilities in Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside, and 
Orange counties. This information is summarized as follows. 

Currently, a total of 45,000 tons-per-day (tpd) of municipal solid waste 
is generated within Los Angeles County. Of this total, approximately 18,000 tpd 
comes from the City of Los Angeles and 8,000 tpd from the San Gabriel Valley. 
If no new landfills are developed, existing facilities are not expanded, and 
recycling remains at approximately existing levels, a county-wide capacity 
shortfall will first occur in 1991, increasing to approximately 40,000 tpd in 
1995 (City of Los Angeles, County of Los Angeles, and Los Angeles County Sanita
tion Districts 1988). The City of Los Angeles is already experiencing a short
fall of 5,000 tpd, which is expected to increase to 20,000 tpd in 1997 (City of 
Los Angeles, County of Los Angeles, and Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts 
1988). 

State Legislation AB 939, a recently-enacted ordinance requmng manda
tory curbside recycling for residential solid waste, is expected to reduce the 
severity of the shortfall in Los Angeles as this program is phased in over the 
next few years. Historically, successful curbside collection programs have 
resulted in the diversion of 12 to 15 percent of the residential waste stream 
from landfills. If these results are achieved in Los Angeles, curbside collec
tion may result in the diversion of 900 tons per year. This savings would 
reduce the total waste landfilled in the City by five percent. Additional 
savings will be achieved as the City implements planned yard waste composting 
and other diversion programs. 

As of 1987, the valley area of San Bernardino County (with 80 percent of 
the county's total population) was generating and disposing of approximately 
3,900 tpd of municipal solid waste in five publicly owned landfills. If per 
capita waste generation increases at the same rate as elsewhere in southern 
California, existing capacity may be exhausted in approximately six years. The 
County is evaluating the potential to expand an existing landfill and to site 
new facilities to meet its long-term disposal needs (Southern California Asso
ciation of Governments 1988:1-16). 

The Riverside County Solid Waste Management Plan (CoSWMP) estimates 
total solid waste generation in the county in 1990 at 1,560,000 tons per year. 
On a six-day per week basis, this means that slightly more than 5,000 tpd are 
landfilled in the County. The CoSWMP projects that waste generation will almost 
double between 1987 and the year 2005. This projection is based almost entirely 
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on projected growth and a constant rate of per capita waste generation. 
Although projects other than Eagle Mountain could conceivably meet future demand 
within Riverside County, the Board of Supervisors has reserved up to 2,000 tpd 
in its existing agreement with the project applicant. The El Sobrante, Lamb 
Canyon, and Eagle Mountain landfill sites are tentatively identified as future 
disposal sites in the CoSWMP (County of Riverside 1989:XI-40). 

Of all the southern California counties, Orange County has the most 
permitted disposal capacity relative to anticipated demand. At the current 
waste disposal rates of approximately 12,900 to 16,100 tpd, the permitted 
capacity of existing landfills will last for approximately 11 years. The recent 
approval of a new major landfill at Bee Canyon will increase the site life of 
existing facilities to approximately 18 years. The County is currently 
attempting to site a new facility in the northern portion of the county to 
replace the existing Olinda Landfill. Without this new facility, however, a 
capacity shortage within northern Orange County may occur in 1994, when the 
remaining capacity at the Olinda Landfill is fully utilized (County of Orange 
1988:3-2). 

B. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The proposed project site is located along the northern edge of the 
Colorado Desert (Figures 1 and 2). The Colorado Desert is considered a north
western extension of the Sonoran Desert, extending into Arizona, Baja Califor
nia, and Sonora, Mexico. Features of the Colorado Desert are the Salton Basin, 
comprising the undrained Salton Sea, and the plains and bajadas of the lower 
Colorado River Valley. General geological features of the area surrounding the 
project site are north to northwest trending mountain ranges with alluvium
filled basins and drainages between the ranges. A large number of Colorado 
Desert plants also occur in the Mojave Desert and Arizona Sonoran Desert. 
However, several species only occur in the lower elevations of the Colorado 
Desert Reduced summer rainfalls in the Colorado Desert limit the characteris
tic diversity and number of tree species compared to that found in the eastern 
portions of the Sonoran Desert. 

Habitat Management Areas (HMAs), managed by the BLM, occur in the 
vicinity of the proposed project (Figure 3). BLM HMAs include desert tortoise 
habitat in the Chuckwalla Bench and Chuckwalla Valley, and three Nelson's 
bighorn sheep management areas. Two BLM Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACEC) are also in the vicinity of the proposed project boundary, south of 1-10. 
The Kaiser railroad right-of-way passes through the western extent of the 
Chuckwalla Bench ACEC, which has been established primarily for protection of 
the desert tortoise, and the Salt Creek ACEC near Ferrum Junction, which has 
been set aside to protect the desert pupfish and Yuma clapper rail. 

The proposed landfill site consists of 4,659 acres of private and public 
lands in the Eagle Mountains, and is comprised of rugged mountain terrain 
including the old mine pit, and tailing and overburden piles surrounding the 
open pit mine. Elevations range from 2,800 feet in the northeast portions of 
the site to 710 feet in the bottom of the mine pit. Elevations on the bajadas 
in the eastern and southern portions of the site range from 1,234 feet in the 
southwestern comer to 983 feet in the southeastern comer. 
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FIGURE 1. PROJECT LOCATION RELATIVE TO EASTERN RNERSIDE COUNTY 
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FIGURE 2. PROJECT LOCATION ON U.S.G.S. 1 :250,000 SCALE MAP, 
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Eagle Mountain Road and the Eagle Mountain rail line traverse the 
bajadas of the eastern edge of the Eagle Mountains. The bajadas drain from west 
to east. The railroad continues southwest of the Eagle Mountains and crosses 
Chuckwalla Valley and 1-10. From the freeway, the railroad continues south 
through the Chuckwalla Bench area and then runs between the Orocopia and 
Chuckwalla mountains along Salt Creek. The railroad follows the Salt Creek 
drainage between the Orocopia and Chocolate mountains heading in a southwesterly 
direction until the railroad connects with the Southern Pacific Railroad line at 
the northeast edge of the Salton Sea, at Ferrum Junction. Elevation along the 
Kaiser railroad remains at approximately 1,500 feet until the railroad reaches 
Salt Creek. Elevation drops steadily to a low of 149 feet below sea level near 
the Salton Sea. Topography along the railroad is flat or gently sloping 
alluvial fans. 

Drainage patterns on the Eagle Mountain landfill site generally flow 
from west to east, creating steep washes and drainages throughout the undis
turbed portions of the site. South of Chuckwalla Valley, drainages flow from 
the Orocopia and Chuckwalla mountains and form alluvial fans descending toward 
Salt Creek. Salt Creek flows southwest, draining into the Salton Sea approxi
mately one mile south of the Eagle Mountain rail line connection at Ferrum 
Junction. Many sandy, gravelly washes of varying sizes cross under the railroad 
from Chuckwalla Valley to the area where the railroad crosses the Coachella 
Canal. 

Surface features within the mine area, along the Eagle Mountain railroad 
right-of-way and along the proposed Eagle Mountain Road extension, range from 
sandy washes to steep, rock-covered slopes. Some of the flat areas on the upper 
bajadas have little soil and desert pavement predominates. The mountain areas 
are composed of metasedimentary and granitic rocks. The eastern portion of the 
proposed landfill area is located within a valley composed of sedimentary soils 
of predominantly sand and gravel deposits derived from the surrounding 
mountains. 

The vegetation within the survey limits of the project can be ascribed 
to three general plant communities: Sonoran creosote bush scrub, desert dry 
wash woodland, and desert chenopod scrub. Plant community names and descrip
tions follow those used by California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 
(Holland 1986). Elements from both the Mojave and Colorado deserts (a division 
of the Sonoran Desert) are represented in the flora due to the location of the 
project within the transition zone between these two desert regions. Habitat 
categories are discussed in detail in the Eagle Mountain Landfill EIS/EIR (RECON 
1991), and vegetation maps of the project area are shown on Figures 4a-b, 
Figure 5, and Figures 6a-e. 

C. PROPOSED ACI1ON 

1. General Project Description 

Mine Reclamation Corporation (MRC) proposes to develop a municipal 
solid waste Class III landfill which would accommodate up to 20,000 tons per 
day. The landfill site would be located in an unused iron ore open pit mine at 
Eagle Mountain in northeastern Riverside County, California. The existing mine 
at Eagle Mountain is located on approximately 4,659 acres, of which 2,280 acres 
are under public ownership. These lands will be transferred out of federal 
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ownership to Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc., in exchange for lands owned by Kaiser 
along the existing Kaiser railroad. The project includes the updating of the 
railroad right-of-way granted to Kaiser Steel for mining uses between Ferrum 
Junction on the northeast coast of the Salton Sea and Eagle Mountain. This rail 
line is approximately 52 miles long, 32 miles of which exist on a legislatively 
authorized right-of-way, and would be used to transport waste-filled containers 
from the Southern Pacific line at Ferrum Junction to the project site. A new 
rail spur, approximately two miles long, would be built from the Eagle Mountain 
rail line to a container handling yard located near the southeast portion of the 
landfill site. 

Waste received by truck would access the site via a proposed 
extension of Eagle Mountain Road and a proposed on-site haul road. A new FLPMA 
right-of-way would be issued over the entire length of the existing, legisla
tively approved Eagle Mountain railroad right-of-way and the proposed Eagle 
Mountain Road extension north from its intersection with Eagle Mountain Road. 
Additionally, the Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan (SP) would amend the 
Riverside County General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Zoning Map to facilitate 
initiation of a landfill operation at the Eagle Mountain iron ore mine site. 

2. BLM/Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc. Land Exchange 

Federal lands currently within the project area are designated in 
the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan, as being in the following 
Multiple-Use Classes: Class I - Intensive, Class M - Moderate, and Unclassi
fied. Under the FLPMA, BLM will select those lands to be transferred to Kaiser 
Steel Resources, Inc. Land currently owned by Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc., 
will be offered in exchange for those selected lands. 

a. Selected Lands. Under FLPMA, BLM will transfer approximately 
3,271 acres of publicly owned lands in the Eagle Mountains to Kaiser Steel 
Resources, Inc. (see Figure 5). These selected lands include both unencumbered 
parcels and lands with a variety of unpatented mining and mill site claims. The 
land exchange process will include a review and appraisal of these claims. 

b. Offered Lands. Offered lands are those Kaiser Steel Resources 
lands to be transferred to federal ownership. These are generally located along 
Salt Creek and the entire length · of the Eagle Mountain rail line from Ferrum 
Junction (on the northeast coast of the Salton Sea) to just north of 1-10 (see 
Figures 6a-e). Some of these lands include prime habitat for the federally and 
state-threatened desert tortoise. 

3. FLPMA Railroad and Road Right-of-Way Grants 

a. Eagle Mountain Road. The existing Eagle Mountain Road extends 
from the 1-10 interchange to the MWD pumping station. The road begins in SEl/4 
Sec. 30, T. 5 S., R. 15 E., San Bernardino Meridian (SBM), and runs almost due 
north ending in NEl/4 Sec. 30, T. 4 S., R. 15 E., SBM. The paved road is 
currently maintained by the County of Riverside; however, there is no current 
right-of-way authorization other than that acquired under RS 2477 for pre-1976 
use. The proposed action is to widen the existing 20-foot paved road to a 40-
foot-wide paved road. The total right-of-way being applied for is 110 feet wide 
to allow for the paved roadway, shoulders, and berms. This portion of the 
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right-of-way is approximately seven miles long. The purpose of this road right
of-way is to serve as the main access route to the proposed landfill site. 

b. Eagle Mountain Road Extension. The proposed Eagle Mountain Road 
extension will begin in NEl/4 Sec. 30, T. 4 S., R. 15 E., SBM, just south of the 
MWD pumping station and will continue northeasterly at first and then north
westerly before heading northerly to an existing landfill on-site haul road. 
Approximately one and one-half miles of this proposed route are currently 
authorized under right-of-way grant LA-0121701 for mining-related purposes only. 
This partially existing dirt road is approximately 15 to 18 feet wide in most 
areas and is known locally as the Kaiser Truck Trail. This portion of the truck 
trail will be converted to a FLPMA right-of-way. The remainder of the Kaiser 
Truck Trail, currently authorized under right-of-way grant LA-0121701, will be 
vacated. 

The proposed action is to widen the existing portion and build a 
new 40-foot-wide paved road. The total right-of-way being applied for is 110 
feet wide to allow for the paved roadway, shoulders, and berms. This proposed 
portion of the right-of-way is approximately six miles long. The purpose of 
this road extension is to lead the truck traffic hauling refuse to the proposed 
landfill around the townsite of Eagle Mountain into the proposed Phase I con
tainer handling yard (see Figure 12) and at a later date into the Phase II 
container handling yard (see Figure 13). 

c. Rail Line. This existing 52-mile private rail line begins at 
its intersection with the Southern Pacific line at Ferrum Junction and runs 
north to a mine site at Eagle Mountain. Approximately 33 miles of the rail line 
falls on BLM lands. The rail line is authorized under right-of-way grant LA-
0121701 for mining-related activities only. This right-of-way will be converted 
to an FLPMA right-of-way. The purpose of this right-of-way is to allow train 
transport of trash containers from the Southern Pacific line at Ferrum Junction 
to the proposed Phase I container handling yard and/or repair and maintenance 
facility. No more than one train per day would use this route. At a later 
date, up to six trains per day will be routed around the Eagle Mountain townsite 
into the proposed Phase II container handling yard via a rail line spur 
discussed below. 

d. Rail Line Spur. A proposed new rail line spur will begin just 
past the location where the proposed Eagle Mountain Road extension and the 
existing railroad cross the Colorado River Aqueduct in S 1/2S 1/2 Sec. 7, T. 4 S., 
R. 15 E., SBM, and runs northerly to the proposed Phase II container handling 
facility in Wl/2 Sec. 31, T. 3 S., R. 15 E., SBM. This portion of the right-of
way is approximately two and one-half miles long. The purpose of this spur is 
to route traffic around the townsite of Eagle Mountain into the proposed Phase 
II container handling yard. 

4. Riverside County Plan Amendment 

The Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan (SP) would amend the 
Riverside County General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Zoning Map to facilitate 
lfiltiation of a landfill operation at the Eagle Mountain iron ore mine site. 
Current land use designations found on the Open Space and Conservation Map of 
the Riverside County General Plan which affect the project site include mineral 
resources, desert areas, mountainous areas, and areas not designated as open 
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space (ANDOS). Those categories will be replaced by a SP designation supported 
by the SP exhibits and text. Current zoning of the site includes the following 
districts: Mineral Resources and Related Manufacturing (M-R-A), Controlled 
Development Area (W-2), Natural Assets (N-A), and Manufacturing-Heavy (M-H). 
These individual zones will be replaced by a SP zone designation supported by an 
ordinance text, which can be found in Section III of the SP. The SP zone is 
being created to support the addition of landfill and associated land uses on 
the project site. 

5. Project Operations 

A typical day's operation involves the following sequence which 
reoccurs throughout the day: 

• A fully-loaded train will arrive at the marshalling yard. An 
overhead container-handling crane will position itself over the 
train and unload filled containers onto the container handling 
vehicles. 

• The container handling vehicles will haul the containers to the 
working face of the landfill where they will tip up the 
containers, discharging the refuse. 

• Bulldozers and refuse compactors will move, spread, and compact 
the refuse. 

• The empty containers will be returned to the marshalling yard, 
where they will be inspected prior to loading back on the train 
(either the same train they came from or another, depending upon 
the scale of operations). Damaged containers, or those sched
uled for washing or periodic maintenance, will be delivered to 
the container maintenance area. 

• When the train is fully loaded with empty containers, it will 
return to Ferrum Junction. 

• Trucks carrying containers will be unloaded in a similar manner 
to trains, with the containers being hauled to the operating 
face on container handlers. Some standard transfer trucks that 
have an integral cargo box will drive under their own power to 
the operating face and be emptied by end dumping or by tipper. 

Additional operations that will occur to support the above activi
ties include the following: 

• Road maintenance will involve the use of motor graders for the 
smoothing and leveling of unpaved haul roads. Water trucks will 
spread water on unpaved haul roads for dust control. Paved haul 
roads will be periodically cleaned with a road sweeper to reduce 
dust. 

• Landfill preparation will involve preparation of areas by 
bulldozer leveling by scraper and grader, placement of crushed 
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rock or other material for contouring the cell, placement of the 
clay liner and placement of the synthetic liner where needed. 

• Maintenance activities for equipment will include shop mainte
nance of mobile equipment; field preventive maintenance, lubri
cation, and fueling of mobile equipment; and container washing 
and maintenance as needed. 

• At the end of an operating day, daily cover (coarse tailing or 
crushed overburden) will be transported by truck or scraper to 
the active working face(s) for placement over the day's refuse. 
This will be spread in layers at least six inches thick as per 
operating permit requirements. Water sprays may be used during 
the recovery of the cover from stock piles or during crushing 
for dust control. 

• Drainage control works will be constructed periodically by pre
paring ditches, trenches, or other works to channel and direct 
runoff water away from the landfill. 

• Leachate control and landfill gas collection p1pmg will be 
installed to intercept and collect these fluids for treatment. 

• Litter control crews will provide litter pickup and the movement 
of portable litter control fencing. 

• Locally derived refuse will be inspected for hazardous materials 
and loaded into containers for delivery to the landfill face. 
Hazardous materials will be collected, temporarily stored (with 
the appropriate permits), and then transported off-site to a 
licensed hazardous waste disposal facility. 

a. Landfill Site Facilities. Figure 7 shows the Eagle Mountain 
Specific Plan Area which is divided into six planning areas. These areas are 
described below. 

Planning 
Area Use Acreage Percentage of Site 

1 Landfill Area 2,272 48.8 
2 Container Handling - Phase I 255 5.5 
3 Container Handling - Phase II 340 7.3 
4 Recyclable Storage Area 322 6.9 
5 Coarse and Fine Tailing Storage 465 10.0 

and Process Area 
6 Open Space 1,005 21.6 

TOTAL 4,659 100.0 

The facilities associated with each planning area are described 
below. 
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Planning Areas 

l'lannlng A..a 11: LANDFILL 
Foolp<lnt of lond!il/l.aldflll operations 

l'lannlng A..a~: l'HASI: I CONTAINER HANDLING AREA 
Initial contolner handling ond repolr/mointenonce tocffity. 

l'lannlng A..a3l: l'HASE II CONTAINER HANDLING AREA 
Container handing. woste Inspection. waste treatment 
ond londllll gos thermal combuster/energy recovery locilily. 

l'lannlng Arao~ RECYCIAILE STORAGE AREA 
Recyclable materials container sto,oge. 

l'lannlng A..a ll\: TAILING STORAGE I PROCESSING AREA 
londlllt liner ond doily cover SOUfce material. 

l'lannlng Arao!I: OPEN SPACE 
Buller area with minor aainage Improvements. 
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1) Container Handling Yard. In Phase I, incoming refuse would 
be delivered by rail and truck to the container handling yard located south of 
the western portion of the East Pit. During Phase I, trains would use the 
existing rail line south and west of the Eagle Mountain townsite and trucks 
would use the Eagle Mountain Road extension constructed east and north of the 
townsite (see Figure 4b). The maximum capacity of the initial container han
dling yard would be approximately 4,750 tpd consisting of one train load of 
refuse per day and an additional 1,250 tpd that would be delivered by truck. 

In Phase II, incoming refuse would be delivered by rail and 
truck to the container handling yard located approximately one-half mile from 
the eastern boundary of the landfill (Figure 8). Its maximum capacity would be 
20,000 tons of refuse per day. The Phase I container handling yard would be 
converted to a repair and maintenance facility. During Phase II, trains would 
use a new rail line constructed east of the townsite and trucks would use the 
Eagle Mountain Road extension. Although the capacity of the Phase I container 
handling yard would be less than the Phase II container handling yard, both 
container handling yards would contain approximately the following: 

a) Railroad Spur Lines or Sidings. Sidings, each up to 
5,000 feet long, would be long enough to allow an entire unit train to be 
spotted without uncoupling cars and to allow locomotives to couple and uncouple 
at either end of the unit trains. 

b) Container Handling Eguipment. Large forklift-style 
movers would be used to move containers on and off trucks, while overhead cranes 
would be used to move containers on and off train cars. Both types of equipment 
would be fitted with pollution controls on the exhaust to achieve the lowest 
possible emission rates. The containers will be placed on a chassis which will 
be hauled to the working face of the landfill where the containers will be 
emptied. 

c) A Waste Screening Station/Inspection Facility. This 
facility, located on or near the phase one container handling yard, will be 
capable of receiving, screening, and processing local waste from Desert Center, 
Lake Tamarisk, and Eagle Mountain on the order of several tons per day. All 
other incoming refuse will have been inspected at the loading point. 

All containerized waste received in the container 
handling area, either by rail or truck, would be screened to detect the presence 
of radioactive materials and other hazardous waste. If radioactive materials 
are detected, intensive manual inspection of the load using hand-held detection 
equipment will be performed. The offending materials will be segregated from 
the load and stored in accordance with applicable regulations pending disposal 
at a licensed facility. 

Marshalling operations would be conducted on a 24-hour 
basis. These operations include all actions involving delivering a train of 
cars, positioning of these cars, unloading and reloading of containers, movement 
of locomotives from one end of the train to the other, and removal of the train 
back onto the main line. Locational and low-pressure sodium lighting would be 
used to light these operations. 
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2) Energy Recovecy Plant. Initially, landfill gas (LFG) 
recovered from the landfill will be destroyed in a thermal combustor. When 
detectable quantities of methane are found in the LFG, MRC will conduct studies 
to quantify the production rate of methane and to determine other characteris
tics of the gas. When a production rate of five million cubic feet per day of 
methane is achieved, MRC will institute studies to determine if the gas can be 
utilized economically. These studies will evaluate the use of gas for electri
cal energy production, the production of pipeline quality or liquified gas for 
shipment off-site, the use of gas to power on-site equipment, or the production 
of low-grade fuel for use at nearby facilities. If it is determined that the 
methane can be economically utilized, MRC will proceed with the development of 
an energy recovery plant. 

If MRC determines that gas cannot be economically used, MRC 
may decide to design, permit, and construct an oxidation catalyst system and 
later a urea injection system (or equivalent system) for the thermal combustor 
before the LFG generation rate exceeds 10 million cubic feet per day of methane. 
These studies will be updated not less frequently than every three years. 

3) Repair and Maintenance Facilities. The existing repair and 
maintenance buildings would continue in use to maintain the containers, locomo
tives, railcars, vehicles, and other equipment used on the site (see Planning 
Area 2 of Figure 7). When necessary, these facilities would be used to maintain 
and wash vehicles and containers. Containers would be transported from the 
container handling yard to this area, when maintenance or washing is necessary. 
Wash water will be collected in sumps and reused as necessary. When the water 
becomes fouled, it will be passed through an oil skimmer for the removal of 
floating oil and grease. Sludge and other solids will be settled out in a 
standard three-compartmented settling tank. A runoff collection system would be 
designed to convey runoff to a wastewater pretreatment facility. If this waste
water were found to be hazardous, the sump would be pumped into a tank truck and 
the water taken off site to a licensed disposal facility. 

4) Wastewater Pretreatment Facility. The applicant proposes to 
construct a wastewater pretreatment facility to pretreat leachate, LFG conden
sate, and surface runoff from the repair and maintenance facility (see Planning 
Area 3 of Figure 7). Pretreatment would be provided for biological oxygen 
demand (BOD) and volatile organics. The package facility would pretreat liquids 
from these sources via aeration and sedimentation tanks. After pretreatment, 
the effluent would be transported to the existing Kaiser wastewater treatment 
facility. 

b. Roads, Landfill Site, and Railroad Preparation. Prior to the 
commencement of Phase I landfill operations, several site development tasks 
would need to be completed. It is estimated that it will take approximately one 
year to complete these tasks. 

1) Roads. At the start of site development, the Eagle Mountain 
Road extension will be constructed. This road will provide a routing for trucks 
as well as a new rail right-of-way that will eventually terminate in the Phase 
II container handling area. During Phase I and immediately after the road 
extension is completed, this road will be used for all truck transport into the 
site. Truck traffic on the Kaiser Road or the (now abandoned) Kaiser Truck Road 
to the site will not be permitted. Up to 50 trucks per day carrying refuse will 
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use the Eagle Mountain Road extension to enter the site. They will then tra
verse over the existing main haul road to the Phase I container handling area 
for off-loading of containers. Some vehicles will be directed to the landfill 
face for off-loading. These roads will be paved. It is estimated that approxi
mately 150 acres of natural vegetation could be removed to widen the existing 
Eagle Mountain Road and to construct the Eagle Mountain Road extension. This 
impacted acreage figure represents a worst-case scenario, with actual impacts 
being less. 

When a volume of more than one train per day is achieved, 
the new spur leading to the Phase II container handling yard will be used for 
train traffic. The acreage of vegetation removed to construct this new rail 
spur is included in the acreage lost to construction of the Eagle Mountain Road 
extension. The road extension and rail spur will be built adjacent and parallel 
to one another. Trucks will still use the Eagle Mountain Road extension for 
access to the site, but will be off-loaded at the Phase II area. Although the 
emphasis will be shifted to the Phase II area at traffic volumes greater than 
one train per day, the Phase I area will be kept open as a marshalling area for 
use as required for emergencies and maintenance. The existing rail terminus 
will continue to be used for the delivery of materials and supplies, for access 
to the maintenance buildings, and for locomotive refueling. 

2) Landfill Site. The construction of additional facilities at 
the existing rail terminus at Eagle Mountain would be required. This would 
involve the construction of a new spur parallel to the existing spur, paving the 
area to permit the use of container-handling cranes and equipment, and con
struction of a vehicle scale facility. Also, the preparation of the container 
laydown area for recyclable storage in the unused tailing pond area would be 
necessary. A small tipping floor, waste sort area, and compactor would be 
needed to receive, inspect, and process trash from the local area. 

The preparation of the landfill footprint, involving 
scaling, leveling, and filling of the pit, is also necessary prior to commence
ment of landfill operations. This includes the installation of a composite 
liner in portions of the east end of the landfill, and the installation of 
preliminary LFG and leachate collection facilities. The LFG and leachate treat
ment facilities would need to be constructed. Some electrical, water, and 
sewage distributions systems would be installed within the processing area. 
Groundwater monitoring and extraction wells would be installed. The construc
tion of permanent drainage works and temporary diversion works around the land
fill operating area are needed. The existing offices, maintenance shops, 
laboratory, and warehouse need to be refurbished and the erection of security 
lighting and fencing is needed throughout the site. 

Prior to the Phase II operations of the landfill ( 12 to 20 
years after start up), additional work would be required primarily at the east 
end of the project area. Additional rail spurs and container handling areas 
would be developed to process the additional waste tonnage per day. Up to 
12,000 feet of rail spur would be required. The container handling areas would 
be paved to permit easy unloading of containers by straddle crane. An office 
complex comprising trailers would be constructed and landscaping installed. A 
more permanent LFG and leachate treatment facility would be constructed and 
additional sewage holding tanks would be required. All of these new facilities 
would be built on previously disturbed portions of the site. 
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3) Railroad. The existing Eagle Mountain rail line will be 
used to transport up to one train per day into the site. The existing terminus 
(modified to add an additional spur) will be used for this train. When a volume 
of more than one train per day is achieved, the new spur leading to the Phase II 
container handling yard will be used for train traffic. 

Prior to the use of the existing Eagle Mountain rail line, 
certain repair and maintenance activities must be accomplished. Recent inspec
tions of the line show that it is in relatively good repair, primarily as a 
result of the excellent construction and maintenance standards that were applied 
during its operation. Further, the very dry climate in the desert has kept tie 
rot to a minimum. 

The specific activities required are as follows: 

• Track straightening and alignment 
• Ballast regulation 
• Culvert cleanout and repair 
• Bridge repair 
• Vegetation control 
• Oiler maintenance 
• Development of endangered species protection measures 

As part of the program to ensure minimal impact on endan
gered species, particularly the desert tortoise, certain activities such as the 
installation of special culverts for rail under-crossings, tortoise-proof 
barriers, and other means will be conducted. 

c. Landfill Operation. State law and regulations (Subchapter 15 of 
Title 23, Chapter 3 of the California Code of Regulations [CCR]) regulate the 
disposal of four types of wastes including hazardous waste, designated wastes, 
non-hazardous solid waste, and inert wastes. This project will accept only non
hazardous solid waste and inert wastes. As defined in Subchapter 15, non
hazardous solid waste consists of garbage, trash, refuse, paper, rubbish, 
industrial waste, ashes, appliances, food waste, and other materials provided 
that such wastes do not contain wastes which must be managed as hazardous waste 
or wastes with soluble pollutants in concentrations that exceed water quality 
objectives. In the event that radioactive materials are detected, the County 
Health Department would be notified immediately. Such materials would be 
removed in accordance with procedures specified in the project's solid waste 
facilities permit. 

It is proposed that up to a maximum of six trains per day would 
be delivered to the landfill site. Unit trains would consist of one or more 
diesel electric locomotives carrying up to 14 railcars. Each train would be 
less than 4,000 feet long and carry approximately 3,500 tons of refuse. 

During maximum operations, an estimated 2,000 tons per day of 
solid waste would be delivered by truck to the landfill from local areas in 
Riverside and San Bernardino counties. This would generate approximately 100 
daily trips (200 one-way trips). The solid waste load on each truck would be 
fully enclosed within a solid container. Typical payload weights would be 
20,000 to 25,000 pounds and total loaded weight would be approximately 80,000 
pounds. 
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Truck traffic to the Phase I container handling yard would use 
1-10 and the existing Eagle Mountain Road, a county-maintained road approxi
mately two miles west of Desert Center. From Eagle Mountain Road, approximately 
six miles north of 1-10, the new Eagle Mountain Road extension (old Kaiser Truck 
Road) would provide access directly to the Phase II container handling yard. 
The last two miles of this private road would be realigned adjacent to the new 
rail spur to enter the Phase II container handling yard upon the new right-of
way being requested from the BLM. The trucks would arrive during daylight hours 
only (12 to 13 hours daily). This is an average of 16 shipments arriving each 
hour. 

Landfill operations would start in the southwest portion of 
Planning Area 1 to an elevation of 1,950 feet MSL. After a series of drainage 
improvements have been made, landfill act1v1t1es will be initiated in the 
westernmost portion of the East Pit. The first phase of the project sequenc~ng 
would last from O to 10 years. The second phase of the proJect sequencmg 
(approximately 11 to 75 years) would continue from the west end of the East Pit 
to the west end of the landfill to final elevations. The third phase of the 
project sequencing (approximately 76 to 85 years) would fill the northeasterly 
portion of the landfill area to its fmal elevation. The final phase of the 
project sequencing (approximately 86 to 115 years) would fill the East Pit to 
its final elevation. This sequence of landfill operations is not to be confused 
with the Phase I and II operations which reference a level of tonnage of waste 
haulage per day which triggers the construction and use of the Phase II 
container yard. The final extent of the landfill would remove a total of 994 
acres of Sonoran creosote bush scrub vegetation, but leave 644 acres of native 
habitat on the site undisturbed. 

The surface of the landfill would be built up in cells or lifts, 
as refuse is deposited and then covered each day. When the final grade of the 
landfill is reached, it would be buried with a fmal cover. These activities 
are described below. Landfill operations would be conducted during daylight 
hours only (approximately 10 to 14 hours per operating day). 

At the end of each day's operation, a mm1mum thickness of six 
inches of daily cover material would be placed over the refuse, using either 
crawler tractors or self-propelled scrapers passing directly over the refuse. 
Three additional crawler tractors would be required and may also be used to doze 
cover material from stockpiles located near the uncovered refuse. Previous 
mmmg act1v1t1es generated large quantities of waste material (coarse mine 
tailing or crushed rock and overburden) on the site which would be used for 
daily and intermediate cover. 

Temporary and permanent drainage facilities would be constructed 
to divert storm water flows around and away from the refuse fill, to collect and 
remove any storm water that falls on the refuse fill, to control off-site flow 
of waterborne debris, and to minimize erosion. Temporary drainage flows will 
also be diverted so as not to impact the Colorado River Aqueduct. Upstream 
drainage would be conveyed past the landfill and town areas where it can be 
safely discharged into the natural flow paths downstream. 

As fmal grades are reached in the landfill areas, a final cover 
with a minimum thickness of four feet would be emplaced. As specified in Title 
23 of the CCR, Chapter 3, Subchapter 15, the cover would consist of: 
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a) A two-foot foundation layer applied over the last cells 
of refuse disposed in the landfill, 

b) A minimum one-foot-thick barrier layer with an effective 
permeability of at least 1 x 1 Q-6 centimeters per second, 
compacted to 90 percent relative density, and 

c) A vegetative layer of one foot minimum thickness as 
specified by Title 23, CCR, Subchapter 15. A "vegetative" 
layer is a layer of earth amended with compost or humus and 
fertilizers such that it will support vegetative growth. 
The purpose of this is to allow natural vegetation to take 
hold on the landfill cover to provide erosion control. 

The upper surface of the landfill would have a minimum three percent gradient to 
provide adequate drainage and limit the potential for ponding on its surface. 

With a potential 115-year site life, the post-closure use of the 
site has not been planned at the current time. Settlement and the presence of 
gas collection facilities serve to limit the types of uses that can be developed 
after closure. Using the most current research for restoration, a vegetation 
restoration plan will be prepared. Post-closure uses of the landfill will be 
compatible with adjoining uses (e.g., Joshua Tree National Monument). 

D. AL1ERNATIVES TO 1HE PROPOSED ACTION 

1. Reduced Landfill Operations Alternative 

Within the general scope of the proposed project, a variety of 
different configurations for the landfill are possible. Besides the particular 
phasing and ultimate configuration that is proposed, a project scope which 
provides for a reduced level of operations and configuration of landfill 
contours is possible. 

The reduced operations alternative would allow for the disposal of 
up to 16,000 tpd, including up to 14,000 tpd by rail, and up to 2,000 tpd by 
truck. Truck traffic is included in this alternative to enable the project to 
serve potential future demand in Riverside County which cannot be economically 
served by rail transportation. This alternative would have the effect of 
reducing the capacity of the landfill by approximately 20 percent compared with 
the proposed action. However, at an inflow of 16,000 tpd, the potential 100-
year site life of the project would not be reduced under this alternative. 

In reducing the area of the landfill footprint, development would 
not occur in portions of the East Pit which contain mineral resources or water. 
The final elevations of this alternative would be slightly less than with the 
proposed action. The maximum elevation of this alternative is 2,200 feet MSL. 

This alternative is consistent with the proposed action's phasing 
plan, as related to the construction of drainage, leachate, landfill gas, liner, 
haul roads, and other aspects of the proposed landfill design. 

The landfill operations would be similar to those described in the 
proposed action. The waste would be initially received at transfer stations in 
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the counties of Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Orange, and Riverside. After 
sorting and compaction, it would be shipped via rail to the landfill site where 
it would be deposited. Potential leachate production would be controlled, 
monitored, and treated. Groundwater would be monitored. Drainage around the 
landfill would be provided. Landfill gas would be collected and controlled. 
This proposed alternative would observe all of the appropriate requirements of a 
Class III landfill, including closure and post-closure. Mining exploration, 
mining, and related ore processing would be much less affected with this alter
native. Impacts to biological resources would not differ significantly from 
those discussed under the proposed action. 

2. Proposed Action With Rail Ace~ Only Alternative 

This alternative would reduce the daily capacity of the project to 
16,000 tons, all of which would be delivered by rail. This alternative would 
eliminate the use of refuse disposal trucks to the proposed site; however, all 
other landfill activities described in the proposed action would remain the 
same. While this alternative may be feasible, it precludes transporting waste 
from nearby sources in Riverside County. Serving Riverside County is an impor
tant condition of locating the project in Riverside County. This alternative 
would reduce potential impacts to biological resources (e.g., desert tortoise) 
that would be affected by the widening of Eagle Mountain Road and the associated 
increase in truck traffic outlined in the proposed action. 

3. No Action Alternative 

This alternative would leave the Eagle Mountain site in its present 
condition and no landfill would occur. The caretaker status of the former 
mining operations would be maintained, at least temporarily. The ex1stmg 
mining reclamation plan developed by Kaiser Steel Corporation in 1978 may be 
implemented. The East Pit and surrounding piles of overburden rock and mine 
tailing would remain, with minor drainage and other improvements to stabilize 
their surfaces and allow natural revegetation to occur. The land surrounding 
the former mining operations would continue to be highly disturbed. The 
economic benefits to the County and the Desert Center economy resulting from the 
landfill operations would not occur. No significant impacts to biological 
resources are expected from this alternative. 

Under the No Action alternative, the BLM/Kaiser land exchange could 
still occur in the future, although that is highly unlikely without the proposed 
landfill operations. The railroad right-of-way grant would not be necessary 
under this alternative. 

Metropolitan southern California commumttes would continue to rely 
on existing or expanded landfills under the No Action alternative. Even with 
state-mandated solid waste reduction goals, the existing capacity in most land
fills is limited to a decade or less (SCS Engineers 1989). 

ID. SPECIES ACCOUNTS 

The species discussed in this section are listed by the USFWS and the 
CDFG as threatened or endangered species. Because of the 115-year life of the 
Eagle Mountain landfill project, other species with the potential to be listed 
during the project's lifetime (i.e., candidate species_ and California fully 
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protected species) are also discussed. Listed and candidate species m the 
project area are given in Table 1. 

A FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES 

1. Bald Eagle and "No Effect" Determination 

The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is probably one of the 
most recognizable birds in the United States. The adult's large size (wing span 
seven to eight feet), white head and tail, and yellow bill make this raptor 
stand out wherever it resides. Immature eagles lack the white head and tail, 
and tend to be mostly brown in color, with a dark bill and some whitish color
ation in the wing linings and breast Bald eagles reach maturity in four to six 
years. 

Bald eagles are primarily fishing eagles, although they will take 
other prey and carrion. Because of their prey preference (i.e., fish), these 
eagles tend to be found during both the breeding and nonbreeding seasons concen
trated near lakes, rivers and coastlines. They will often concentrate in large 
numbers in areas where there is a concentrated food source (Newton 1979). 

These eagles are migratory in behavior. In western North America, 
breeding takes place primarily in the northwestern U.S. and Canada, and Alaska. 
Wintering sites are found along the entire west coast of North America, as well 
as numerous scattered sites throughout the western U.S. and Mexico. In 
California, bald eagle breeding is currently found only in the northern portion 
of the state, in Butte, Lake, Lassen, Modoc, Plumas, Shasta, Siskiyou, and 
Trinity counties. Historically, bald eagles were known to breed in southern 
California, primarily along the coast and on the Channel Islands (CDFG 1980). 
In 1980, the CDFG began initial efforts to restore the eagle breeding population 
on the Channel Islands. Six wild nestlings from the state of Washington were 
fledged from artificial platform nests on Catalina Island (CDFG 1980). Between 
1980 and 1988, 33 birds had been reintroduced on the Channel Islands, but no 
eggs had successfully hatched (CDFG 1989), perhaps due to ODE contamination. 
With the exception of these reintroduced birds, the only bald eagles now seen in 
southern California are observed during winter, either at winter roost sites or 
during migration. 

The decline in bald eagle populations that led to the species being 
listed by both the U.S. and the State of California as endangered can be traced 
to two main man-caused impacts, direct persecution and pesticide poisoning. 
Newton (1979) compiled data collected between 1966 and 1974 by a number of 
researchers studying bald eagle mortality. He concluded that 43 percent of all 
bald eagle deaths were the result of direct human persecution (i.e., shooting, 
trapping, and poisoning), and that 10 percent were caused by pesticide poisoning 
(Dieldrin, or DOE/DDT). Remaining mortality was the result of natural causes or 
accidents (e.g., collisions, electrocution, etc.). Even some of the accidental 
deaths are human-related (e.g., some collisions and electrocution). All of 
these factors resulted in a significant decline in bald eagle populations 
between the 1950's and 1970's. In southern California especially, another 
impact to bald eagles has been loss of suitable habitat due to urbanization. 
Bald eagles are very sensitive to disturbance caused by human activity. Even 
habitat that appears suitable may be abandoned if human activity becomes too 
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TABLEl 
FEDERAL AND STATE LIS1ED AND CANDIDATE SPECIES 

OCCURRING WI1HIN THE VICINITY OF THE EAGLE MOUNfAIN LANDFILL PROJECf 

Common Name Scientific Name Habitat Status 

Fish 

Desert pupfish+ Cyprinodon macularius Ponds FE,CE 

Re.ptiles and Amphibians 

Flat-tailed homed lizard Phrynosoma mcallii CDS.sandy soils Cl,CE 
Colorado Desert fringe-toed lizard Uma notata notata Sand Dunes C2 
Desert tortoise+ Gopherus agassizi CDS,MDS Ff,CT 

Mammals 

California leaf-nosed bat+ Macrotus califomicus Caves, mines C2 
Townsend's western big-eared bat Plecotus townsendii townsendii Caves, mines C2 
Spotted bat Eudermas maculatum CDS.mines C2 
California mastiff bat Eumops perotis califomicus CDS,C,mines C2 
Arizona Myotis Myotis lucifugus occultus CDS,CR C2 
Arizona cave Myotis Myotis velifer velifer CDS, CR, caves C2 
Yuma mountain lion Felis concolor CDS,mountain ranges C2 
Nelson's bighorn sheep+ Ovis canadensis nelsoni CDS.mountain ranges CFP 

Birds 

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Rivers, lakes FE,CE,BEPA 
Black-shouldered kite Elanus caeruleus CDS,washes CFP 
Golden eagle Aquila chrysaetos canadensis CDS BEPA 
American peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus anatum Mountain ranges,rivers,lakes FE,CE 
Swainson's hawk Buteo swainsoni M C2,CT 



Common Name 

Birds <cont} 

Yuma clapper rail 
California black rail 
Least Bell's vireo 
Arizona Bell's vireo 
Gila woodpecker 
Elf Owl 
Willow Flycatcher 
Western snowy plover 
Mountain plover 
Tricolored blackbird 
Eagle Mountain scrub jay 

~ 

Slender-homed spineflower 
Alverson's foxtail cactus 
California ditaxis 
Santa Ana River wooly-star 
Munzcholla 
Orocopia sage 
Orcutt aster 

TABLE 1 
FEDERAL AND STATE LISTED AND CANDIDATE SPECIES 

OCCURRING WI11IlN TIIE VICINITY OF TIIE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECI' 
( continued) 

Scientific Name 

Rallus longirostris yumanensis 
Laterallus jamaicensis cotumiculus 
Vireo bellii pusillus 
Vireo bellii arizonae 
Melanerpes uropygialis 
Micrathene whitneyi 
Empidonax traillii 
Charadrius alexandrinus 
Charadrius montanus 
Agelaius tricolor 
Aphelocoma coerulescens cana 

Centrostegia leptocera 
Coryphantha vivipara var. alversonii 
Ditaxis califomica 
Eriastrum densifolium ssp. sanctorum 
Opuntia munzii 
Salvia greatai 
Xylorhiza orcuttii 

Habitat 

FM 
FM 
WRW 
WRW,CR 
M,WRW,CR 
WRW,CR 
M,WRW 
LS,AF 
G 
FM,G 
PJ 

CSS,Washes 
CDS,Stony slopes 
CDS,Washes, rock benches 
css 
CDS,Dry gravelly areas 
CDS,Dry washes and fans 
CDS,Gypsum soils 

+Species observed on the project site during field surveys. 

Status 

FE,CT 
CT,Cl 
FE,CE 
CE 
CE 
CE 
CE 
C2 
C2 
C2 
PC2 

FE,CE 
C2 
C2 
FE,CE 
C2 
C2 
C2 



TABLE 1 
FEDERAL AND STATE LISTED AND CANDIDATE SPECIES 

OCCURRING WTI1IlN TIIE VICINITY OF TIIE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL PROJECT 
(continued) 

Habitats 

CDS = Colorado desert scrub 
FM = Freshwater marsh 
G = Grassland, pasturelands, etc. 
M = Migrant only 
MDS = Mojave desert scrub 
PJ = Pinyon/juniper woodland 
C = Caves, mine tunnel 
WRW = Willow riparian woodland 
CSS = Coastal sage scrub 
PO = Palm oases 
CR = Colorado River 
LS = Lake shores 
AF = Alkali flats 

FE 
CFP 
CT 
CE 
BEPA 
Cl 
C2 
PC2 
FT 

= Federal endangered 
= California fully protected 
= California threatened 
= California endangered 
= Federal Bald Eagle Protection Act 
= Federal Category 1 Candidate species 
= Federal Category 2 Candidate species 
= Proposed Federal Category 2 Candidate species 
= Federal threatened 



intense. Many coastal wetland areas have been significantly impacted by devel
opment and have likely been excluded as bald eagle habitat. 

The State of California established the California Bald Eagle 
Working Team in 1974, and joined the Pacific Bald Eagle Recovery Team in 1979, 
in an attempt to monitor the status and promote the recovery of bald eagle popu
lations in California (CDFG 1980). With state and federal protection, and the 
banning of DDT, the bald eagle populations in the western U.S. are beginning to 
recover. However, it appears that most wintering populations in southern 
California will continue to be confined to inland lakes, since urbanization 
precludes reestablishing bald eagle habitat in coastal areas. 

No large bodies of water exist in the immediate vicinity of the 
Eagle Mountain landfill project that might support a wintering bald eagle popu
lation. Small numbers of birds have been observed wintering along the Colorado 
River in the Needles/Topock area and at the Salton Sea (Garrett and Dunn 1981). 
However, these eagles are sufficiently removed from the project site that they 
are not expected to be directly or indirectly impacted. 

2. American Peregrine Falcon and "No Effect" Determination 

The American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) is a crow
sized raptor with a wing-span of 35 to 40 inches. It has the characteristic 
falcon shape, with long tapered wings and narrow tail. These birds are slate
gray on their back with light-colored breast feathers exhibiting bars or spots. 
Probably the most striking coloration pattern of this species is the distinct 
dark facial mask and cheek patch. Males of this species are usually distinctly 
smaller than females. Immature falcons are brown in color with heavy underbelly 
streaking. 

Peregrine falcons occur nearly worldwide, but populations in many 
areas have been greatly reduced due to DDT contamination, shooting, habitat 
loss, and bird collection for falconry. These falcons occur in a number of 
habitat types, but prefer open country near cliffs, either along coastlines or 
inland. Their hunting style of taking birds on the wing requires relatively 
open terrain. Coastal lagoons, lakes, and riversides provide ideal hunting 
habitat for this species. 

This falcon nests on tall cliffs and occasionally on tall man-made 
structures such as skyscrapers. Peregrine falcons are often paired before they 
arrive at the breeding site. In fact, there is some evidence that these birds 
may remain paired, at least in some locations, throughout the year. The female 
lays a clutch of three to four eggs. Incubation takes from 32 to 34 days, with 
both the male and female sharing in incubation duties. The time from hatching 
to fledging of the young takes from 35 to 40 days, and the young remain with the 
parents from five to six weeks after fledging (Newton 1979). 

In California, at least 100 active peregrine falcon nests were known 
to exist during the mid-1940's. A significant decline in active nests began 
about 1950, just after the widespread introduction of the pesticide DDT. By 
1969, fewer than 10 active nests remained in the state. The food supply of 
peregrines (e.g., waterfowl and shorebirds) became contaminated by DDT residues. 
Because these prey species were concentrating DDT in their bodies, by consuming 
contaminated food themselves, the falcons were receiving an even higher dose of 
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poison by being on top of the food chain. The DDT caused significant eggshell 
thinning, which resulted in a significant increase in nesting failures. The 
ultimate result, when combined with illegal shooting, falconry, and habitat 
loss, was a drastic decline in the California peregrine population (CDFG 1980). 

DDT use was banned in California in 1971, and protection efforts for 
the peregrine falcon were increased during the 1970's. By 1980, 42 breeding 
pairs were observed in California, primarily in the central and north coast 
ranges and Cascade Range (CDFG 1980). In 1988, 83 breeding pairs were recorded 
statewide (Jurek 1989). Even though DDT use has been banned, its persistence in 
the environment (especially along the central coast of California) still plagues 
the peregrine (Jurek, pers. comm. 1990). 

The peregrine falcon is a rare fall and winter transient in the 
desert areas of southern California. Occasionally, falcons may be seen during 
summer months near the Salton Sea, but it is possible that these individuals 
originate from Baja California, Mexico, where they still nest in fair numbers 
(Garrett and Dunn 1981). The peregrine was considered a regular winter visitor 
to the Colorado River, but the number of birds has greatly decreased there, with 
recent records coming primarily in fall (Garrett and Dunn 1981). 

Like the bald eagle, the peregrine falcon prefers high 
roosting in proximity to large bodies of water (e.g., lakes, rivers, 
etc.), where foraging is concentrated. This habitat combination is not 
or in the vicinity of the Eagle Mountain landfill project. An 
peregrine may migrate over the project site. 

3. Least Bell's Vireo and "No Effect" Determination 

cliffs for 
estuaries, 

found on 
occasional 

The least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), a federal- and 
state-listed endangered species, is a small (four to five inches long), olive
gray bird with light underparts, pale huffy yellow sides, indistinct white eye
ring, and narrow wing bars (RECON 1986). Four subspecies of Bell's vireo exist 
in North America, but the least Bell's vireo is the predominant subspecies 
occurring in southern California. This subspecies breeds in California and 
northwestern Baja California and winters in southern Baja California (RECON 
1989). The Arizona Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii arizonae) is also found in 
California, but only along the Colorado River. This Arizona subspecies is also 
classified by the State of California as endangered. 

The least Bell's vireo arrives in southern California in late March 
to early April to begin breeding activities. Nesting territories, averaging 
0.76 ± 0.30 hectares (range of 0.20 to 1.66 beet.), are established in riparian 
habitat, usually in dense willow-dominated thickets along the coastal slopes. 
Detailed habitat analyses of nesting habitat indicate that these vireos are 
found most frequently in riparian vegetation with significant tree cover in 
conjunction with a well developed shrub understory. Common understory plant 
species include sandbar willow (Salix hindsiana), mule fat (Baccharis 
glutinosa), young arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), young black willow 
(Salix gooddingii), and a number of herbaceous species (U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 1990). Vireos are also found much more frequently in wider versus 
narrow segments of riparian habitat (e.g., 51-250+ foot wide riparian zones) 
(RECON 1986). 
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Studies of this vireo in San Diego County have shown that nest site 
selection is fairly consistent, and this is likely the case in other areas of 
southern California as well. It was found that the majority of vireo nests were 
placed in either black willow, arroyo willow, or mule fat. Which of these plant 
species is utilized appears to depend upon which one is most abundant. The 
height of the nest above ground averages approximately one meter (0.93 to 1.31) 
(RECON 1989). The average clutch size is four eggs. Both male and female 
vireos incubate and care for the young. Fledging occurs 10 to 12 days after 
hatching (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1990). 

The least Bell's vireo has declined in numbers to the point where it 
required listing as an endangered species for two principal reasons, loss of 
riparian habitat and cowbird parasitism. Riparian habitat has decreased in 
abundance dramatically in California over the past 150 years. It has been 
estimated that in the Central Valley more than 90 percent of the riparian 
woodland habitat that existed in the period before settlement has been developed 
or degraded (Katibah 1984). A similar story could be told about riparian 
woodlands in other parts of the least Bell's vireo's historic range. 

Nest parasitism by the brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater) has 
also had a strong negative impact upon vireo populations. Cowbird populations 
in southern California have increased dramatically in close correspondence to 
increases in agriculture and livestock activities. Because intense parasitism 
from these birds is a relatively new phenomenon, beginning in the early twenti
eth century (RECON 1989), vireos have not yet adapted physical or behavioral 
defenses to it. 

Range-wide surveys of least Bell's vireo populations were conducted 
in 1986 and 1987. In 1986, a total of 397 singing males, of which approximately 
275 were known to be paired, were observed on 32 drainages. In 1987, 437 males, 
of which 284 were known to be paired, were observed in 23 drainages. Seventy
two percent of all male vireos observed in 1986 occurred within San Diego County 
(85 percent in 1987), with the remaining vireos scattered throughout Santa 
Barbara, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, Inyo, Monterey, and Benito counties. 

Least Bell's vireo has been recorded to occur in small numbers in 
the vicinity of Palm Springs (Figure 9). Surveys in 1986 indicated several 
birds present in Palm Canyon (RECON 1986). This is over 60 miles from the 
proposed landfill site. No least Bell's vireo habitat exists on the Eagle 
Mountain landfill site, and no impacts are expected to occur to this species 
from project implementation. 

4. Yuma Clapper Rail and "No Effect" Determination 

The Yuma clapper rail (Rallus longirostris yumanensis) is the most 
slender and pale of the three clapper rail subspecies in California. The 
clapper rails generally are gray-brown above and huffy-cinnamon below. The 
cheeks are brownish-gray, and the flanks are barred with black and white. The 
bill is long and slightly "downcurved" (CDFG 1989). This subspecies is listed 
by the USFWS as endangered and the CDFG as threatened. 

This rail inhabits freshwater marshes along the lower Colorado 
River, from the Nevada-California border to upper Baja California, Mexico. The 
subspecies also occurs in areas of marshland along the lower Gila River, in 
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FIGURE 9. LEAST BELL'S VIREO LOCATIONS IN ORANGE, RIVERSIDE AND SAN BERNARDINO COUNTIES 
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Arizona, at the Salton Sea, and at isolated locations in Imperial and Riverside 
(Salt Creek) counties (Anderson 1983). Rail occurrence along the Colorado River 
is relatively recent (1940). Appropriate habitat was much less abundant before 
Bureau of Reclamation dams were built and caused upstream silt deposition. This 
silt deposition created the conditions necessary for the establishment of 
shallow freshwater marsh habitat (Eddleman 1989). 

Preferred clapper rail habitat consists of freshwater marsh with 
stands of mature emergent vegetation, such as cattails (Typha latifolia) and 
bulrushes (Scirpus acutus), shallow water, and nearby upland areas for resting 
(Smith 1974; Anderson 1983; BOR 1989). Rail activity seems to be greatest in 
stands of cattails dissected by narrow channels of flowing water (Anderson 
1983). 

Yuma clapper rail breeding home ranges average greater than seven 
hectares and tend to increase after the breeding season and during the winter 
(Eddleman 1989). Predation, principally by coyotes (Canis latrans), raccoons 
(Procyon lotor), and various raptor species, is the main cause of mortality. 
Annual survival of adult rails ranges between 25 and 67 percent (Eddleman 
1989). 

The breeding season of this bird occurs between March and July. 
Nests are built in emergent vegetation over shallow water or in dense dead 
vegetation. Clutch size averages six to seven eggs and incubation lasts 23 to 
28 days (Eddleman 1989). 

The rail diet consists principally of crayfish (Procambarus sp. 
and Orcopectes sp.), although other food items include insects, clams, small 
fish, and vegetation (BOR 1989; Eddleman 1989; Ohmart and Tomlinson 1977). It 
was originally believed that the California population of Yuma clapper rails 
migrated into Mexico during the winter, primarily as a result of their crayfish 
food source becoming dormant (Anderson and Ohmart 1985). However, recent data 
indicates that a significant percentage (up to 70 percent) of rails are year
round residents, especially along the Colorado River (Eddleman 1989). 

During March and April, 1988, surveys for Yuma clapper rail were 
conducted along Salt Creek and in the vicinity of Dos Palmas Ranch (BOR 1989). 
A minimum of six to eight rails were detected by call during these surveys. 
This represents a minimum population estimate. In 1977, Bennett and Ohmart 
(1978) recorded at least 14 rails, 12 of which were paired. The area where 
rails have been found to occur in Salt Creek are less than one mile from the 
Eagle Mountain railroad right-of-way that crosses the creek (BOR 1989). 

No Yuma clapper rails were detected within the 200-foot-wide 
railroad right-of-way during the 1989 project field survey. Clapper rails need 
over seven hectares of habitat to breed and forage (Eddleman 1989). They spend 
very little time outside of the nesting area. Because the amount of potential 
habitat along the railroad is much smaller than documented clapper rail habitat 
requirements, no clapper rails are expected to occur along the railroad corri
dor. No impacts to this species are anticipated from project implementation. 
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5. Federal-Listed Plants Species and "No Effect" Determination 

Two federal-listed plants species were initially considered to have 
the potential for occurrence in the vicinity of the proposed action. These 
species are 1) slender-homed spineflower (Centrostegia leptoceras) and 2) 
Santa Ana River wooly-star (Eriastrum densifolium ssp. sanctorum). Slender
homed spineflower is currently known from only five localities, totaling 
fewer than 10 acres in extent in San Bernardino and Riverside counties (Federal 
Register 1987). These locations are adjacent to Lytle Creek and the Santa Ana 
River in San Bernardino County, and Temescal Creek, the San Jacinto River, and 
Bautista Creek in eastern Riverside County. 

The Santa Ana River wooly-star is endemic to the Santa Ana River 
drainage of southern California, and it presently occurs from Redlands east to 
the mouth of the Santa Ana Canyon in San Bernardino County (Federal Register 
1987; Zembal and Kramer 1984). Based on their present known distribution and 
habitat requirements, neither of these two species are likely to occur at or 
near the site of the proposed action, nor would they be adversely affected by 
the proposed action. 

6. Desert Pupfish and "May Effect" Determination 

a. Distribution and Life History. The desert pupfish ( Cyprinodon 
macularius) is a federal- and state-endangered species. It is a minnow-sized 
(60-75 mm) member of the killifish family and is found in the lower Colorado and 
Gila Rivers from southern Arizona to eastern California and northern Sonora, 
Mexico (Lee et al. 1980) (Figure 10a). This species is threatened with extinc
tion, due to loss of habitat as a result of dams, channelization, and water 
diversions. The introduction of exotic fish species, especially Tilapia spp., 
into local waterways has also impacted pupfish populations (CDFG 1989). 

Desert pupfish populations are established in the area of the 
Salton Sea, primarily in San Felipe and Salt Creeks (Figure 1 Ob). Pupfish occur 
in a wide variety of habitats with harsh environmental fluctuations in oxygen, 
temperature, and salinities (Lee et al. 1980). Desert pupfish populations 
fluctuate widely between years and seasons and are particularly regulated by the 
amount of rainfall occurring during the winter season. As smaller pools begin 
to dry during the summer, the fish move to other pools which maintain water 
throughout the dry season (BOR 1989). 

Desert pupfish habitat requirements include water depths of not 
more than 12 inches, surface flows of not more than 1 cfs, water temperature 
above freezing all year round, a sand-silt streambottom, and an abundance of 
rooted aquatic plants and filamentous algae (BOR 1989; Black 1980). This 
species tends to aggregate in loose schools of similar size and age. From these 
schools small groups leave to forage. This species feeds on small invertebrates 
and algae foraged from stream substrate. During extreme temperature conditions, 
some pupfish populations burrow in loose debris and become dormant. Spawning 
occurs from April through October (Lee et. al. 1980). 

In a survey conducted by CDFG in 1986 (see Attachment 2), a 
population of 70 pupfish was found approximately one-quarter mile south of the 
Eagle Mountain railroad trestle crossing the tributary of Salt Creek (see Figure 
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14a) (Nicol, pers. comm. 1986). This location is approximately two and one
half miles upstream from the Salton Sea (NW/4 Section 23 T8S R11E). Surveys 
conducted in early June, 1990 found 125 pupfish in the same area of the tribu
tary to Salt Creek; however, a flash flood in June reduced the pupfish popula
tion to two fish by June 16. Additional surveys in 1991 showed that this 
pupfish population had returned to pre-flood levels by March. Populations have 
been observed on the BLM property at Rancho Dos Palmas, which is located 
upstream approximately two miles north of the Eagle Mountain rail line trestle. 

The area directly under the railroad trestle in the tributary 
noted above is potentially appropriate desert pupfish habitat and may be used by 
this species. The tributary provides a potential corridor underneath the 
railroad for movements of pupfish up and downstream of the railroad crossing. 

Surveys conducted by CDFG in May and June, 1990, found no 
pupfish in an alkali pond within the railroad right-of-way (on the northwest 
side of the railroad), east of the Salt Creek tributary. Pupfish could enter 
this pond in years of high rainfall and during flooding of Salt Creek (Nicol, 
pers. comm. 1990). The results of the pupfish survey indicate that no pupfish 
or any other fish species occur in the pond, nor were any invertebrates or algae 
observed. 

b. Project Impacts. Pupfish were observed in Salt Creek tributary 
in 1982 (Nicol, pers. comm. 1989), a time near the end of several decades of 
Eagle Mountain train operations. Although earlier surveys were not intended to 
specifically assess the effect of the rail operations on the pupfish habitat, it 
is apparent that the pupfish population continued within the streambed immedi
ately under the railroad trestle for some time. The frequency and length of 
trains anticipated with the proposed landfill are approximately the same as in 
the former mining operation. Therefore, few changes are anticipated in the 
overall quality of the habitat. 

Reactivation of the rail line will require track repair and 
maintenance activities. Debris could be deposited in Salt Creek which could 
impact the pupfish population. Rail line maintenance also requires weed abate
ment along the rail right-of-way. However, no herbicides or other chemicals 
will be utilized to control plants. All weed/plant removal will be done by 
hand. No significant impacts to pupfish are anticipated from these procedures. 

Because trash will be fully contained in closed containers and 
specially designed railcars, no trash will escape during train travel and no 
impacts are expected to occur to pupfish or their habitat from solid waste dis
charges during regular use of the railroad. However, direct and uncontrollable 
impacts could occur to pupfish if there is an accident along the trestle during 
rail operations. Furthermore, it should be expected that sometime during the 
115-year life of the project maintenance or reconstruction of the trestle will 
become necessary. Major construction activities in the immediate area of 
pupfish habitat could have a significant impact. Direct kills of fish could 
occur if they are using habitat under · the trestle at that time and if the water 
and substrate quality were adversely affected by construction. During the fall 
when water levels are lowest in the Salt Creek system, pupfish populations drop 
to about 100 individuals. Pupfish losses during this period could be even more 
critical than at other times of the year. Because of the limited distribution 
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and abundance of this species, any negative impact would be considered a signi
ficant cumulative impact. 

c. Mitigation/Compensation. Mitigation for potential impacts to 
the desert pupfish will include monitoring during rail line repair/maintenance 
activities, as well as during any emergency cleanup operations. All monitoring 
will be conducted by a qualified biologist 

Annual surveys of the pupfish populations and habitat by the 
CDFG will continue along Salt Creek and its tributary under the train trestle. 
Although this is not a mitigation for project impacts, this data will be used to 
assess whether pupfish are being affected by railroad reactivation. If train 
operations affect the habitat, USFWS, CDFG, and BLM shall be notified and 
corrective actions will be developed by MRC in consultation with USFWS and CDFG. 
If maintenance of the trestle or railroad in the Salt Creek tributary must 
occur, mitigation measures shall be incorporated into the project plans to 
reduce potential impacts to desert pupfish. Plans for construction or major 
maintenance will be reviewed by USFWS and CDFG. If construction is required on 
the trestle or rails crossing the tributary, construction plans shall include 
designs and specifications that will avoid impacts to desert pupfish, including 
prohibition of construction during the fall when pupfish populations are most 
restricted and vulnerable. Storage and staging areas shall be placed in loca
tions which will not affect the habitat, and measures to avoid any discharge of 
pollutants will be incorporated. A qualified biologist will be on-site whenever 
any maintenance work is conducted on or near pupfish habitat. 

In the event any rail accidents occur in the vicinity of desert 
pupfish habitat, a qualified biologist will be included as a response and 
cleanup team member. The USFWS, BLM, and CDFG will be notified immediately of 
any accidents. The cleanup operations will be monitored by the biologist so 
that additional adverse impacts are not incurred by the cleanup operation. 
Measures to restore the pupfish habitat in Salt Creek and its tributary in the 
event of an accident will be incorporated as part of the response plan. This 
will include removal of any portion of the streambed that is contaminated, and 
the placement of a similar-type clean fill material such that the hydrology of 
the stream is not altered. If an accident causes the loss of the local pupfish 
population, the habitat will be restocked with pupfish of the same genetic 
strain from the nearest suitable population. 

7. Desert Tortoise and "May Effect" Determination 

a. Distribution and Life History. The desert tortoise is a 
federal- and state-threatened species. It ranges from southern Nevada and 
extreme southwestern Utah through southeastern California and southwestern 
Arizona into northern Mexico (CDFG 1989). In California, the tortoise occurs in 
northeastern Los Angeles, eastern Kem and southeastern Inyo counties, and most 
of San Bernardino, Riverside, and Imperial counties. Based upon genetic 
studies, two major genetic populations have been identified (Jennings 1985; 
Spang et al. 1988; Lamb et al. 1989) (Figure 11). The dividing line between 
these populations is the Colorado River. The tortoises east of the Colorado 
River are referred to as the Sonoran population. Those tortoises west of the 
Colorado River, including those on the project site, are designated as the 
Mojave population. The Mojave population has been subdivided further into 
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eastern and western subpopulations, with the proposed project located within the 
region of the western subpopulation. 

The desert tortoise is considered to be a "K-selected" species, 
meaning that it has a low birth rate, low recruitment of juveniles into the 
breeding population, low mortality in older age categories, and a low population 
turnover rate (Hohman, Ohmart, and Schwartzmann 1980). As a result, the number 
of adults may remain constant for relatively long periods, during which the 
ratio of adults to other age groups may vary widely. Next to the number of 
breeding adults, the number of juveniles likely to join the ranks of adults is a 
critical component of a stable population. However, assessing the number of 
juveniles in a population is very difficult, and an optimum value for the 
adult/juvenile ratio is not currently known (RECON 1990). 

Tortoises are active only during the warmer months of the year, 
with greatest activity in the spring. Their active season begins in early March 
and ends in late October or early November. They remain inactive in their 
burrows during the winter months. Tortoises are also relatively inactive during 
the peak of summer, when ambient temperatures are highest. There is evidence 
that the daily activity pattern of this species is dictated by air temperature. 
Tortoises are active primarily between ambient temperatures of 65 to 105 degrees 
Fahrenheit (18 to 42 degrees Celsius), often resulting in a bimodal daily 
activity pattern, early morning and late afternoon. Rainfall also can stimulate 
tortoise activity, as they will emerge from their burrows to drink rainwater, 
even if ambient temperatures are not optimal (Nagy and Medica 1986). 

The preferred diet of the desert tortoise consists primarily of 
ephemeral forbs and grasses, and perennial grasses (Burge and Bradley 1976; 
Hansen et al. 1976; Coombs 1979; Nagy and Medica 1986). 

Courtship and mating typically occur in the spring, but not all 
adult tortoises within a population reproduce during a particular year. Nests 
are dug by the female tortoise, and anywhere from 2 to 14 eggs deposited (Ernst 
and Barbour 1972; Turner et al. 1986). Incubation time ranges from 98 to 135 
days (Hohman, Ohmart, and Schwartzmann 1980). A breeding female may lay from 
one to three clutches in a summer (Turner, Medica, and Lyons 1984; Turner et al. 
1986). 

Based upon data for desert tortoises in California, Arizona, 
Nevada, and Utah, the average home range of a tortoise is estimated to be 
between 27 and 131 acres (11 to 53 hectares) (Berry et al. 1986). Females 
typically have smaller home ranges than males. Long-term movement patterns for 
individual tortoises and whole populations are not well understood. It is not 
known how far an individual tortoise travels over the course of its lifetime, 
and in what patterns. It is also not known which individuals and groups are 
likely to migrate to other habitat areas, how long such movements take, and what 
conditions prompt or prohibit such movement (RECON 1990). 

Figure 12 shows the desert tortoise distribution in the general 
vicinity of the p~oject site. Figure 3 indicates BLM-designated tortoise 
habitat in the region surrounding the Eagle Mountain landfill site. The 
Chuckwalla Bench ACEC has been established by the BLM to protect and manage the 
desert tortoise population in this region. The Kaiser railroad passes through 
the westernmost extent of this ACEC. 
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Desert Tortoise Density Estimated at 100-250 per sq.mi.* 

Desert Tortoise Density Estimated at 20-50 per sq.mi.• 

Desert Tortoise Density Estimated at 50-100 per sq.mi.* 

Desert Tortoise Density Estimated at 78-150 per sq.mi. .. 

Desert Tortoise Density Estimated at 21-75 per sq.mi.** 

*Berry, K. H. and L. L. Nicholson, 1984 

**Karl 1988. 

FIGURE 12. DESERT TORTOISE DISTRIBUTION 
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In conjunction with the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR for the 
Eagle Mountain landfill project, a biological survey was conducted between 
October 30, 1989 and January 30, 1990 to document the presence and abundance of 
biological resources on the project site (RECON 1991). A total of 69 person
days was expended for the biological survey. Additional tortoise surveys were 
conducted on October 8 and 9, 1991, and January 21, 1992, to assess tortoise 
relative densities in the vicinities of Eagle Mountain Road, Kaiser Road, and 
Eagle Mountain rail line (Attachment 3). 

1) Eagle Mountain Landfill Site. The small amount of desert 
tortoise sign found near the proposed Eagle Mountain landfill site was in a flat 
area south of the Eagle Mountain townsite on a parcel of public (selected) lands 
outside of the project boundary (Figure 13). Any potential impacts to desert 
tortoise in this area will be dealt with in the environmental documents to be 
prepared for the Specific Plan Area of the Eagle Mountain townsite. The closest 
major tortoise population to the landfill site is in the Pinto Basin in Joshua 
Tree National Monument, approximately 5 to 6 miles to the north and west. 
Tortoise densities of 100 to 180 tortoises per square mile have been found in 
this area in recent years (Karl 1988, Freilich and Moon 1991). 

2) Eagle Mountain Railroad Right-of-Way. The Eagle Mountain 
railroad right-of-way falls within the BLM CDCA. Portions of the railroad fall 
within the Chuckwalla Bench ACEC and within Category 1 and 3 designated desert 
tortoise habitat, as shown in Figure 3. Category I habitat areas are those 
which are the most important for management consideration and Category 3 is the 
lowest. Portions of the CDCA have been surveyed by BLM for tortoise densities 
(Berry and Nicholson 1984). Tortoise densities of 100 to 250 animals per square 
mile have been reported in habitat along the Eagle Mountain rail line just south 
of 1-10.' Lower tortoise densities of 20 to 50 animals per square mile have also 
been documented along the other portions of the railroad right-of-way north and 
south of the interstate (see Figure 12). 

Desert tortoise sign was observed throughout most of the 
habitat within the railroad corridor, south of the mine to the Coachella Canal 
(Figures 14a-e). Portions of the railroad right-of-way north of 1-10, and 
directly south of 1-10, showed the most sign within each mile of railroad 
corridor surveyed. At least one sign of desert tortoise was observed along 
every mile of the railroad corridor from approximately 10 miles north of 1-10 
south to the Coachella Canal. 

3) Eagle Mountain Road, Road Extension, and Rail Spur. Habitat 
in the Eagle Mountain Road/Rail Spur corridor is generally made up of very open
brush vegetation and desert pavement plains. Some of the habitat is very rocky, 
with a few drainages, and one major wash crossing the corridor. Although much 
of this area is classified as Category 3 desert tortoise habitat, little sign of 
tortoise activity was found during the field surveys (Figures 15a and 15b). 

4) Kaiser Steel Resources Properties. Desert tortoise sign, 
including burrows, pallets, and scat, was observed on most of the Kaiser Steel 
Resources-owned parcels along the railroad right-of-way proposed for exchange 
with the BLM. In the parcel north of 1-10, the habitat gradually changed from 
high quality tortoise habitat in the southwest to low quality habitat in the 
northeast. The two parcels directly south of 1-10 also showed signs of a 
relatively dense population of tortoises. The parcels just north of Coachella 
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Canal showed little evidence of utilization by tortoises. Only one shell and 
one burrow were seen in the berm along the railroad on these parcels. No 
tortoise sign was observed in any of the three parcels south of the Coachella 
Canal. 

b. Project Impacts. 

1) Eagle Mountain Landfill Site. The landfill does not extend 
into desert tortoise habitat; thus, no direct construction impacts to desert 
tortoise habitat will occur in the landfill site area. 

Indirect impacts to tortoises in the v1ctruty of the Eagle 
Mountain landfill site, Pinto Basin portion of Joshua Tree National Monument, 
and the Chuckwalla Valley, could potentially occur from increased raven preda
tion upon juvenile tortoises. Landfills attract ravens because of the easily 
obtained food source and ravens have been observed traveling up to 30 miles from 
nesting territories to landfills. The additional food source from landfills 
does not discourage predation upon juvenile tortoises near the landfill and near 
the raven's territories. Additional food sources increase the size and number 
of raven clutches and the successful fledging of birds, thus, increasing the 
local raven population. A potential increase in the local raven population, 
coupled with the movement of ravens into habitat near the landfill, could result 
in increased tortoise losses from predation. 

Joshua Tree National Monument currently has no raven control 
policy or program. The park recently initiated a raven monitoring program and 
they are developing a desert tortoise management plan. This plan would include 
raven predation monitoring, tortoise studies, raven nesting studies, raven 
counts, and number of tortoise remains found under nests (Moon, pers. comm. 
1990). 

Tortoises may also be impacted through vandalism, illegal 
collecting, off-road-vehicle use, and possibly the release of captive tortoises 
infected with Upper Respiratory Tract Disease into the adjacent wild population, 
thus spreading this fatal disease. These indirect impacts would be associated 
with the general increase in human activity, especially in the vicinity of the 
town of Eagle Mountain. 

Water drainage patterns will be altered in the vicinity of 
the landfill site due to project implementation. As the east pit of the mine is 
filled with refuse, water from Eagle Creek and Bald Eagle Creek drainages, 
currently diverted to the east pit, will be channeled out to the east, across 
the MWD canal, and allowed to flow into the desert. This flow pattern more 
closely resembles the original hydrology pattern that existed before the Eagle 
Mountain mine became active. However, high water flows could occasionally occur 
during storm periods, and this could potentially impact desert tortoises imme
diately east of the mine site. Recent surveys did not show tortoise activity in 
this area, but the potential exists for some short-term impacts. Because of the 
low tortoise activity east of the mine site, and the fact that flash-flooding is 
a natural occurrence in tortoise habitat, impacts to the desert tortoise from 
changes to water flow patterns are not expected to be significant. 

2) Eagle Mountain Railroad Right-of-Way. Implementation of the 
project involves the reintroduction of rail service, with an eventual maximum 
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traffic rate of 12 train passages per day. Desert tortoises currently occupy 
the habitat immediately adjacent to and sometimes within the railroad bed. 
Because of this, impacts to desert tortoises could occur with the resumption of 
maintenance and regular rail service. The rail line was last active in 1986. 

i) Track Maintenance and Repair. Maintenance and restora
tion to prepare the rail line for service will consist of minor repairs and 
replacement of segments of rail and ties, and cleaning out culverts which pass 
water under the railroad bed. These activities could affect tortoises by 
burying them in burrows within the rail bed and burying unoccupied burrows. 
Unoccupied burrows are an important resource for tortoises because they move 
from burrow to burrow and use the burrows to escape inclement weather. These 
potential impacts would be temporary and would occur periodically along approxi
mately 10 miles of railroad through BLM Category 1 tortoise habitat, 18 miles of 
Category 3, and 24 miles of uncategorized habitat. Monitoring of tortoise 
burrows within the rail corridor will be necessary before, during, and after 
repair activities to assess actual impacts. 

During rehabilitation and routine maintenance activities 
along the railroad, the storage of equipment and material, parking of vehicles, 
and other staging activities will be confined to three currently disturbed sites 
at Ferrum, Red Cloud, and Summit. Total area of these three sites is approxi
mately five acres. No current tortoise habitat is anticipated to be impacted 
from staging activities. 

All weed/plant control within the rail line right-of-way 
will be done by hand. No herbicides or other chemical controls that might be 
toxic to the desert tortoise will be used. Therefore, no significant impacts 
are expected from weed abatement activities. 

ii) Train-kills. Some tortoises may be hit by trains during 
the course of rail line operations. The frequency of train-kills cannot be 
accurately determined at this time. Although tortoise sign was observed in 
small amounts on the tracks, it appears that the berm and tracks form a barrier 
to tortoises which, while not completely preventing crossover travel, reduces 
tortoise movements in these areas. 

iii) Noise. No scientific research has been conducted on 
the impacts of noise on the desert tortoise. Therefore, some educated assump
tions need to be made in evaluating this potential impact. Peterson (1966) 
conducted a study on hearing capacities in 13 species of lizards, representing 7 
families. His conclusions were that the reptilian ear was, in general, less 
sensitive to sounds and responded to a much narrower range of sound frequencies 
(400 to 3,000 Hz) than the mammalian ear. Because of its slightly more primi
tive ear, the wood turtle was found (Peterson 1966) to be even less sensitive to 
sound than lizards and sensitive to lower frequency sounds (100 to 1,000 Hz). 
The desert tortoise may respond in a similar manner. However, Peterson also 
found that those lizards that were more vocal tended to be more sensitive to 
sounds. The desert tortoise is known to use a variety of vocalizations 
(Patterson 1976), but whether this has resulted in greater sensitivity to sounds 
compared to other reptiles is not known. 

Bondello et al. (1979) found that the Mojave fringe-toed 
lizard (Uma scoparia) experienced permanent hearing loss when exposed to sound 
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levels of 100 dBL (95 dBA) for a cumulative time of 500 seconds. The maximum 
sensitivity of this species is in the 1,000 to 1,600 Hz range (Werner 1972). 
These sound intensity and frequency ranges are assumed to be typical for desert
dwelling lizards. Bondello and Brattstrom (1979) concluded that because of 
naturally low sound levels and sound attenuation in the hot dry air of desert 
habitats, desert lizard species were likely to have evolved acute senses of 
hearing. However, much of the importance of hearing involves prey acquisition 
and predator avoidance. Neither of these factors is likely as important to the 
desert tortoise as it is to carnivorous or insectivorous lizards. Herbivorous 
desert tortoises do not require acute hearing to forage for food, and predator 
avoidance does not involve fleeing, as it does in most lizards, but retreat into 
a shell. Also, the number of potential predators upon tortoises is considerably 
smaller than for lizards, except possibly for juvenile tortoises. However, 
tortoise vocalizations are complex (Patterson 1976) and may be important in 
intraspecific communications in aggressive and sexual encounters. 

Detailed sound sensitivity curves have been determined 
for three species of tortoises, Horsefield's terrapin (Testudo horsfieldi), 
red-l~gged tortoise (Geochelone carbonaria), and Bell's eastern hinged 
tort01se (Kinixys belliana) (Wever 1978). T. hors.fieldi was found to have 
excellent sensitivity in the range from 100 to 800 Hz--at -60 dB. For a tortoise 
this is a proficient ear, but is poor compared to other vertebrates. For G. 
carbonaria the sensitivity is only fair, with the best frequency range being 80 
to 400 Hz. The findings for K. belliana were similar to those above, and 
demonstrate an ear of average to good ability for frequencies of 30 to 600 Hz. 
In summary, the turtle/tortoise ear is well developed and sensitivity is good, 
but only in the low frequency range of 100 to 700 Hz. Turtles and tortoises, 
while sensitive to lower frequency sounds, have a restricted range of sensitiv
ity compared to other animal species. It is estimated that turtles/ tortoises 
have a hearing range of 5 octaves, while mammals such as the cat, or man, have a 
range of 9 to 10 octaves (Patterson 1966). 

Trains generate a wide range of sound frequencies caused 
by the movement of metal wheels over the metal rails and by the impact of wheels 
with joints between lengths of rail. The range of sound frequencies expected 
from the Eagle Mountain railroad is within the 80 to 2,000 Hz range (Swing and 
Pies 1973). Turtles and tortoises are sensitive to only a narrow range of 
frequencies (100 to 700 Hz) within the sound spectrum created by a passing 
train. The entire range of probable tortoise sensitivity is within the sound 
spectrum created by a passing train. Very low frequency ground vibrations (2 to 
IO Hz) created by the impact of train wheels with rail joints are likely below 
the level of sensitivity of the tortoise's ear. These vibrations may be 
transmitted through the body of the tortoise and may be "heard" indirectly. 
However, measurements of electrical potentials on the auditory nerve after 
vibrations were introduced to a turtle's leg showed no response (Wever 1978). 

Train noise levels were measured on two separate occa
sions and at two locations at a distance of 50 feet from Southern Pacific 
railroad tracks (RECON 1991). On May 3, 1990, train noise measurements were 
taken along tracks in the Whitewater Preserve (for the Coachella Valley fringe
toed lizard), with a recorded maximum dBA of 95. In February of 1990, noise 
measurements were also taken adjacent to tracks at Corvina Beach, with a 
recorded peak noise level of 73.7 dBA. The expected noise level of passing 
trains along the Eagle Mountain rail line will likely fall within this 74 to 95 
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dBA range at a distance of 50 feet. The train length for each train trip is 
expected to be approximately 4,000 feet. If a speed of 30 to 40 miles per hour 
(mph) is anticipated, then maximum noise levels will last 55 to 73 seconds each 
train trip. 

Several tortoise behavior patterns and physiological 
characteristics would likely help reduce potential noise impacts to tortoises. 
First, as mentioned previously, tortoises are likely not as sensitive to sounds 
as other reptiles or humans. Second, tortoises spend much of their time under
ground, which would reduce the intensities of sound to which they would be 
exposed. When they are active they tend to be above ground in early mornings 
and late afternoons and inactive during the hottest portions of the day, at 
least in summer. Finally, tortoises spend November through February in an 
inactive state in their burrows and are exposed to reduced train noise. 

In an attempt to directly answer the question as to 
whether the desert tortoise is hindered or excluded from utilizing potential 
habitat along active rail lines, several surveys were conducted along active 
rail lines, some with traffic levels equal or greater than those planned for the 
Eagle Mountain rail line. All rail lines selected for survey were sufficiently 
removed from highways and roads to preclude their influence on the tortoise 
populations near the rail lines. On an initial reconnaissance survey in the 
vicinity of Mojave, California (February 6, 1991), two train right-of-ways were 
examined for tortoise activity. A 2.5 mile length of the Southern Pacific 
railroad tracks between Mojave and Searles was walked, with all tortoise sign 
recorded up to 100 feet from both sides of the tracks. The surrounding tortoise 
habitat was of very high quality (Marlow, pers. comm. 1991). The train traffic 
on this rail line averages two trains per day (Waters, pers. comm. 1991). A 
total of 22 burrows/pallets were recorded along this 2.5 mile transect, with 19 
of these being judged active within the past year. Eighteen of the 22 sign 
records were 40 to 60 feet from the tracks. This distance corresponded to the 
location of a large dirt berm north of the tracks placed for drainage control. 

The second rail line examined was the Atchison Topeka 
and Santa Fe line between Mojave and Barstow, California. Within a one-mile 
section of this track, 11 tortoise burrows (7 judged recently active) were found 
in the south face of the 8- to 10-foot tall berm supporting the railroad tracks. 
This track averages 20 trains per day (Waters, pers. comm. 1991). The 
surrounding habitat was relatively poor m quality for desert tortoise, with 
little creosote bush present. 

In order to compare desert tortoise activity along an 
active rail line versus similar habitat away from the effects of the rail line, 
a set of tortoise burrow transects was run in the eastern Mojave Desert 
(March 2-3, 1991). The transects were set up along six miles of the Union 
Pacific railroad tracks running from Barstow to Las Vegas, Nevada. The specific 
site was between the California-Nevada border and Nipton, California. This 
rail line averages 20 trains per day (Waters, pers. comm. 1991). All burrows 
within 30 feet of the tracks were recorded and their conditions categorized. 
Burrows were placed in one of four possible categories: 1) Active - evidence of 
recent use (fresh tracks or scats); 2) Recently Active - no plant growth in the 
mouth of the burrow, no significant drifting of sand into the burrow mouth, or 
the presence of windblown trash; 3) Inactive - the presence of plant growth, 
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sand, trash, or spider webs in the burrow mouth; and 4) Deteriorated - signifi
cant filling of burrow mouth with sand or collapse of burrow roof. A parallel 
30 foot by 6 mile transect was run 0.25 miles west of the rail line in similar 
habitat. Habitat was creosote bush scrub. Figure 16 shows the results of the 
survey. A total of 20 tortoise burrows was found along the tracks, most within 
the track berm, while only 8 burrows were observed along the parallel transect 
away from the tracks. No active burrows were found due to the time of year of 
the survey. Tortoises had not yet emerged from their winter dormancy period. 

The results of these surveys indicate that the desert 
tortoise is not excluded from utilizing habitat adjacent to active rail lines. 
The Eagle Mountain rail line is planned to carry a maximum of 12 train passages 
per day, well below the traffic levels on two of the surveyed rail lines 
discussed above. Circumstantial evidence suggests that noise impacts to 
tortoises from train activity are not significant to survivability. Preliminary 
evidence suggests that railroad track berms may actually be an attractant to 
local tortoises because of the good burrowing substrate they provide (e.g., 
loose soil and vertical digging surface). Increased water runoff along the berm 
may also support more tortoise forage plants, although this is speculation. 

iv) Vibration. Within the Eagle Mountain railroad right-of
way, the vibration from passing trains has the possibility of c~using the 
collapse of tortoise burrows. It seems likely that buried tortoises could 
extricate themselves from most collapsed burrows since they are good diggers. 
However, the results of the tortoise burrow survey presented in Figure 16 do not 
show a higher proportion of deteriorated (i.e., collapsed) burrows in the rail
road track berm than in the areas removed from the effects of train-generated 
vibration. Like noise, we do not know the precise impacts of vibration on 
behavior or physiology. As is the case with noise impacts, there is some 
evidence that train-related ground vibrations are not significantly impacting 
desert tortoises, or excluding them, from using habitat along the tracks. 

v) Tortoise Population Fragmentation. The reactivation of 
the railroad is likely to act as a barrier to east-west/west-east tortoise move
ments. Cross-track movements could be halted or hindered by tortoise deaths 
from train-kills. Any artificial barrier, such as some form of tortoise-proof 
fencing, that is installed along the railroad track to prevent tortoises from 
getting onto the track could aggravate this problem further. A physical barrier 
could potentially result in significant impacts to the two subpopulations of 
tortoises west of the tracks, one subpopulation south of I-10 (inhabiting 
35,000 acres) and one north of 1-10 (inhabiting 42,000 acres). A population 
viability analysis on the desert tortoise done by Gilpin (1990) in conjunction 
with the Desert Tortoise Short-Tenn Habitat Conservation Plan for Clark County, 
Nevada, strongly indicated that a minimum viable population of tortoises 
requires a population of 20,000 tortoises. At a density of 100 tortoises per 
square mile, it would be necessary to preserve intact 128,000 acres of con
tiguous habitat to sustain a viable tortoise population long-term (i.e., 500 
years). The regional tortoise population has already been fragmented somewhat 
by I-10 and the Coachella Canal, and if the subpopulations west of the 
Eagle Mountain rail line are permanently isolated and their long-term viability 
seriously threatened, their loss would be a significant impact. An area that 
supported a tortoise subpopulation which had been decimated by a natural or man
caused catastrophic event (e.g., fire, disease, severe weather, pollution, etc.) 
could not be recolonized if it was isolated from other tortoise subpopulations, 

59 



RECENTLY ACTIVE BURROWS* 

20 

"' ~ 
0 
a: 
a: 
::, 
m 
w 15 

"' 0 
I-
a: 
0 
I-
IL 10 0 
a: 
w 
m 
~ 
:::, 
z 

5 

0 

RAILROAD RIGHT OF WAY 

~ INACTIVE BURROWS* ~ DETERIORATED BURROWS* 

"' ~ 
0 
a: 
a: 
:::::, 
m 
w 
"' 0 
I-a: 
0 
I-
IL 
0 
a: w 
m 
~ 
:::, 
z 

20 

15 

10 

5 

0 

* SEE TEXT FOR DEFINITIONS 

0.25 Ml. WEST OF RAILROAD 
RIGHT-OF-WAY 

FIGURE 16. COMPARISON OF NUMBER OF DESERT TORTOISE BURROWS ALONG SIX MILES OF 

UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY (AVERAGE OF 20 TRAINS PER 'DAY) 
AND SIX MILES 0.25 MILES FROM THE RAILROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY ._ ___________________________ 1111111!111 _________ REC(IJN _ _. 



thus threatening the entire population. It is believed that population 
fragmentation could be a potentially serious threat to the desert tortoise. 

3) Eagle Mountain Road. Road Extension. and Rail Spur. Signi
ficant impacts to desert tortoise habitat will occur with improvements and 
widening of the Eagle Mountain Road, and with the building of the extension of 
Eagle Mountain Road, and the rail spur. Eagle Mountain Road will be widened 
from its current width of 20 feet to 40 feet, within a 110-foot-wide right-of
way. These road improvements will be carried out over a seven-mile length of 
the right-of-way from 1-10 north. Assuming a worst-case scenario, where the 
entire right-of-way is disturbed, 76.4 acres of Category 3 tortoise habitat 
would be lost 

The proposed Eagle Mountain Road extension and rail spur are 
a continuation of the Eagle Mountain Road 110-foot-wide right-of-way. The 
proposed 40-foot-wide road extension follows a current 15-foot-wide dirt road 
for 3.5 miles, and creates a totally new road for 2.5 miles, where it ends at 
the Phase II handling yard. The new rail spur is also within this proposed 
100-foot right-of-way for its final 2.5 miles. Again, assuming that the entire 
110-foot right-of-way will be disturbed, a total of 73.6 acres of tortoise 
habitat would be lost. Therefore, for all road improvements and road and rail 
construction, a total of 150 acres of Category 3 desert tortoise habitat would 
be permanently removed by the project, along with any tortoises residing in this 
habitat. Although this portion of the project is classified by the BLM as 
Category 3 desert tortoise habitat, little tortoise sign was seen during the 
most recent field surveys (see Figures 13 and 15a, and Attachment 3). The loss 
of 150 acres of habitat represents a worst-case scenario that assumes that the 
entire 110-foot-wide right-of-way will be disturbed. Actual impacts are likely 
to be less. 

The projected 24-hour per day truck traffic along this road 
would have a significant impact upon the tortoises in the immediate vicinity of 
the road due to tortoise deaths from road kills. Nicholson ( 1978) found that on 
average tortoise density was reduced up to 800 meters from major roadways 
because of the road kill effect. 

An increase in road traffic would cause an increase not only 
m tortoise road kills, but in the deaths of other wildlife species attempting 
to cross the road. This has the potential to increase the number of potential 
tortoise predators, especially the raven, which scavenges road kills. If the 
number of ravens increases, this could have a significant impact upon the local 
tortoise population because of the large number of juvenile tortoises ravens may 
take in the course of foraging for food. 

As discussed under the topic of the Eagle Mountain rail 
line, high traffic flow along the road may act as a barrier to tortoise 
movement, thus causing population fragmentation and possible extinction of local 
subpopulations, a significant impact. 

4) Kaiser Steel Resources Properties. Desert tortoise 
populations on the Kaiser Steel Resources properties offered in the BLM land 
exchange (particularly those shown on Figure 14c and d) may be affected by noise 
and population fragmentation. The former may not be significant, while the 
significance of the latter is unknown. 
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5) Cumulative Impacts. Loss of desert tortoise habitat due to 
project development is minor and would not significantly add to the cumulative 
loss of habitat in the region. However, ~ragmen~tion of the tortoise popu.la
tion could be a significant cumulative unpact rn the region. The tort01se 
population in the region has already been fragmented somewhat because of 1-10 
and the Coachella Canal. Reactivation of the Eagle Mountain rail line, and the 
introduction of 200 truck trips per day on Eagle Mountain Road, could increase 
fragmentation and cause a significant cumulative impact to the tortoise popula
tion in the region. The rail and road system could act as barriers to tortoise 
movements and cause subpopulations to become isolated to the point where a 
random natural event (e.g., disease, drought, fire, etc.) could cause the 
extinction of one or more of these subpopulations. These depopulated areas 
could not be recolonized because of their isolation. 

A potential increase in the regional raven population could 
occur as result of the establishment and operation of the Eagle Mountain land
fill project. This would potentially add to the increase in raven activity in 
the desert region of Riverside County caused by a general increase in human 
activity (i.e., development), and cause a significant cumulative impact to the 
desert tortoise. Ravens are known to prey upon juvenile tortoises, and have the 
potential to impact the tortoise populations at both the local and regional 
level. Any increased depredation of tortoises would be considered a significant 
cumulative impact. 

Several past, present, and future impacts have affected or 
will affect the tortoise populations in the vicinity of the proposed landfill 
and rail line. Past and/or present activities in the immediate area include 
military tank maneuvers on the Chuckwalla Bench (1940s), jet and bombing activ
ities in the Chocolate Mountains Gunnery Range, 38 years of railroad activity 
(Eagle Mountain rail line) including application of toxic herbicides, recre
ational act.1v1ties, off-road activities, transmission lines, aqueduct construc
tion, existing and proposed correctional facilities, agricultural fields, and 
mining (including the Red Cloud Mine which abuts the northwest edge of the 
Chuckwalla Bench tortoise population). The northwest end of the Chuckwalla 
Bench tortoise population is heavily impacted by the presence of Interstate 10. 
There is little evidence that most of these activities will cease in the 
future. 

The Chuckwalla Bench tortoise population has experienced a 
significant decline during the past 10 years. One contributor to this decline 
may be a shell necrosis. The cause of this condition may be a natural pathogen, 
or be related to human-caused impacts; the origin is unknown. 

Several additional activities are proposed or expected for 
the general vicinity including increased commercial and residential development 
around Blythe and Desert Center; a 500 kV transmission line between Devers and 
Palo Verde; a power plant at Palo Verde; and a Southern California Edison gas 
pipeline. Each of these development activities is likely to result in the loss 
of desert tortoise habitat. The increased human activity will also increase the 
potential for illegal collection and vandalism of the tortoise. Expanding 
centers of residential development will attract an increased number of ravens to 
the region, which could potentially increase predation upon the desert tortoise. 
As new roads and highways are constructed to service new developments, the 
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potential for loss of tortoises due to vehicle traffic will increase, as will 
access to tortoise habitat for OHV use, and possibly population fragmentation. 

c. Mitigation/Compensation 

A desert tortoise recovery plan is currently being developed by 
the Desert Tortoise Recovery Team. Mitigation measures proposed here for the 
desert tortoise will be modified, if necessary, to conform to the recommenda
tions in the recovery plan. 

1) Eagle Mountain Landfill Site. To mitigate potential 
increases in raven populations from the presence of trash at the landfill site, 
a raven monitoring program will be conducted for the life of the project, 
including a minimum of two years of preoperation and postclosure monitoring. 
Monitoring shall conform to methodologies outlined by the BLM and shall be 
conducted in concert with other raven monitoring programs (e.g., Joshua Tree 
National Monument) in the CDCA. Figure 17 suggests some roadway transect routes 
that might be included in the raven monitoring program. Transect results will 
be expressed in terms of number of ravens observed per 100 miles of transect, to 
allow comparison with transect data collected by other agencies within the 
region. Monitoring of ravens will continue throughout the life of the landfill 
project, or until the agencies determine that they are no longer necessary. 

Exposed trash at the landfill site, which could attract 
ravens, will be minimized by daily burial of all deposited trash. A minimum 
six-inch covering of dirt/mine tailings will be placed over deposited trash by 
the end of each working day. In most instances trash will be buried almost 
immediately after deposit The active portion of the landfill will be fenced to 
aid in controlling wind-blown trash. This fencing should reduce the ability of 
other wildlife species such as the coyote and kit fox to utilize the refuse in 
the landfill. These species could potentially dig out and expose buried trash, 
thus, giving ravens access to the trash as well, but fencing should minimize 
this potential impact. A coordinated hazing program will be established to 
discourage raven use of the landfill during times when refuse is exposed, and 
large road-killed animals along truck routes will be promptly removed to prevent 
attracting ravens. 

It is recommended that the use of the bird repellent methyl 
anthranilate be used, if feasible, to deter raven use of the landfill refuse. 
Experiments have been conducted using this FDA-approved food additive (i.e., 
grape flavoring) as a bird repellent on food crops and turf, with very good 
results (Cummings et al. 1991a; Cummings et al. 1991b). It is believed that 
this chemical compound could be sprayed on the landfill refuse either at the 
transfer stations or at the landfill site itself and prevent any significant 
raven use of the refuse (Cummings, pers. comm., 1992). Exact concentrations and 
spray mediums would need to be determined through a testing program. Because of 
the relatively benign nature of methyl anthranilate no significant environmental 
contamination would be anticipated. 

Should monitoring indicate that the raven population is 
significantly increasing, despite passive control measures, and threatening 
tortoise populations, then an active raven control program will be implemented 
immediately. This program will include one or more of the following control 
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measures: nest destruction, poisoning, shooting, alteration of landfill opera
tions, or any other measures that the responsible agencies deem appropriate. 
All necessary depredation permits, plus a comprehensive raven management/control 
program, will be developed and in place before landfill operations begin. It is 
recommended that a Raven Monitoring Working Group be established at the time 
preconstruction raven monitoring begins. This working group should consist of 
representatives of the BLM, USFWS, CDFG, U.S. Park Service, MRC, and any other 
agency representative or individual that the federal and state agencies believe 
appropriate. This working group would oversee the raven monitoring and control 
program, evaluate monitoring data, and make decisions on the timing and imple
mentation of the raven control program. If an active raven control program 
becomes necessary, but is not implementable due to political or legal 
constraints, then the impact to the desert tortoise would be significant but 
unmitigable. 

2) Eagle Mountain Railroad ~ght-of-Way. To mitigate and 
compensate for any potential loss from track mamtenance of tortoises inhabiting 
the 200-foot-wide rail corridor, a preconstruction survey for occupied tortoise 
burrows will be conducted along each section of railroad track that is repaired. 
All occupied burrows within l 00 feet of the track will be examined for the 
presence of tortoises and conspicuously marked by a qualified biologist. Any 
occupied tortoise burrows that collapse during repair and maintenance activities 
will be immediately excavated, and the tortoise translocated to an artificial 
burrow no less than 300 feet from the original burrow site (as recommended by 
the Desert Tortoise Council [1990]). Any above-ground tortoises found within 
the rail corridor during repair procedures will also be translocated to an 
abandoned or artificial burrow no less than 300 feet from the rail line, if the 
on-site biologist believes it is threatened. 

To mitigate for the potential loss of tortoises to train
tortoise collisions each train trip between February 1 through October 31, 
beginning in the year of permit issuance, will be preceded by a qualified 
biologist to survey and remove any tortoises found on or adjacent to the rail 
line. Removed tortoises will be placed off the rail line berm. This monitoring 
program will be conducted for a minimum of three years. At the end of three 
years, or earlier if deemed necessary by the USFWS and BLM, the monitoring data 
will be evaluated for areas where tortoise activity near the rail line is high 
enough to warrant placement of a barrier/culvert system. Exact locations and 
designs of barriers and culverts will be selected in the field with the 
direction of USFWS, BLM, and CDFG personnel. Several different tortoise barrier 
and culvert designs could be initially placed along the railroad corridor to 
study the effectiveness of the different designs. It is believed that sheet 
metal barriers 18 inches in height can be affixed directly to the railroad ties 
on the outside of the tracks during track rehabilitation, and that these metal 
strips should adequately prevent tortoise movement onto the tracks. 

It is believed that the entire rail corridor should not be 
fenced, since this would fragment the tortoise population and be a much more 
significant impact to the desert tortoise population than the occasional 
tortoise train-kill. There is no guarantee that tortoises will use culverts 
under the tracks, so it is critical that they can still cross over the tracks 
and maintain population integrity. However, the project proponent is committed 
to placing a barrier/culvert system along any portion of the rail line where it 
would be required to protect the desert tortoise. At least 20 linear feet of 
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ballast will also be placed between, and flush with, the rails at intervals 
(e.g., every 100 feet) along the portions of the rail line traversing tortoise 
habitat to aid the escape of any tortoises caught between the tracks. 

A long-term tortoise population monitoring program will be 
instituted that will monitor changes in tortoise populations as the project 
proceeds. This program shall be approved by USFWS and BLM. The program will 
include two years of preconstruction monitoring. Monitoring will be conducted 
in the immediate vicinity of the Eagle Mountain railroad corridor using one mile 
transects paralleling and at incremental distances from the tracks. Transects 
will be conducted within and adjacent to the Eagle Mountain railroad right-of
way at distances of 10, 100, 200, 400, and 800 meters from the tracks. Figure 
18 shows some potential locations of tortoise-monitoring transects. The 
monitoring program will show whether there are any long-term effects on the 
tortoise population from train noise and vibration. Although no noise- or 
vibration-related impacts to desert tortoises are expected from rail line 
operation, further mitigation/compensation measures may be required should 
monitoring indicate negative effects. 

Transects to monitor raven populations will also be 
conducted along and adjacent to the rail line, so that any negative changes in 
tortoise populations can be attributed to either natural causes (e.g., respira
tory disease), raven predation, or noise. If a decline in tortoise populations 
beyond the 200-foot-wide rail corridor can be shown to be caused by noise 
impacts, then further mitigation measures could be necessary, such as, sched
uling of train trips to coincide with periods of tortoise inactivity or habitat 
compensation. 

To mitigate for potential population fragmentation due to 
the active railroad acting as a tortoise barrier, existing culverts under the 
rail line will be cleaned out and repaired in such a way that they provide easy 
access for tortoises. New culverts may be placed in areas where current tor
toise use of the railroad track berm is high. The design of all barriers and 
culverts, and their locations, will be approved by the USFWS and the BLM. 
Tortoise-proof barriers placed parallel to the tracks will be oriented to guide 
tortoises to culverts. During the course of tortoise population monitoring, 
culverts will be checked for evidence of tortoise use. The project proponent 
will regularly monitor the barrier/culvert system to check for sand and debris 
buildup, and provide for subsequent removal. In addition, the system will 
be repaired and maintained throughout the life of the project. 

If culverts prove ineffective in allowing tortoise move
ments, then a translocation effort may be necessary. This would involve trading 
a few individual tortoises from each side of the tracks each year in order to 
exchange genetic material between disjunct populations. The feasibility of this 
measure has not been tested, however. 

3) Eagle Mountain Road. Road Extension. and Rail Spur. 
Although Eagle Mountain Road did not show many signs of desert tortoise 
activity (see Attachment 3), this road is located in BLM classified Category 3 
tortoise habitat. A preconstruction survey will be conducted by a qualified 
biologist, and all tortoises within the 150-acre construction zone will be 
removed to a safe distance (300 feet) in the immediate vicinity. As compensa
tion for the loss of 150 acres of Category 3 desert tortoise habitat, habitat 
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off-site will be purchased and dedicated as permanent open space. Using a BLM 
compensation formula, a multiplying factor of 2.5 has been calculated (Blymyer, 
pers. comm. 1991). Therefore, 375 acres (150 acres x 2.5) of desert tortoise 
habitat will be purchased as compensation for impacts. The exact parcel(s) to 
be purchased will be selected under the direction of the BLM. This land 
purchase will be made in the Chuckwalla Management Area. 

To mitigate potential loss of tortoises to road traffic, 
appropriate tortoise-proof barriers will be installed on both sides of Eagle 
Mountain Road. An 18-inch vertical barrier (e.g., fencing) will be incorporated 
into the berm on each side of the improved Eagle Mountain Road. To allow for 
exchange of tortoises from one side of Eagle Mountain Road to the other culverts 
(at ground level and with dirt floors) will be placed along the road (a minimum 
of one per mile of road). Barriers will be aligned to guide tortoises to these 
undercrossings. Culverts will be placed at high points along the road right-of
way to reduce the need for diking and water diversions adjacent to the road. 
Potential exists for the tortoise population in the Pinto Basin to be linked to 
tortoise populations along Eagle Mountain Road, and the Chuckwalla Bench, 
through Big Wash, west of the road (just north of Victory Pass). This area 
should be monitored closely. It may be that placing barriers along Eagle 
Mountain Road near Big Wash may inhibit tortoise movements and reduce genetic 
interchange and population viability. Initially, barriers and culverts will be 
placed along both sides of Eagle Mountain Road between 1-10 and Victory Pass 
(approximately 4.5 miles), the area of greatest tortoise activity. If moni
toring indicates additional barriers are necessary north of Victory Pass they 
will be installed. A biologist will monitor Eagle Mountain Road and Kaiser Road 
daily for tortoise activity throughout the life of the project. All tortoises 
on the road will be moved 300 feet away from the right-of-way. A biologist will 
also be on call to remove tortoises reported in the roadway by trash truck 
drivers and local residents. 

A mandatory local worker education program will begin before 
implementation of the landfill operation. The program will emphasize the legal 
protections afforded sensitive species and measures to minimize impacts to those 
species and their habitats. The program will include a handbook outlining the 
details of the protections and measures to be followed by each employee. The 
program will be extended to contracted truck drivers delivering solid waste to 
the project site, and on a voluntary basis to other local residents, in order to 
increase awareness of potential desert tortoise occurrence along Eagle Mountain 
Road and to receive any reports of tortoise sightings or road kills for prompt 
removal. It is believed that an education program will significantly reduce the 
likelihood of vandalism, illegal collection, release of diseased tortoises, and 
off-road-vehicle use in tortoise habitat. 

The raven population along Eagle Mountain Road will be regu
larly monitored as part of the project-wide monitoring program. Increased 
traffic along this road is likely to increase the number of wildlife road kills 
available to scavenging ravens. If this raven population is found to increase, 
then an active raven control program will be instituted. An active raven 
control plan, along with appropriate depredation permits, will be developed and 
in place before landfill operations begin. Road-killed wildlife species found 
along the road will be promptly removed to reduce the attraction of ravens and 
other potential tortoise predators to the area. 
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B. STATE OF CALIFORNIA LISTED SPECIES 

A number of species on the State of California's list of threatened and 
endangered species also have federal status and have been discussed in the 
section on federally listed species. These species include the American 
peregrine falcon, bald eagle, Yuma clapper rail, least Bell's vireo, Coachella 
Valley fringe-toed lizard, desert slender salamander, slender-homed spine
flower, Santa Ana woolystar, desert pupfish, and desert tortoise. The following 
species accounts outline life history, impacts, and mitigations for those plants 
and animals found solely on the state threatened and endangered species list 
that occur in the general vicinity of the proposed Eagle Mountain landfill 
project. 

1. California Black Rail and "No Effect" Determination 

California black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus) 1s a 
State of California endangered species, a Category 1 candidate for federal 
listing, and a BLM sensitive species. This sparrow-sized, secretive bird lives 
in salt, brackish and freshwater marshes along the California coast, and in 
desert regions of southern California (CDFG 1989). This species has been 
reported from marshes in the lower Colorado River system and along the Coachella 
Canal (CDFG 1980). A recent survey by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR 1989) 
reported the presence of black rails in Salt Creek north of the Eagle Mountain 
rail line, in habitat similar to that preferred by the Yuma clapper rail. 

This species' endangered status is primarily the result of the 
significant loss of marsh habitat along the California coast There is also 
concern about loss of marsh habitat along the lower Colorado River due to 
extreme fluctuations in water flow. In desert regions this rail appears to 
prefer marsh habitat dominated by bulrushes (Scirpus sp.) less than one meter 
tall (Garrett and Dunn 1981). Although little is known about rail food habits, 
it appears to prefer arthropods (CDFG 1989). The range-wide population status 
of this bird is not known, but is assumed to be declining because of continued 
loss of habitat. A survey by Jurek (1975) found 20 to 26 black rails inhabiting 
marsh vegetation along the Coachella canal. 

No California black rails were observed during the survey. No 
habitat of appropriate size was found along the railroad corridor. Black rails 
are not known to travel very far from their breeding territories to forage or 
roost. Thus, no rails are expected to utilize the marsh vegetation along the 
railroad right-of-way. No impacts to black rails are expected from the reintro
duction of rail traffic on the Eagle Mountain rail line. 

2. Swainson's Hawk and "No Effect" Determination 

Swainson' s hawk (Buteo swainsoni) is a State of California 
threatened species and a federal Category 2 candidate species for listing. 
Swainson's hawks are very rare raptors throughout their range in California. 
Populations have been declining since the 1930s, and this decline may have been 
caused by pesticides, conversion of occupied habitat to irrigated intensive 
agriculture, and elimination of riparian woodland (Remsen 1979). Swainson's 
hawks occur in open grasslands, brushlands, and forested habitats. They utilize 
riparian forests for breeding sites and use open habitat nearby to forage for 
their primary food source, voles. 
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Most Swainson's hawk acti~ity in California is confined to the 
Central Valley and to the northeast portion of the state, which comprises part 
of the Great Basin. The Swainson's hawk is observed occasionally in Imperial 
Valley and along the Colorado River during spring and fall migrations (Bernard 
and Brown 1977). This species may concentrate during migration in wildflower 
fields hunting for insects (Garrett and Dunn 1981). It has not been documented 
as a breeder in the vicinity of the project site (BOR 1989). This hawk may pass 
over the project location during periods of migration, but the proposed landfill 
site does not support breeding habitat or high quality foraging habitat. No 
Swainson's hawks were observed during the 1989 biological survey of the project 
property, and no impacts to this species are expected from project 
implementation. 

3. Gila Woodpecker and "No Effect" Determination 

The Gila woodpecker (Melanerpes uropygialis) is a State of 
California endangered species. This medium-sized woodpecker is a resident of 
California only in the riparian habitat of the lower Colorado River and very 
rarely in cottonwood trees of the Imperial Valley (Remsen 1979; Bernard and 
Brown 1977). This species is a cavity nester, primarily utilizing larger 
riparian-associated trees (e.g., cottonwoods) and saguaro cactus. Both of these 
habitats have been significantly reduced in California, thus leading to the 
bird's endangered status. Competition for existing tree cavities with the 
European starling (Stumus vulgaris) has also reduced breeding success of the 
Gila woodpecker. 

In 1984, approximately 200 individuals were observed along the lower 
Colorado River, with only 27 individuals documented to be breeding (CDFG 1989). 
No appropriate riparian habitat exists within the landfill project area for this 
species to utilize. No impacts are anticipated from project implementation. 

4. Elf Owl and "No Effect" Determination 

The elf owl (Micrathene whitneyi) is the smallest owl in North 
America, measuring five to six inches in length. This migratory species is only 
found in California during the breeding season, arriving in March and leaving in 
October (CDFG 1989). The diet of the elf owl is composed primarily of 
arthropods (e.g., insects, centipedes, and scorpions). 

In California, the elf owl is an inhabitant of riparian woodlands 
along desert streams or springs. Tall cottonwoods and willows, with a shrub 
understory, appear to be necessary for this species (Garrett and Dunn 1981). 
Taller trees are needed for breeding. This owl is a cavity nester and uses old 
woodpecker holes extensively (CDFG 1989). In California, the elf owl is 
currently only known to occur along the lower Colorado River. Because of exten
sive clearing of riparian vegetation along the Colorado River for agriculture, 
the population has continued to decline. Current population estimates are that 
only 25 pairs remain in the state (CDFG 1989). Elf owls have been recorded in 
the recent past (i.e., 1970's) at Cottonwood Springs, in Joshua Tree National 
Monument, and at Corn Springs, in the Chuckwalla Mountains. However, the 
riparian habitat at these locations has been removed and the owls are no longer 
present (Garrett and Dunn 1981). No appropriate habitat of cottonwood/willow 
riparian habitat exists on the Eagle Mountain landfill project site. Therefore, 
no impacts to this species will occur from project implementation. 
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5. Willow Aycatcher and "No Effect" Determination 

The willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii) is a State of Califor
nia endangered species. This small flycatcher is found primarily as a spring 
and fall migrant in the deserts of southern California, and is only rarely found 
breeding. This species breeds in riparian woodland, in willow thickets (Garrett 
and Dunn 1981). Due to loss of riparian habitat and increased brood parasitism 
from brown-headed cowbirds (Molothrus ater), the breeding population in 
southern California has declined drastically. However, no willow riparian 
habitat exists on the Eagle Mountain landfill project site, and no impacts to 
this species are anticipated from the project. Willow flycatchers were observed 
during winter in the Salt Creek estuary adjacent to the Salton Sea four to five 
years ago (Foreman, pers. comm. 1992). 

6. Arizona Bell's Vireo and "No Effect" Determination 

The Arizona Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii arizonae) is a subspecies 
of Bell's vireo currently found in California only along the lower Colorado 
River. Like its close relative the least Bell's vireo, discussed previously, 
this insectivorous bird inhabits willow-dominated riparian habitat. It is also 
found in mesquite (Prosopis glanulosa) thickets along desert stream courses 
(CDFG 1989). Loss of riparian habitat and brood parasitism by cowbirds are the 
major causes of this bird' s population decline. In 1981, along the Colorado 
River, 35 singing males were estimated to be present. However, in 1986 only 
four singing males were observed (CDFG 1989). No appropriate habitat for the 
Arizona Bell's vireo occurs on or in the vicinity of the Eagle Mountain landfill 
project site, and no impacts to this species are anticipated. 

C. CANDIDATE SPECIES FOR FEDERAL LISTING 

For purposes of providing information to the USFWS and because of the 
large number of candidate species occurring in the vicinity of the proposed 
project, this section has been added to address potential impacts to federal 
candidate species. Although candidate species have no protection under the 
federal Endangered Species Act, some of the candidate species occurring in the 
vicinity of the proposed project could be reviewed for possible listing as 
endangered during the 115-year life of the project. Future listing of any of 
the candidate species listed below, before the project is complete, would result 
in reinitiation of the Section 7 consultation process. 

The species discussed below are considered potential species for federal 
listing as threatened or endangered by the USFWS. The USFWS maintains a set of 
candidate categories that reflect the level of information and the current stage 
of processing for each species. A Category 1 candidate species designation is 
given to species that have sufficient information to be classified as threatened 
or endangered, but no current action has been taken to formally initiate the 
process. The federal Category 2 candidate designation refers to species that 
lack sufficient scientific information to warrant listing as endangered at this 
time. As more information becomes available, the species may be upgraded or 
downgraded in the classification scheme. 
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1. Wildlife 

a. California Leaf-nosed Bat. California leaf-nosed bat (Macrotus 
califomicus) is federal Category 2 candidate species. This species is found 
in southern Nevada and California, western Arizona, Baja California, and Sonora, 
Mexico. In California, it is locally common near water sources (Brown 1980) in 
mountain ranges along the Colorado River from Needles to the Mexican border. 
Although once present in the coastal basins of California, it has disappeared 
from most of these areas because of loss of habitat and human disturbance. Most 
desert specimens have been taken from mine tunnels in desert scrub habitat below 
2,000 feet in elevation. These mine tunnels and caves are usually warmer than 
80 degrees Fahrenheit and greater than 60 percent humidity with high ceilings 
(Brown, pers. comm. 1990). Brown states that most of the winter population of 
California leaf-nosed bats in the California desert are located in approximately 
10 mine adit sites. 

California leaf-nosed bat colonies are sensitive to distur
bances and may abandon a roosting site if disturbed. This can be especially 
critical for wintering sites, as suitable winter roosts are scarce (Williams 
1986). 

The California leaf-nosed bat was observed during directed 
surveys of the Eagle Mountain Mine area (see Figure 13; and Attachment 1). A 
diurnal roosting site for the leaf-nosed bat was found in the mine adit west of 
the east pit during a spring survey (May 1990). Approximately 60 bats were 
observed 1,300 meters inside the mine tunnel. Pregnant female bats were 
captured in the night roosts, indicating that the diurnal roosting site may also 
be a maternity roost. Night roosts for this species were also found at three 
additional sites (see Figure 13). A second survey in December, 1990, indicated 
that the mine adit also serves as a winter roost and is a significant resource 
for the leaf-nosed bat. No other winter roost sites were found in the vicinity 
of the Eagle Mountain Mine (see Attachment 1). Approximately 100 bats were 
observed at this winter roost site, approximately 250 meters inside the mine. 
In the winter of 1991 only 60 bats were found roosting in the adit. Unlike many 
other bats, this species does not hibernate. A complete description of the 
surveys, including methodology and results, are found in Attachment 1. Water 
supplies in the project site are an important limiting resource for many species 
of bats. No bat roosts were found on public (selected) lands at the Eagle 
Mountain landfill site. 

Significant impacts would occur to the California leaf-nosed bat 
at the Eagle Mountain landfill site. This species roosts in the large adit in 
an area that would be filled in approximately 35 years. The loss of this roost 
would be significant. The loss of the pond at the bottom of the east pit will 
not significantly affect this species since the townsite reservoir will continue 
to provide water. No significant impacts to bats are expected on public 
(selected) lands. 

As mitigation, the California leaf-nosed bat population at the 
adit and in the surrounding area will be monitored before landfill operations 
begin. Monitoring will continue after operations begin, but before activity 
reaches the adit. To accommodate bat utilization of the mine adit, the mouth of 
the adit will be extended upward and/or outward using appropriate conduit 
material to maintain an eight-foot diameter opening, the current adit dimension, 

72 



above any landfill deposits, including the level of the final landfill contour. 
Since the roosting bats are between 250 and 1300 meters inside the mine tunnel, 
and the bats are primarily active at times when trash disposal activities have 
ceased, these bats should not be significantly disturbed (Brown, pers. comm. 
1990, see Attachment 1). The conduit material that will be used for the adit 
extension will be relatively impermeable to landfill leachate and gas. If 
necessary, additional impermeable liners will be employed to assure there is no 
gas or leachate leakage into the adit extension. The adit entrance should also 
be gated to allow free exit and entrance of bats, but prevent human intrusion. 
Monitoring of the bat population will continue throughout the life of the 
landfill operation. 

b. Townsend's Big-eared Bat. Townsend's big-eared bat (Plecotus 
townsendii) is a federal Category 2 candidate species. This species is found 
throughout California, but has been declining in numbers over the past 40 years 
(Williams 1986). This bat occurs throughout the California deserts from sea 
level to 8,000 feet (Brown, pers. comm. 1990). The subspecies found in the 
southern California deserts is P. t. pallescens. 

Townsend's big-eared bat is basically a cave-roosting species that has 
moved into man-made caves such as mines and buildings. Unlike many 
other bats, they are unable to crawl into crevices, and usually roost in 
exposed areas where they are vulnerable to disturbance. Plecotus is 
quite sensitive to human disturbance, and this appears to be the primary 
cause of population decline for this species. This bat is colonial 
during the maternity season, when compact clusters of up to 200 
individuals might be found. Maternity roosts form in the spring and 
remain intact during the summer. Great fidelity exists for a roost 
site, and if undisturbed, the bats will use the same roost for many 
generations. In the winter, Plecotus hibernate in cool caves and mine 
tunnels. Hibernation is a critical time for the species, since distur
bance which causes arousal may expend energy reserves needed to survive 
the winter. The hibernation period in the California desert will vary 
with ambient temperature, but is generally from late November through 
early March (Brown, pers. comm. 1990; and Attachment 1). 

Sign of Townsend's big-eared bat was found in the Eagle Mountain 
Mine adit during the May, 1990 survey (see Attachment 1). The bat droppings 
observed near the entrance to the adit were in a typical formation signifying 
evidence of a maternity roost. However, the droppings were at least one-year 
old. No individuals were observed during the May or December, 1990 surveys, and 
no sign was found in subsequent surveys (see Attachment 1). 

If Townsend's big-eared bat still utilizes the main adit at 
Eagle Mountain Mine, the loss of this roost site would be a significant impact. 
Its sensitivity to disturbance may be the reason that no specimens were found 
during the surveys. This species may no longer be on the proposed project site. 
As described under mitigation for impacts to the California leaf-nosed bat, the 
adit opening will be maintained throughout the life of the landfill project. 
Whether the human activity in the vicinity will preclude use of the mine by this 
species is uncertain. Monitoring of local bat populations will continue during 
landfill operations. 
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c. California Mastiff Bat. The California mastiff bat ( Eumops 
perotis californicus) is a federal Category 2 candidate species. This bat 
occurs from central California southward to central Mexico, and has been 
recorded from the western portions of the southeastern desert region of 
California (Williams 1986). The nearest known location for this species is near 
Mecca in Riverside County, approximately 40 miles from the Eagle Mountain 
landfill site. California mastiff bats form day roosts in large cracks of 
exfoliating granite. Cracks are approximately 2 inches wide and 12 inches deep, 
and narrow to at least one inch at their upper end. The crack must be at least 
six to nine feet from the ground for bats to launch into flight. The bats have 
also adapted to using man-made structures, providing they have characteristics 
similar to those natural roosts described previously. This species has declined 
in numbers, as have other bats in California. This decline may be the result of 
habitat loss due to urbanization and agriculture and possibly pesticide 
poisoning (Williams 1986). 

No evidence of California mastiff bat was found on the proposed 
Eagle Mountain project site (see Attachment 1). Most location records of this 
species occur north and west of the Eagle Mountain region. This species appears 
to prefer rocky crevices for roosting and not caves or adits. Therefore, any 
disturbance to the Eagle Mountain Mine adit is not likely to impact this 
species. No impacts are anticipated from project implementation. 

d. Spotted Bat. The spotted bat (Euderma maculatum) is a federal 
Category 2 candidate species for inclusion on the endangered species list. This 
bat occurs primarily in the southwestern United States and northern Mexico, with 
scattered records as far north as Montana and British Columbia. They will roost 
in caves and buildings, but tend to be found most often living in crevices in 
rocky cliffs and canyons (Whitaker 1980). The spotted bat prefers arid habitats 
and is usually observed singly. Little else is known about this species. 
Surveys of mine tunnels on the Eagle Mountain landfill project site, and in the 
general vicinity, showed no evidence of spotted bat activity. Likewise, mist
netting at water sources and the use of a sonar detection device did not detect 
this bat species. No project-related impacts to this species are expected. 

e. Arizona Myotis. The Arizona myotis (Myotis lucifugus 
occultus) occurs from southeastern California through Arizona and into western 
New Mexico. This bat is also found in northern Mexico. In California, it is 
only found along the Colorado River lowlands and in the adjacent desert mountain 
ranges (Williams 1986). 

This bat species has declined in numbers throughout many parts 
of its range, at least in part due to pesticides, control measures in nursery 
colonies, collection by researchers, and disturbance of hibernating individuals 
(Fenton and Barclay 1980). The Arizona myotis is known only from the low desert 
along the Colorado River in California. However, in other parts of its range, 
it is associated with pine forests at elevations of 6,000 to 9,000 feet 
(Williams 1986). This bat probably uses hollow trees and protected rock 
crevices for roosting, but is also known to use man-made structures such as 
bridges and buildings (Williams 1986). No record of this species exists for the 
Eagle Mountains, and no evidence for its presence was found during the spring 
and winter bat surveys of the project area. No impacts to this bat species are 
anticipated from project implementation. 
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f. Arizona Cave Myotis. The Arizona cave myotis (Myotis velifer 
velifer) is a federal Category 2 candidate for federal listing. This bat's 
distribution includes southeastern California eastward to western New Mexico, 
and south to Guatemala. Like the Arizona myotis, the Arizona cave myotis is 
found only along the Colorado River lowlands and adjacent desert mountain ranges 
in California (Williams 1986). It is speculated that loss of riparian foraging 
habitat and human disturbance of roosting colonies have been the principal 
causes for the population decline of this species. 

This bat species is highly colonial and roosts, often in large 
groups, in caves and mine tunnels. Primary-known roost sites in California are 
in the Riverside mountains of eastern Riverside County, adjacent to the Colorado 
River (Williams 1986). This bat was not detected on the Eagle Mountain landfill 
project site and is not expected to be impacted by project implementation. 

g. Yuma Mountain Lion. The Yuma mountain lion (Felis concolor 
browni) is a federal Category 2 candidate for inclusion on the endangered 
species list. The distribution of this large cat is not well defined. Histor
ical records show that this species occurred in the lower elevations of the 
Colorado River Valley of California and Arizona and into northern Mexico 
(Williams 1986). In California, its range may have extended into the Imperial 
Valley to the west and as far north as the Amargosa Mountains. Grinnell (1933) 
recorded an occurrence at Calexico, in the Imperial Valley. 

Little is known about this secretive animal. No information is 
available on its current population status. Exact habitat requirements are also 
unknown. Grinnell (1933) stated that the Yuma mountain lion lived mostly in the 
dense vegetation of the bottomland along the Colorado River and in adjacent 
rocky uplands. The principal prey species of this lion may be the burro deer 
(Odocoileus hemionus eremicus), also a resident of the bottomland vegetation 
along the Colorado River (Williams 1986). 

There is a possibility that the Yuma mountain lion occurs on the 
Eagle Mountain landfill site, although no physical evidence of its presence was 
found during the biological surveys of the area. However, it is likely that the 
project site is too far from the preferred riparian vegetation of the Colorado 
River to support this cat. No appropriate riparian habitat exists on the 
project site. Potential prey species, such as mule deer and bighorn sheep, are 
present on the project property however. No significant impacts to the Yuma 
mountain lion are expected from implementation of the landfill project. If 
lions are on the site, they should be able to avoid the effects of habitat 
disturbance from the project, as there is an abundance of rocky scrub habitat in 
the adjacent Eagle Mountains. 

h. Flat-tailed Horned Lizard. The flat-tailed horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma mcallii) is a USFWS Category 1 candidate for listing as threatened 
or endangered and a CDFG candidate for endangered status. This lizard species 
occurs in desert areas of Riverside, San Diego, and Imperial counties in 
California, in southwestern Arizona, and in adjoining portions of Sonora and 
Baja California, Mexico (Turner et al. 1980). 

This species inhabits areas of flat topography with sandy soils. 
Fine windblown soils or more stabilized dunes appeared to be preferred by this 
species (Turner et al. 1980). They are generally associated with creosote 
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bush/bur-sage vegetation commuruties (Stebbins 1985). This species does not 
occur in dense vegetation. These homed lizards are also restricted to areas 
occupied by harvester ants (e.g., Veromessor pergandei, Pogonomyrmex 
califomicus, and P. magnacantha), their primary food source (Turner et al. 
1980). 

Two sightings of unidentified homed lizard scat were made along 
the Eagle Mountain railroad right-of-way approximately 1.5 miles south of 1-10 
(see Figure 15c). In general, habitat along the railroad corridor would not 
support flat-tailed homed lizard because of the lack of windblown sands. 
Because of the paucity of appropriate habitat within the Eagle Mountain landfill 
area, and concomitant low flat-tailed homed lizard population density, no 
significant impacts to this species are expected from the landfill project. 

i. Colorado Desert Fringe-toed Lizard. The Colorado desert fringe
toed lizard (Uma notata notata) is a federal Category 2 candidate species for 
listing. This fringe-toed lizard subspecies occurs only in the deserts of 
southeastern California, near the Salton Sea and Imperial Sand Hills (Stebbins 
1985), and in northern Baja California, Mexico. This lizard is highly adapted 
to living in sand dunes and other areas with deposits of fine windblown sand 
(e.g., desert flats, riverbanks, and washes) (Stebbins 1985). Little or no 
habitat of this sort occurs on the Eagle Mountain landfill project area. No 
Colorado desert fringe-toed lizards or their sign were found during the field 
surveys of the project site, and none are anticipated to occur there. No 
impacts to this species are expected as a result of landfill operations. 

j. Western Snowy Plover. The western snowy plover (Charadrius 
alexandrinus) is a federal Category 2 candidate for federal listing. This bird 
is primarily a summer resident in the desert of southeastern California. It is 
known to nest at the Salton Sea and may colonize sinks, playas, and receding 
lakeshores in other portions of the desert (Garrett and Dunn 1981). Nesting 
habitat consists of gravelly beaches, salt pans, and alkali flats (BOR 1989). 
Although the Eagle Mountain railroad right-of-way may pass through some poten
tial plover habitat (i.e., alkali sink) near Ferrum Junction, train activity is 
not expected to have a significant impact upon this species. Any potential 
impacts would be indirect, from noise generated by passing train traffic. 

k. Mountain Plover. The mountain plover (Charadrius montanus) is 
a federal Category 2 candidate for inclusion on the endangered species list. 
This bird is a common winter resident (mid-October to mid-February) of grass
lands and agricultural areas in portions of the southern California desert and 
the San Joaquin Valley. In desert regions without grassland and agricultural, 
the mountain plover is a rare fall transient (Garrett and Dunn 1981). No grass
land or agricultural habitat exists on, or in the immediate vicinity of, the 
proposed Eagle Mountain landfill project. This species is not expected to occur 
on the project site, and no observations of this species were made during the 
winter biological surveys made of the landfill project area. No impacts to this 
species are anticipated. 

I. Tricolored Blackbird. The tricolored blackbird (Agelaius 
tricolor) is a federal Category 2 candidate species for inclusion on the endan
gered species list. This species is found primarily from southern Oregon, south 
through the western half of California, and into northern Baja California, 
Mexico. This species is colonial and nests in various sized colonies in cattail 
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and tule marshes. This blackbird leaves the marshy habitats to forage in agri
cultural fields and grasslands. The Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge regards 
the tricolored blackbird as accidental in its occurrence in the area (BOR 1989). 
The tricolored blackbird could possibly be found in the freshwater marsh habitat 
of Salt Creek, in the vicinity of the Eagle Mountain railroad right-of-way. 
However, no records of occurrence are known from this area, and no tricolored 
blackbirds were observed during the biological field surveys of the project 
area. No impacts to this species are anticipated from project implementation. 

m. Eagle Mountain Scrub Jay. The Eagle Mountain scrub jay 
(Aphelocoma coerulescens cana) is a subspecies of scrub jay known to occur 
only in the pinyon/juniper woodland habitat on the upper elevations of Eagle 
Mountain, in Joshua Tree National Monument (Peterson 1990). This bird is 
believed to have originated by hybridization between coastal and interior jay 
populations (Peterson 1990). The population is estimated at only 40 to 50 birds 
confined primarily to 150 hectares of pinyon/juniper woodland near the peak of 
Eagle Mountain (Peterson 1990; Hays, pers. comm. 1991). This subspecies is a 
federal Category 2 candidate species. Eagle Mountain is located approximately 
18 miles from the landfill site. No scrub jays were observed on the project 
site during any of the biological surveys. 

A potential exists for a landfill-caused increase in the 
regional raven population to impact the Eagle Mountain scrub jay. Ravens may 
prey upon the eggs and young of scrub jays (Hays, pers. comm. 1991). Impacts to 
the jay from increased raven depredation would be considered significant. The 
proposed raven monitoring and control program discussed under desert tortoise 
mitigation would reduce any potential impacts to scrub jays from the Eagle 
Mountain landfill project to a level below significance. 

2. Plants 

a. Alverson's Foxtail Cactus. Alverson's foxtail cactus 
(Coryphantha vivipara var. alversonii) is a federal Category 2 candidate 
species and a BLM sensitive species. This small cactus occurs on stony slopes 
at elevations between 2,000 and 5,000 feet in the transition zone between the 
Mojave and Colorado deserts in Riverside County and near Bard, Imperial County. 
A population also occurs at Pagumpa, in extreme northwestern Arizona. This 
cactus grows in clumps ranging from a single head to as many as 40 heads. 

Alverson's foxtail cactus was observed frequently in areas of 
Eagle Mountain Mine. Large populations of this foxtail cactus occur in the 
southwest portion of the mine along Eagle Creek (mostly in the washes north of 
the mining road where about 200 individuals were observed), and in the southeast 
portion of the mine from near the landing strip to north of Kaiser Road, and 
west of Eagle Mountain Road (about 80 individuals observed) (Figure 19). A few 
scattered individuals of Alverson's foxtail cactus occur within the 200-foot 
survey corridor of the railroad and Eagle Mountain Road (see Figures 19 and 
15b). The sightings were of individuals or small groups (less than 10 plants). 
None were observed along the railroad south of 1-10. No large concentrations or 
populations of this species occur within the survey corridor. 

1) Project Impacts. Two main concentrations of Alverson's 
foxtail cactus occur at the proposed landfill site. One concentration occurs in 
the southern portion of the proposed storage area (165 acres; at least 80 
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plants), and one concentration occurs along the southwestern perimeter of the 
landfill footprint in the Eagle Creek Wash on the north side of the mine road 
(125 acres; at least 200 plants). The 125 acres of Alverson's foxtail cactus 
habitat within Eagle Creek Wash will be impacted by the landfill. In addition, 
approximately 33.3 acres of habitat for this species would be impacted by the 
proposed Eagle Mountain Road extension and railroad spur, of which 7.6 acres 
would be located in Planning Area 4 of the Specific Plan. These impacts are 
considered significant. 

Efforts to reduce the magnitude of the impacts to the 
Alverson' s foxtail cactus population at the proposed landfill site involve the 
preservation of a portion of the Alverson's foxtail cactus population and its 
habitat on the proposed landfill site in open space with a conservation 
easement (Figure 20). Approximately 157.4 acres of Alverson's foxtail cactus 
habitat in planning area 4 in the SP storage area will be preserved. Much of 
this conservation easement is on public (selected) lands. 

Although the local population of Alverson's foxtail cactus 
at the proposed landfill site will be significantly affected, this loss would 
not have significant negative effects on the overall distribution of the 
species. The majority of the main distribution of Alverson's foxtail cactus is 
already protected on government lands (Blymyer, pers. comm. 1990), such as 
Joshua Tree National Monument. 

Losses of individual Alverson' s foxtail cactus along the 
railroad would be minimal and not significant, however, these small losses would 
contribute to the cumulative loss of this species over the entire project. 

2) Mitigation/Compensation. Impacts to Alverson's foxtail 
cactus and its habitat shall be mitigated by initiating a transplant program 
that will be conducted on suitable areas within the project boundary. This 
program shall be funded by the project proponent as a sponsored research program 
that will provide needed information on the rehabilitation of desert habitat 
using cactus transplants. The transplant program will involve the following 
steps: 

a) Transplant trials shall be conducted on the following 
areas within the proposed landfill site to determine 
which areas are most suitable for the establishment of 
Alverson's foxtail cactus: 

I) Areas of Eagle Cre~k south of the mmmg road in 
locations where mmor disturbance has occurred. 
This site is a portion of Special Planning Area 6 of 
the Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan. 

2) Locations in lowlands adjacent to drainages on the 
northwest portion of Special Planning Area 6 where 
minor disturbances have occurred. 

3) Locations near the foothills of the Eagle Mountains 
on the upper Bajada area on the northeast portion of 
Special Planning Area 6. 
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4) Locations within Special Planning Area 4 where minor 
disturbances have occurred. 

b) Prior to any transplants being taken from their original 
habitat the density of the population (number 
plants/acre) shall be estimated. Estimates of density 
can be made by counting the number of Alverson's foxtail 
cactus observed in quadrats along transects across the 
population. The resulting density figure will be used 
in the second stage of the transplant program. Also, 
microhabitat and soils analyses will be conducted at 
current population sites and potential transplant sites 
to assess compatibility. 

c) The initial transplant trials shall utilize 10 to 15 
percent of the Alverson's foxtail cactus population to 
be impacted by the proposed landfill in Eagle Creek to 
the north of the mining road. A proportion of the 
salvaged individuals will be transplanted to each trial 
habitat area. 

d) The transplanted Alverson's foxtail cactus used for the 
initial trials shall be monitored once a month for one 
growing season (including a summer). After the trial 
period is complete, the location(s) having the greatest 
survivorship will become the site(s) for the completion 
of the transplant program. 

e) Transplanting of Alverson' s foxtail cactus, either for 
the initial planting trials or for the main trans
planting effort, shall occur at the most appropriate 
time of year (fall) to take advantage of the rainy 
season and to increase survivorship of the transplanted 
material. 

f) Sites selected for the main transplant effort shall be 
planted with the remaining individuals of Alverson's 
foxtail cactus salvaged from the impact areas of the 
proposed landfill project at a density similar to that 
estimated for the natural population (see "b" above). 

g) The final mitigation areas shall be monitored once a 
month for one growing season (including a summer) to 
measure survivorship of the cacti and determine the 
degree of success of the transplant program. 

h) A final report summarizing the results of the transplant 
program shall be prepared by the project proponent and 
submitted to BLM, CDFG, and USFWS. 

b. Orocopia saJ:e. Orocopia sage (Salvia greatai) is a Category 2 
candidate species and a BLM sensitive species. This sage shrub has distinct 
spinose margined leaves and grows along dry washes and alluvial fans below 600 
feet elevation from the Orocopia Mountains to the Chocolate Mountains in 

81 



Riverside County. The species has known historic occurrences in the v1cm1ty of 
the Eagle Mountain rail line. These locations were verified during the current 
surveys as several populations of this species were observed along the southern 
portion of the railway (see Figures 14a and 14b). A significant population of 
Orocopia sage occurs in the vicinity of the Eagle mountain rail line from just 
northeast of the trestle crossing over Salt Creek, south to the area adjacent to 
the levee north of the Coachella Canal. Another rather large population of 
Orocopia sage occurs on the parcels covering sections 31, 35, and 36 of the Red 
Canyon 7.5-minute U.S.G.S. quadrangle (see Figure 14a). No individuals sage 
shrubs were observed within the boundaries of the survey in the proposed Eagle 
Mountain landfill area, Eagle Mountain Road extension, or railway north of 1-10. 

1) Project Impacts. Orocopia sage has the potential for 
significant impacts along the Eagle Mountain railroad right-of-way because the 
shrubs are concentrated in a small area. Large impacts are not expected to 
occur to this species since rehabilitation and maintenance activities along the 
railroad will not involve large disturbances. The potential for the loss of a 
few individuals growing immediately next to the railroad tracks and access road 
can probably be avoided. Unavoidable impacts to this species at this level of 
disturbance would not be considered a significant impact. 

2) Mitigation/Compensation. Mitigation measures for potential 
impacts to Orocopia sage will include avoidance of these plants by narrowing the 
disturbance corridor near the population to as small an area as possible. Prior 
to construction activities in the vicinity of the Orocopia sage populations, an 
on-site meeting between the construction supervisor and a qualified biologist 
shall take place to delineate specific areas to avoid and areas where unavoid
able impacts can be minimized. This may include flagging individual shrubs for 
avoidance. Maintenance and construction staging areas will avoid areas 
containing Orocopia sage populations. Roads should be kept to their current 
width. Measures should be undertaken to alert employees to avoid off-road 
travel and other habitat disturbance activities in the areas where this sage is 
present. 

c. California ditaxis. California ditaxis (Ditaxis californica) 
is a Category 2 candidate species and a BLM sensitive species. It is a small 
perennial plant that has known historic occurrences in the area of Eagle 
Mountain Road and the Eagle Mountain rail line. No individuals of this species 
were observed within areas surveyed for the proposed action. 

California ditaxis is a species distinguished from the other 
species of the genus Dita.xis primarily by the lack of pubescence on the 
foliage (Munz 1974). It has a dual blooming period (March through May and 
October through December) and the species would have been identifiable during 
the survey period conducted for this project. Two other species of Ditaxis 
(D. serrata and D. neomexicana) were observed along the railway and Eagle 
Mountain Road to the south of the mine, and although there are historic occur
rences of California ditaxis documented in the vicinity of the Eagle Mountains, 
it is not anticipated (based on the results of the field surveys) that these 
populations lie within the proposed project area (Eagle Mountain Mine site, 
Eagle Mountain Road corridor, or the Eagle Mountain railway corridor). There
fore, no significant impacts to this species are anticipated from the proposed 
action. 
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d. Orcutt aster. Orcutt aster (Xylorhiza orcuttii) 1s a federal 
Category 2 candidate and a BLM sensitive species. It is a perennial subshrub 
with showy purple flowers with yellow centers. This species prefers the gypsum 
soils found in the desert region. It has known historic occurrences in canyons 
on the southwest side of the Salton Sink, especially west of Imperial County. 
This distribution is well south of the project area and the lack of gypsum soils 
in the study area makes the potential for occurrence of this species within the 
bounds of the entire project extremely low. Therefore, no impacts to this 
species are anticipated from the proposed action. 

e. Munz cholla. Munz cholla ( Opuntia munzii) 1s a federal 
Category 2 candidate and a BLM sensitive species. It is a large, treelike 
cholla known to occur in dry gravelly places from the Chocolate Mountains, south 
of the Chuckwalla Bench to areas of eastern Imperial County. This distribution 
is well south of the study area. This cholla is easily identified by its 
stature alone and this species would have been observed if within the study 
area; therefore, the potential for occurrence within the entire study area is 
extremely low. No impacts to this species are anticipated from the proposed 
action. 

D. STATE OF CALIFORNIA FULLY PROTECTED SPECIES 

Nelson's Bighorn Sheep 

Nelson's bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis nelsoni) is a State of 
California fully protected species and a BLM sensitive species. Its current 
distribution extends from southern Colorado, Nevada, and Utah south to Califor
nia, Arizona, New Mexico, Texas, and Mexico. In California, Nelson's bighorn 
sheep occur from the White Mountains on the north to the Mexican border and east 
to the Colorado River (Monson 1980). Monson (1980) stated that approximately 
150 bighorn occurred in Joshua Tree National Monument and vicinity (Mulcahy, 
pers. comm. 1991). Bighorn sheep prefer rough, rocky, and steep terrain. They 
depend upon their climbing and hiding ability in this rough terrain to escape 
predators. 

Bighorn sheep foraging areas consist of summer, fall-winter, and spring 
range. Summer range provides permanent water sources, fall-winter range is 
usually similar to the summer range, and spring range includes rugged terrain 
for lambing (McQuivey 1978). Optimal foraging distance is one mile or less from 
watering sources (Hansen 1980). The maximum foraging range must be within six 
miles of watering sources (Hansen 1980). Plant productivity in the desert 
depends on the amount and timing of rainfall. Rainfall patterns differ con
siderably between and among months and years and, in the area of the project 
site, are concentrated in the winter. The relationship of plant productivity 
and rainfall makes the availability of sheep forage unpredictable. In addition, 
a wide range of habitats is needed to support bighorn sheep because many plant 
species are productive only during certain rainfall patterns. Thus, bighorn 
must be able to move to good foraging areas between seasons. 

Blong and Pollard (1968) found Peninsular bighorn sheep in the Santa 
Rosa Mountains requiring water sources daily during the heat of the summer. 
Ewes, lambs, and young rams stayed within two miles of -water during the summer, 
while rams were observed traveling over three miles from water sources and 
returning to water less frequently (Blong and Pollard 1968). 
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Bighorn sheep move between mountain ranges. Although the reasons for 
this intermountain movement are unknown, corridors have been documented for 
sheep in the California desert area by the BLM and CDFG (Bleich et al. 1990). A 
summary of intermountain movements by mountain sheep (Schwartz, Bleich, and Holl 
1986) and observations during sheep transplant programs indicate that bighorn 
sheep can travel long distances. For example, during a release program by BLM 
and Nevada Department of Wildlife, one radio-collared ram was observed to travel 
100 miles (Armentrout, pers. comm. 1990). Schwartz, Bleich, and Holl (1986) 
suggest that because of these movements, bighorn sheep may consist of "meta
populations" with subpopulations occurring in each mountain range. These 
migrations increase the potential for genetic variability within the "meta
population." They further conclude that these subpopulations would vary in 
numbers and genetic structure as habitat changes within a mountain range, 
creating a variable population structure through time. Bighorn sheep also 
appear to require large amounts of space because they become "nervous" and "run
down" in crowded conditions (Hansen 1980). 

Populations of Nelson's bighorn sheep occur in the Eagle (50), Orocopia 
(80), Chuckwalla (25), and Chocolate mountains (160) in the broad vicinity of 
the proposed landfill site and the Eagle Mountain railroad right-of-way (Weaver 
1989). Habitat management plans have been developed for bighorn sheep in the 
Orocopia and Chuckwalla mountain ranges (see Figure 3). The ability of bighorn 
sheep to move between mountain ranges in search of seasonal forage and water is 
critical for sheep survival (Woodward-Clyde n.d.). Movement patterns are 
affected by forage and water availability, topography, climatic conditions, 
breeding activity, and sex of individuals (McQuivey 1978). Sheep corridors may 
exist between the Eagle and Coxcomb mountain ranges (Weaver, pers. comm. 1990). 
Although the Eagle Mountain population appears stable, the Coxcomb subpopulation 
appears to be declining (Weaver, pers. comm. 1990). 

Results of an aerial survey of the Eagle Mountains conducted by CDFG 
(U.S. Department of the Interior 1986) showed approximately 50 bighorn sheep 
in residence. Their report also indicated seven watering hole locations in the 
Eagle Mountains. A second survey by the BLM in 1990 showed 19 sheep in the 
immediate vicinity of the proposed Eagle Mountain landfill site, and also 
estimated a total of approximately 50 sheep in the Eagle Mountains. 

Bighorn sheep sign was observed on all roads, ravines, and ridgetops 
within the Eagle Mountain landfill project boundaries (see Figure 13). Bighorn 
sheep extensively use habitat on both the private and public (selected) lands on 
the proposed landfill site. One potential bedding area was observed in the 
northeast portion of the site. Local residents regularly observe up to 20 indi
vidual sheep drinking from the leaky water tanks west of the camp (Anderson, 
pers. comm. 1989). Sheep are also observed wandering through the tailing areas 
of the mining operations. Mine operators report that sightings of bighorn sheep 
near mine operations and roads in the past were common. Sheep would stand by 
the sides of the road and watch machinery pass (Anderson, pers. comm. 1989). 

Evidence from mining personnel (Anderson, pers. comm. 1989) suggests 
that bighorn sheep may habituate somewhat to mining operations. Studies have 
shown that sheep will become habituated to construction activities as long as 
they can see the disturbance and the disturbance does not appear to the sheep to 
be threatening (Campbell and Remington 1981; Leslie and Douglas 1980). Sheep 
habituated to the large machinery and activities associated with earlier mining 
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operations and they did not avoid the area. Although bighorn sheep may habitu
ate to human activity, this process may cause stress to the sheep, which could 
directly or indirectly affect their health and survival. 

Locations of evidence for bighorn sheep utilizing the habitat along the 
railroad right-of-way are shown in Figures 14a-e. Probable bighorn sheep scat 
and tracks were observed south of 1-10, as far south as the Coachella Canal and 
in the parcels owned by Kaiser to be offered in trade to the BLM in Salt Creek. 
One ewe was observed within the 200-foot railroad corridor in badlands in the 
Salt Creek wash. 

1. Project Impacts 

An impact to the bighorn sheep population in the Eagle Mountains is 
the removal of one permanent water source (the pond at the bottom of the East 
Pit), the potential loss of two other permanent water sources (the two leaking 
water tanks on the south-central portion of the property), and the loss of one 
temporary water source (at the northeast comer of the mine) within the project 
boundary. All of these water sources are on private lands. The CDFG (U.S. 
Department of the Interior 1986) found only seven watering sources for bighorn 
sheep in the Eagle Mountains, thus making the loss of any watering source a 
severe reduction. Sheep range is limited by the lack of accessible water 
sources during the dry summer months. 

Additional impacts to bighorn sheep will occur with the loss of 
approximately 994 acres of previously undisturbed natural land, which is appro
priate habitat for sheep. Most of this habitat is on public (selected) lands. 
This habitat is considered prime sheep range (Weaver, pers. comm. 1990; 
Armentrout, pers. comm. 1990). Loss of habitat, along with waterhole removal, 
would force the population of sheep to utilize a smaller area, thus creating 
more stressful conditions and potentially impacting the health of the sheep. 
Stress predisposes sheep to diseases, and the loss of habitat restricts sheep to 
smaller areas, thus leading to a greater probability of spreading disease. A 
few sheep bedding areas on public (selected) lands will be impacted because they 
are located within the perimeter of the landfill. 

Indirect impacts to bighorn sheep may occur if the landfill 
operation causes sheep to alter their use patterns in the habitat surrounding 
the landfill. Bighorn are known to respond to the presence of humans and vehi
cles with an increased heart rate due to stress. However, unless there is a 
direct threat to the sheep, heart rate usually quickly returns to normal, indi
cating habituation (MacArthur et al. 1979). Sheep accustomed to the presence of 
humans have allowed humans to approach to within 50 meters before an increase in 
heart rate occurs (MacArthur et al. 1979). How much habituation occurs is not 
known. Whether prolonged sheep-human interaction significantly increases the 
stress levels in bighorn to the point where there is a decline in reproductive 
success or an increase in susceptibility to disease is not known. There are 
examples in Nevada of bighorn populations that have remained fairly constant for 
the past 50 years despite a significant increase in adjacent human recreational 
activity (McQuivey 1978). The most serious human impacts are those that remove 
habitat or block sheep access to needed resources, such as water holes. The 
bighorn sheep population in the Eagle Mountains appeared to habituate to past 
mining activities, as they were regularly observed near the mine and adjacent 
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haul roads while the mine was active (Anderson, pers. comm., 1989). It is 
likely that will also habituate to landfill operations. 

Use patterns in the currently disturbed portions of the landfill 
site will also be altered. Sheep currently cross through disturbed areas 
(1,700 acres) as they move within their ranges and to and from watering holes. 
Bighorn sheep will move out of the way of intensive landfill operations as they 
did during mining operations. As the landfill moves from one area of the mine 
pit to another, the sheep will likely move, utilizing new routes, as they must 
have done as mining moved to new ore deposits. Indirect impacts due to stress 
are likely to occur to sheep that use these disturbed portions of the landfill 
project. 

Indirect impacts to sheep may occur with increased residential uses 
from the addition of over 150 employees to the vicinity of the project. 
Increased human activity and domestic pets are known to harass or stress sheep 
(Armentrout, pers. comm. 1990). Poaching could also increase due to the 
increased number of people in the area. If employees raise domestic livestock, 
impacts could occur to sheep by exposing them to livestock-related diseases 
(Armentrout, pers. comm. 1990). Bighorn sheep will move over 17 miles to inves
tigate domestic sheep (Weaver, pers. comm. 1990), thus possibly exposing bighorn 
sheep to disease. 

No impacts are expected to occur to Nelson's bighorn sheep with 
reimplementation of railroad service. The habitat is not prime sheep range and 
is a long, narrow strip. Only one case of rail death has been observed in 
California (Armentrout, pers. comm. 1990; Bleich, pers. comm. 1990) and, there
fore, sheep are not expected to be directly injured or killed by moving trains. 
A significant impact may occur if sheep movement between ranges is disrupted by 
regular rail operation. Sheep populations in the Chocolate and Orocopia moun
tains could be affected by restricted gene flow if the sheep refuse to cross the 
rail line. No evidence exists to indicate the sheep did not cross the railroad 
during previous operations and at least one deer trail was observed crossing 
over the tracks. This incidental evidence suggests that sheep will continue to 
move over the tracks after reintroduction of rail operations. 

No significant impacts are expected to occur to Nelson's bighorn 
sheep due to the implementation of the Eagle Mountain Road portion of the 
project. Bighorn sheep and their sign were not observed along the Eagle Moun
tain Road corridor during the field surveys. In addition, no movement corridors 
have been identified in the past for this species in this area. Habitat along 
Eagle Mountain Road is very sparse, in many places made up of desert pavement, 
and is not considered good range for bighorn sheep. 

2. Mitigation/Compensation 

The potential loss of three permanent water sources and one tempo
rary water source is considered a significant impact. As compensation, three 
new permanent water sources, ensuring year-round water availability, will be 
placed away from the mine site to encourage bighorn sheep to use the surrounding 
natural areas rather than the project site. The creation of new water sources 
will compensate for the loss of water sources on the landfill site. The sites 
for the water sources and their design will be selected and/or approved by 
biologists from the BLM and the CDFG. In addition, Buzzard Springs will be 
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rehabilitated and cleared of tamarisk, which will compensate for the loss of the 
temporary water source on the project site. A baseline telemetry study, 
involving approximately 17 sheep, will be conducted to determine the home ranges 
of ewes currently using the project site. Ewe home ranges are smaller than 
those of rams, and ewes show higher fidelity to their home ranges. Thus, ewes 
do not move as readily as rams. New water sources will be placed in ewe home 
ranges to facilitate ease of ewes finding these new sources. This change in 
home range should decrease bighorn stress from landfill operations by luring 
sheep away from disturbances. New water sources will be placed in habitat at 
least one year before water sources are removed to enable sheep to habituate to 
the new water sources. Home range studies will be conducted to determine if the 
sheeps' ranges are expanding to include the new water sources. If not, sheep 
will be translocated to the new water sources to encourage the incorporation of 
the water sources into their home ranges. New water sources for the bighorn 
sheep will be maintained throughout the 115-year life of the landfill project, 
and replaced by the project proponent if necessary. 

Approximately 644 acres of potential bighorn sheep habitat will 
remain as natural open space around the periphery of the landfill project 
(see Figure 20). Not only will this habitat remain for sheep use, it will also 
act as a buffer zone between the landfill operation and the relocated sheep 
population. Virtually all of this proposed preserved habitat is located on 
public (selected) lands. Expanding sheep range into areas remote from the 
landfill will decrease the chance of stress-related impacts, and of contact with 
any potentially toxic substances at the landfill site. 

An employee training program will be implemented and will include a 
discussion of bighorn sheep habits and habitat needs. This employee awareness 
program should increase acceptance and knowledge of bighorn, which may help 
sheep residing near the project. Interested employees can provide useful 
observational data. 

Domestic sheep will be banned from the mine property to prevent 
disease transmission to bighorn sheep. All dogs will be confined to fenced 
yards, or otherwise restrained, to prevent harassment of bighorn in the vicinity 
of the landfill operation. Only authorized individuals will be allowed to 
possess firearms on the property to assure that no poaching of bighorn occurs. 

N. CONCLUSIONS 

The implementation of the mitigation measures described in this biological 
assessment, developed through consultation with BLM, CDFG, and USFWS, will 
result in the determination that the proposed federal action will not signifi
cantly affect the continued existence of any threatened or endangered species 
on, or in the vicinity of, the proposed Eagle Mountain landfill project site. 
This document is being submitted to the USFWS for formal consultation as 
required under Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In previous field surveys in May and December 1990, and June 1991, the 
presence of the California leaf-nosed bat (Macrotus californicus) was documented 
in the Kaiser Eagle Mountain Mine in Riverside County, California, part of which is 
located in Sections 32 through 34 of Township 3 South, Range 14 East and 
Sections 1 and 2 of Township 4 South, Range 14 East in the unincorporated area 
of the County of Riverside, State of California. Macrotus was discovered roosting 
in the main Kaiser Eagle Mountain Mine adit as well as one of the cement buildings 
on the mill site. Macrotus is a California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 
Species of Special Concern and a United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Category 2 Candidate Species for Threatened or Endangered Status. The 
discovery of the leaf-nosed bat roost in the Kaiser mine represented the first record 
of this species from the Eagle Mountains. 

The December 1990 survey of all mines in the Eagle and Coxcomb Mountains 
verified that the Kaiser adit was the only winter roost of Macrotus in the area, and 
sheltered approximately 115 bats of both sexes. The June 1991 study found 15 
adult Macrotus and some babies in the Kaiser adit, and approximately 30 more 
adult females in the Blind Turkey #2 in adjacent Joshua Tree National Monument. 
The purpose of the present and future surveys is to obtain baseline population data 
during various seasons over several years before any development occurs. 

METHODS 

The present survey was conducted December 17-19, 1991 . The first evening 
bats were counted using night vision equipment as they exited the main Kaiser adit. 
The following day, the mine was entered and the ares where the bats were roosting 
were examined and readings of temperature and humidity taken. The next 
evening, mist nets were placed over the mine entrances to capture bats as they 
emerged at dusk. The Macrotus were banded for subsequent individual 
identification since recapture data can provide information on longevity, 
movements and roost fidelity. The Black Eagle Mine, where isolated bats had been 
observed on previous visits, was also monitored at dusk. 

RESULTS 

On the evening of December 17, approximately 60 Macrotus were observed 
exiting from the Kaiser adit. This adit is quite extensive with several levels that can 
be thoroughly explored. The bottom level forms a LI-shape with two entrances, 
and three other levels above it connected by a spiraling road. In December 1990, 
about 100 leaf-nosed bats were found in a chamber in the second level about 1300 
meters from the entrance, but only 10 bats were seen here in December 1991. The 
temperature in this 40 foot high room is 81 Fat grourn:i,level. 

During both winter surveys, bats were observed in a crevice in the ceiling about 
800 feet from the entrance on the west side of the U, where the temperature was 
81.5 Cat ground level. Not all the bats were visible in the crevice, but it is assumed 
that the majority of the bats this winter were roosting here. The mist nets set at the 
entrance on December 18 captured 6 male and 8 female Macrotus, including one 
female originally banded at the Lucky Turkey #2 adit on June 25. No bats were 



observed exiting the Black Eagle Mine on Kaiser property during this survey, 
although single Macrotus have been seen in the past. 

DISCUSSION 

As a result of surveys conducted in May, June and December, it appears that 
the leaf-nosed bat (Macrotus californicus) is a year-round resident of the Eagle 
Mountains. Winter roost sites for this species are limited in the California desert 
since they must be at least 80 F, which is warmer than the majority of mines. The 
main Kaiser adit is the only known roost for Macrotus in the Eagle Mountains. In 
December 1990, over 100 bats were observed exiting this mine, while in 1991 only 
60 bats were seen. At this time it is difficult to assess whether this decline of 40 % 
is due to normal population fluctuations or some disturbance to the roost. 
Personnel involved in salvage and maintenance at the Kaiser facility have access to 
the mine. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Since the Kaiser adit is the main winter roost for Macrotus in the Eagle 
Mountains, as well as a maternity roost, it is desirable that this roost not be 
impacted as the proposed project proceeds. To determine the impact of the 
project and the effectiveness of mitigation procedures, long-term monitoring at 
different seasons should be continued. To that end, it is important that baseline 
values of population size during winter and summer be established based on 
monitoring over several years prior to the start of the project in order to document 
normal population fluctuations. Since the entrances of the Kaiser adit are being 
used for storage and this use is expected to increase, an approved bat gate should 
be installed beyond the storage area at each side of the U to reduce the chance of 
human disturbance of the bats. 
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INTRODUCTION 

A summer field survey was conducted for sensitive bat species in the area of the 
Kaiser Eagle Mountain Mine in Riverside County, California, part of which is located 
in Sections 32 through 34 of Township 3 South, Range 14 East and Sections 1 and 
2 of Township 4 South, Range 14 East in the unincorporated area of the County of 
Riverside, State of California. Although the area consists primarily of abandoned 
open pit iron mines, two underground mines occur on the property that can 
provide refugia for bats and other wildlife. In surveys conducted in May and 
December 1990, the California leaf-nosed bat (Macrotus californicus) was 
discovered roosting in the main Kaiser Eagle Mountain Mine adit as well as one of 
the cement buildings on the mill site. Macrotus is a California Department of Fish 
and Game (CDFG) Species of Special Concern and a United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) Category 2 Candidate Species for Threatened or 
Endangered Status. The discovery of the leaf-nosed bat roost in the Kaiser mine 
represented the first record of this species from the Eagle Mountains. 

The December 1990 survey of all mines in the Eagle and Coxcomb Mountains 
verified that the Kaiser adit was the only winter roost of Macrotus in the area, and 
sheltered approximately 115 bats of both sexes. Guano of this species was found 
in several other adits in the Eagle Mountains, suggesting possibly other maternity 
roosts. The purpose of the current survey was to census the summer population in 
the Kaiser adit and to search for alternate maternity roosts in the area. 

METHODS 

The present survey was conducted June 23-25, 1991. Survey methods 
consisted of entering mines and buildings during the day and at night, and noting 
any bats or guano present. If possible bats were captured in hand nets to 
determine sex and reproductive status. Temperature and humidity readings were 
taken in those parts of the mines or buildings where bats or guano were found, as 
well as mines over 30 meters long that did not contain evidence of bats. Mist nets 
were placed over the mine entrances to capture bats as they emerged at dusk. 
The Macrotus were banded for subsequent individual identification since recapture 
data can provide information on longevity, movements and roost fidelity. In the 
evening outside potential bat roosts, a bat detector was used to monitor ultrasonic 
signals since many species emit distinctive sonar signals. A night vision scope was 
employed to watch bats exiting the mines in order to determine the species and 
approximate number present. 

RESULTS 

On the evening of June 24, approximately 15 Macrotus were observed exiting 
from the Kaiser adit. This adit is quite extensive with several levels that can be 
throughly explored. The bottom level forms a LI-shape with two entrances, and 
three other levels above it connected by a spiraling road. During the May , 1990 
survey of the main adit, a population of approximately 60 leaf-nosed bats was 
found in a chamber in the second level about 1300 meters from the entrance. 
About 100 bats were observed here in December 1990. The temperature in this 40 
foot high room is 83 Fat ground level in May and December. In May, no other 
diurnal roosting areas for this species was found in the mine, although guano and 
moth wings near the entrance suggested that this area is used for night roosting. 



During the winter survey, 21 bats were seen in a crevice in the ceiling about 800 
feet from the entrance on the west side of the U. Since care must be taken not to 
disturb a possible maternity roost, in June the mine was entered 2 hours after dusk, 
when most bats should be foraging. One female bat, clearly lactating, was 
observed in the roosting area on the west side of the U. Isolation calls of infant 
bats could be heard from the rock crevice, but none were seen. A single bat, sex 
undetermined, was observed flying in the second level. On June 25, a male 
Macrotus was captured in a mist net while entering the mine 2 hours after dusk. 
On the same night at the Black Eagle Mine on Kaiser property, only one Macrotus 
was seen to exit within the hour after dusk. 

On the evening of June 23 and during the day on June 25, one leaf-nosed bat 
was found in the metal culvert just west of the main mill site, but evidence of large 
guano deposits suggest a larger night roost at some times of the year. During the 
day and at night, 2 leaf-nosed bats, including a male that was captured, were seen 
in the long cylindrical concrete building at the mill site. Two Myotis sp. were also 
seen flying in this building in the evening. 

Other mines visited in the Eagle Mountains included the Lucky Turkey #2 within 
Joshua Tree National Monument, which contained a large amount of Macrotus 
guano at the rear of the 240 foot adit during the winter survey. On June 25, it 
housed 30 Macrotus, most of which had babies attached. The 68 F temperature in 
December was too cool for a winter roost, but the 85 degrees in summer was 
perfect for a maternity colony. In December, two other unnamed adits located 
approximately a mile south of the Lucky Turkey #2, each about 150 feet deep with 
temperatures of 80 F, had contained leaf-nosed bat guano, as well as that of the 
little brown bat (Myotis sp.) and pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus). A male Macrotus 
was found in one in June. The amount of guano present indicates a large 
concentration of these bats at some time of the year. 

DISCUSSION 

As a result of surveys conducted in May, June and December, it appears that 
the leaf-nosed bat (Macrotus californicus) is a year-round resident of the Eagle 
Mountains. Winter roost sites for this species are limited in the California desert 
since they must be at least 80 F, which is warmer than the majority of mines. At 
least 100 leaf-nosed bats use the main Kaiser mine adit as a diurnal retreat, while 
possibly only a few bats inhabit the Black Eagle shaft. These were the only mines 
where leaf-nosed bats were found in the winter survey. 

In the spring and summer, the temperatures in the mines, especially near 
entrances, is considerably warmer and roost sites are not as limited. In June, 1.5 
~It Macrotus were found in the main Kaiser adit, and the sounds of infant bats 
were heard. Thirty mother leaf-nosed bats were also seen in the Blind Turkey #2 
adit. These two roosts account for almost half of the winter population in the Kaiser 
adit. The other half of the bats in the winter roost could be males, which usually 
occupy a variety of roosts during the summer and do not form the large 
concentrations of the winter or maternity roosts. Isolated male bats were seen in a 
adit a mile south of the Lucky turkey #2 and in the culverts and cylindrical concrete 
building at the mill site. 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

Since the Kaiser adit is the main winter roost for Macrotus in the Eagle 
Mountains, as well as a maternity roost, it is desirable that this roost not be closed 
as the proposed project proceeds. To determine the impact of the project and the 
effectiveness of mitigation procedures, long-term monitoring at different seasons 
should be required. To that end, it is important that baseline values of population 
size during winter and summer be established based on monitoring over several 
years prior to the start of the project in order to document normal population 
fluctuations. Sine the entrances of the Kaiser adit are being used for storage and 
this use is expected to increase, an approved bat gate should be installed beyond 
the storage area at each side of the U to reduce the chance of human disturbance 
of the bats. 



A WINTER SURVEY FOR BATS OF THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN PROJECT SITE 
RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

Prepared by 

PATRICIA E. BROWN, Ph.D. 
WILDLIFE BIOLOGIST 

658 Sonja Court 
Ridgecrest, CA 93555 

(619) 375-5518 

For 

RECON 
7 460 Mission Valley Road 

San Diego, CA 92108 

February 15, 1991 



INTRODUCTION 

A winter field survey was conducted for sensitive bat species in the area of the 
Kaiser Eagle Mountain Mine in Riverside County, California, part of which is located 
in Sections 32 through 34 of Township 3 South, Range 14 East and Sections 1 and 
2 of Township 4 South, Range 14 East in the unincorporated area of the County of 
Riverside, State of California. Although the area consists primarily of abandoned 
open pit iron mines, two underground mines occur on the property that can 
provide refugia for bats and other wildlife. In a preliminary survey conducted from 
May 25-28, 1990, the California leaf-nosed bat (Macrotus californicus) was 
discovered roosting in the main Kaiser Eagle Mountain Mine adit as well as one of 
the cement buildings on the mill site. Macrotus is a California Department of Fish 
and Game (CDFG) Species of Special Concern and a United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) Category 2 Candidate Species for Threatened or 
Endangered Status. 

The discovery of the leaf-nosed bat roost in the Kaiser mine represented the first 
record of this species from the Eagle Mountains. Most current known roosts are 
from mines in mountains bordering the Colorado River. Single Macrotus were 
found in the McCoy Mountains approximately 30 miles to the east by Dr. Brown in 
March 1989 and December 1990. A single specimen was collected by Grinnell in 
1908 in Mecca which is about 50 miles to the southwest, although no roosts are 
now known from that area. This species roosts in warm mine tunnels, and the 
Eagle Mountain adit which was abandoned in 1972, fits these requirements. The 
capture of a pregnant female suggested that this is also a maternity roost. 
Additional surveys were needed to determine if this is the case, and if Macrotus 
also inhabits the mine during the winter. To this end, a winter survey was 
conducted of the mines surveyed during May 1990, as well as mines in the Eagle 
and Coxcomb Mountains near the proposed project area in an effort to determine if 
other suitable alternate roosts exist for this species should the Kaiser adit be 
closed. This survey covered the mines found in the Eagle Mountains between 
Range 13 East and 15 East and between Township 2 South and 5 South, and in the 
Coxcomb Mountains within Range 16 East and Township 2 South. Since many of 
these areas are not adequately surveyed by USGS, section information is not 
available. 

The California leaf-nosed bat is the most northerly representative of the 
Phyllostomatidae, a predominantly Neotropical family. Macrotus neither hibernates 
nor migrates and remains active all year in the southern deserts, where they inhabit 
warm, humid mine adits and shafts above the annual mean temperature. The 
winter roosts selected by Macrotus exhibit stable temperatures greater than 28 C 
and relative humidities above 220/4. These mines appear to be located in 
geothermally-heated rock formations of moderate temperature. Except for the 
approximately two-hour nightly foraging period in the winter, Macrotus inhabits a 
stable warm, tropical environment. (During warmer months, the bats may select a 
more exposed night roost in which to rest between foraging periods.) Roosts with 
high temperature and humidity appear to be a limitinQ factor in the distribution of 
this species in California, since less than 5% of the mines in the mountains 
bordering the Colorado River contain Macrotus. During the late spring and 
summer, maternity roosts form near mine entrances where temperatures are now 
warm. This provides ready access for the mother to the young, when she returns 
to nurse them between nightly foraging bouts. 



During this survey, special attention was paid for any evidence of Townsend's 
big-eared bat (Plecotus townsendii) which is also a CDFG Species of Special 
Concern and a USFWS Category 2 Candidate Species for Threatened or 
Endangered Status. Townsend's big-eared bat is basically a cave-roosting species 
that has moved into man-made caves such as mines and buildings. Unlike many 
other bats, they are unable to crawl into crevices, and usually roost in exposed 
areas where they are vulnerable to disturbance. Plecotus is quite sensitive to 
human disturbance, and this appears to be the primary cause of population decline 
for this species. This bat is colonial during the maternity season, when compact 
clusters of up to 200 individuals might be found. Maternity roosts form in the spring 
and remain intact during the summer. Great fidelity exists for a roost site, and if 
undisturbed the bats will use the same roost for many generations. In the winter, 
Plecotus hibernate in cool caves and mine tunnels. Hibernation is a critical time for 
the species, since disturbance which causes arousal may expend energy reserves 
needed to survive the winter. The hibernation period in the California desert will 
vary with ambient temperature, but is generally from late November through early 
March. 

METHODS 

The winter survey was conducted from December 2 through 7 and 14 through 
16, 1990. On December 3, an aerial reconnaissance of the Eagle and Coxcomb 
Mountains was conducted from a single engine Cessna to pinpoint mine dumps, 
especially those of mines which were not shown on the topo maps. Ground survey 
methods consisted of entering mines during the day, and noting any bats or guano 
present. If possible bats were captured in hand nets to determine sex and 
reproductive status. Temperature and humidity readings were taken in those parts 
of the mines or buildings where bats or guano were found, as well as mines over 30 
meters long that did not contain evidence of bats. 

Mist nets were placed over the mine entrances to capture bats as they emerged 
at dusk. The Macrotus were banded for subsequent individual identification since 
recapture data can provide information on longevity, movements and roost fidelity. 
In the evening outside potential bat roosts, a bat detector was used to monitor 
ultrasonic signals since many species emit distinctive sonar signals. A night vision 
scope was employed to watch bats exiting the mines in order to determine the 
species and approximate number present. 

RESULTS 

The first question was to determine whether the bats were winter residents of 
the Eagle Mountains. Two underground mine workings occur on the project site. 
The main Kaiser mine adit is quite extensive with several levels that can be 
throughly explored. The bottom level forms a U-shape with two entrances. The 
Black Eagle Mine in the southwest corner of the project area consists of a single 
shaft with cross-cuts necessitating entry with a rope to reach the first level at 60 
feet, while deeper levels cannot be safely accessed. In addition several buried 
inclined culverts and buildings were searched in which bats or guano were found 
during the May survey. 



During the May survey of the main adit, a population of approximately 60 leaf
nosed bats was found in a chamber in the second level about 1300 meters from the 
entrance. The temperature in this 40 foot high room was 83 F at ground level in 
May and December. In May, no other diurnal roosting areas for this species was 
found in the mine, although guano and moth wings near the entrance suggested 
that this area is used for night roosting. During the winter survey, approximately 
100 bats were observed in the second level chamber, while 21 bats were seen in a 
crevice in the ceiling about 800 feet from the entrance on the west side of the U. On 
December 3, 8 female and 5 male Macrotus were captured in a mist net while 
exiting the mine at dusk. Using the night vision equipment, 17 bats were observed 
exiting from the west side and 97 from the east side on December 6. 

At the Black Eagle Mine on December 6, only two Macrotus were seen to exit 
within the hour after dusk. On the evening of December 15, Dr. Berry descended 
into the shaft to obtain temperature readings, while Dr. Brown observed with the 
night vision scope from above. At 2000 hours, a Macrotus entered the mine and 
continued flying down the shaft beyond the 60 foot level. The temperature at the 
first level was only 69 F and too cool for a roosting site, but the mine is reputed to 
be 600 feet deep, and so suitable habitat may exist. However, judging by the 
observations made at dusk, there are few resident bats at this time of year. 

No bats were found in the two metal culverts just west of the main mill site, but 
evidence of large guano deposits suggest a night roost. During May, 20 leaf-nosed 
bats, including a pregnant female that was captured, were seen in the long 
cylindrical concrete building at the mill site during the day. In December, no bats 
were observed there, suggesting that this roost is used only during warmer 
periods. 

Other mines visited in the Eagle Mountains included the Lucky Turkey #2, the 
Hard Digging Mine, and the Mystery Mine (all within Joshua Tree National 
Monument), and the Iron Chief, Mission Sweet, Rainbow's End, Storm Jade, 
Sentinel and Orofino to the south and west of the project site. The Iron Chief Mine 
is the largest and most extensive of the mines visited, but it was too cool for 
Macrotus. and only contained some scattered Myotis guano. The Lucky Turkey 
#2 contained a large amount of Macrotus guano at the rear of the 240 foot adit 
where a shaft came down from above, suggesting the possibility of a maternity 
roost in the summer. The 68 F temperature in December would be too cool for a 
winter roost. Two other unnamed adits located approximately a mile south of the 
Lucky Turkey #2, each about 150 feet deep with temperatures of 80 F, contained 
leaf-nosed bat guano, as well as that of the little brown bat (Myotis sp.) and pallid 
bat (Antrozous pallidus). No bats were seen at this time. The 30 foot prospect on 
the hill above the Mission Sweet contained scat of both desert tortoise (Xerobates 
agassizzi) and ringtail cat (Bassariscus astutus). 

Only two adits of any extent were found in the Coxcomb Mountains. Located in a 
canyon on the northeast side of the range within Range 16 East and Township 2 
South, they were not named on the topo sheets. The 100 foot adit at the head of 
the canyon contained no bat sign, while a possibly larger adit at a lower elevation 
was protected by a locked metal door. Both this entrance and a shaft above it 
were monitored at dusk, but no bats emerged. 



DISCUSSION 

As a result of surveys conducted in May and December, it appears that the leaf
nosed bat (Macrotus californicus) is a year-round resident of the Eagle Mountains. 
Winter roost sites for this species are limited in the California desert since they must 
be at least 80 F, which is warmer than the majority of mines. At least 100 leaf
nosed bats use the main Kaiser mine adit as a diurnal retreat, while possibly only a 
few bats inhabit the Black Eagle shaft. These were the only mines where leaf
nosed bats were found in the winter survey. 

In the spring and summer, the temperatures in the mines, especially near 
entrances, is considerably warmer. In May, Macrotus were found in the main 
Kaiser adit, as well as the pseudo-mine concrete building by the mill site. The 
possibility exists that this is a maternity roost. The discovery of Macrotus $JUano in 
the Blind Turkey #2 adit and two others south of it, suggests that these might also 
be summer roosts. 

Townsend's big-eared bat (Plecotus townsendii) was not encountered on the 
project site during either the May or December surveys. However, its occurrence 
cannot be totally ruled out since the Black Eagle was not monitored in May for bat 
outflights. The guano of the pallid bat (recentry added to the list of CDFG Species 
of Special Concern) was found in the two adits west of the project site. This 
species roosts in mines and rock crevices and was also mist-netted over the pond 
in the bottom of the Kaiser pit during the spring survey. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Summer surveys of the concrete building and culverts is needed to determine if 
these are used by Macrotus when no disturbance has occurred in the main mine 
adit. Also in summer, the outflight of the Kaiser mine adit and the Black Eagle Mine 
should be monitored at dusk. The Blind Turkey #2 and the two unnamed mine 
adits where Macrotus guano was found should be checked in the summer to 
determine if maternity roosts exist in the Eagle Mountains off of the project site. 

2. Since the Kaiser adit appears to be the main winter roost for Macrotus in the 
Eagle Mountains, it is desirable that this roost not be closed as the proposed 
project proceeds. Since the expected impact would be to cover the entrance with 
a growing garbage deposit, it might be possible to extend the 
adit at an angle upward by the addition of a culvert. To determine the effectiveness 
of this mitigation procedure, long-term monitoring at different seasons should be 
required. To that end, it is important that baseline values of population size be 
established based on monitoring over several years previous to the start of the 
project. 
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INTRODUCTION 

A field survey was conducted for sensitive bat species in the 
area of the Kaiser Eagle Mountain Mine in Riverside County, 
California, part of which is located in Sections 32 through 
34 of Township 3 South, Range 14 East and Sections 1 and 2 of 
Township 4 South, Range 14 East in the unincorporated area of 
the County of Riverside, State of California. Although the 
area consists primarily of abandoned open pit iron mines, two 
underground mines occur on the property and could provide 
refugia for bats and other wildlife. Special attention was 
given to the California leaf-nosed bat (Macrotus 
californicus) and Townsend's Big-eared bat (Plecotus 
townsendii) which are California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) Species of Special Concern and United states Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) Category 2 Candidate Species for 
Threatened or Endangered Status. 

The California leaf-nosed bat is the most northerly 
representative of the Phyllostomatidae, a predominantly 
Neotropical family. Macrotus neither hibernates nor migrates 
and remains active all year in the southern deserts, where 
they inhabit warm, humid mine adits and shafts above the 
annual mean temperature. The winter roosts selected by 
Macrotus exhibit stable temperatures greater than 28 C and 
relative humidities above 22%. These mines appear to be 
located in geothermally-heated rock formations of moderate 
temperature. Except for the approximately two-hour nightly 
foraging period, Macrotus inhabits a stable warm, tropical 
environment. (During warmer months, the bats may select a 
more exposed night roost in which to rest between foraging 
periods.) Roosts with high temperature and humidity appear 
to be a limiting factor in the distribution of this species 
in California, since less than 5% of the mines in the 
mountains bordering the Colorado River contain Macrotus. 

Townsend's big-eared bat is basically a cave-roosting 
species that has moved into man-made caves such as mines and 
buildings. Unlike many other bats, they are unable to crawl 
into crevices, and usually roost in exposed areas where they 
are vulnerable to disturbance. Plecotus is quite sensitive 
to human disturbance, and this appears to be the primary 
cause of population decline for this species. This bat is 
colonial during the maternity season, when compact clusters 
of up to 200 individuals might be found. Maternity roosts 
form in the spring and remain intact during the summer. 
Great fidelity exists for a roost site, and if undisturbed 
the bats will use the same roost for many generations. 

In the winter, Plecotus hibernate in cool caves and mine 
tunnels. Hibernation is a critical time for the species, 
since disturbance which causes arousal may expend energy 
reserves needed to survive the winter. The hibernation 
period in the California desert will vary with ambient 



temperature, but is generally from late November through 
early March. 

METHODS 

The survey was conducted from May 25 through 28, 1990. 
Survey methods consisted of entering mines and buildings 
during the day, and noting any bats or guano present. If 
possible bats were captured in hand nets to determine species 
and reproductive status. Two underground mine workings occur 
on the project site. The main Kaiser mine was quite 
extensive with several levels that could be throughly 
explored. The Black Eagle Mine in the southwest corner 
consisted of a single shaft without a safe ladder and was not 
entered. In addition several buried inclined culverts and 
buildings were surveyed as potential bat roosts. Temperature 
and humidity readings were taken in those parts of the mines 
or buildings where bats or guano were found. 

Mist nets were placed over the mine entrances to capture 
bats as they emerged at dusk. These bats were identified as 
to species, sex and reproductive status. The Macrotus were 
banded for subsequent individual identification. Recapture 
data provides information on longevity, movements and roost 
fidelity. 

On two evenings, mist nets were placed over water 
sources which included a pond at the bottom of an open pit 
mine and the drinking water reservoir for the mine. A bat 
detector was used to monitor ultrasonic signals since many 
species emit distinctive sonar signals. A night vision scope 
was employed to watch bats flying over the ponds and exiting 
the mine in order to determine the species and approximate 
number present. 

RESULTS 

During the diurnal survey of the main adit, a population 
of approximately 60 leaf-nosed bats was found in a chamber in 
the second level about 1300 meters from the entrance. The 
temperature in this 40 foot high room was 83 F at g_round 
level. No other diurnal roosting areas for this species was 
found in the mine, although guano and moth wings near the 
entrance suggest that this area is used for night roosting. 
After dusk, only 18 bats were observed exiting the mine, and 
only 2 males were captured in the mist nets set at the 
entrance. It is possible that the disturbance caused by 
entering the roost during the day inhibited their nighttime 
departure. Around the corner from the mine entrance, a 
concrete structure built into the hill contained a large 
amount of guano and moth wings. A male Macrotus was captured 
here approximately 3 hours after dusk. Other night roosts of 



Macrotus were found in the two metal culverts just west of 
the main mill site, and in the long cylindical concrete 
building at the mill site. This may also be a diurnal 
retreat during certain times of the year, since the morning 
after our entrance into the mine, 20 bats were observed, 
including a male banded the night before at the mine. Of two 
bats captured in hand nets, one was a male and the other a 
pregnant female, approximately 3 weeks prior to parturition. 
It is possible that this is an alternate diurnal retreat that 
is used only after disturbance in the mine. 

In addition to Macrotus guano in the mine, a two-foot 
diameter circle of Plecotus guano, which is diagnostic of a 
maternity roost, was found approximately 1000 meters from the 
entance on the first level. The guano was probably a year 
old, and no bats of this species were found in the mine. 

A male pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus) was captured in 
the mist net set over the mine pit pond. Although many 
western pipistrelles (Pipistrellus hesperus) were monitored 
with the bat detector and observed flying around the nets 
over the pond and reservoir, none were captured. A Mexican 
free-tailed bat (Tadarida brasiliensis) was heard flying over 
the reservoir. A list of bat species which might occur at 
various times in the project site is given in Table 1. 

DISCUSS I OH 

The discovery of the leaf-nosed bat roost in the Kaiser 
Eagle Mountain mine represents the first record of this 
species from this mountain range. Most current known roosts 
are from mines in mountains bordering the Colorado River. A 
single Macrotus was found in the McCoy Mountains 
approximately 30 miles to the east by Dr. Brown in March 
1989. A single specimen was collected by Grinnell in 1908 in 
Mecca which is about 50 miles to the southwest, although no 
roosts are now known from that area. This species roosts in 
warm mine tunnels, and the Eagle Mountain adit which was 
abandoned in 1972 fits these requirements. The capture of a 
pregnant female suggests that this is also a maternity roost. 
Additional surveys need to be conducted to determine if this 
is indeed the case, and if Macrotus also inhabits the mine 
during the winter. 

Although no Plecotus were found during this survey, the 
presence of guano in the circular formation typical of 
depositions beneath a maternity roost is evidence of past 
roosting activity. Surveys should be conducted during other 
times of the year to determine if this sensitive species 
occurs on the project site. 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Diurnal survey of the concrete building and culverts to 
determine if these are used by Macrotus when no disturbance 
has occurred in the mine adit. 

2. Monitor the outflight of the mine adit at dusk and count 
bats without people previously entering the mine. This should 
be done in summer and winter. 

3. Activity around the mine and concrete building should be 
curtailed and access to these areas restricted to avoid 
disturbance to a sensitive bat species. 

4. Monitor the Black Eagle Mine at dusk to determine if bats 
inhabit the shaft. 

5. Survey other mines in the Eagle Mountains to determine if 
the Kaiser adit is the only Macrotus roost in the region. 

6. Conduct a survey at different times of the year for 
Plecotus (in the summer and winter). 



1. Order Chiroptera 

Family Phyllostomatidae 

Macrotus californicus• 

Family Molossidae 

Tadarida brasiliensis 
Nyctinomops femorosaccus 
Eumops perotis 

Family Vespertilionidae 

Antrozous pallidus* 
Plecotus townsendii* 
Pipistrellus hesperus* 
Eptesicus fuscus 
Myotis californicus 
Myotis yumanensis 
Myotis volans 
Myotis thysanodes 
Myotis leibii 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 
Lasiurus cinereus 
Lasiurus ega 
Euderma maculatum 

TABLE I 

Bats 

Leaf-nosed bats 

California leaf-nosed bat 

Free-tailed bats 

Mexican free-tailed bat 
Pocketed free-tailed bat 
California mastiff bat 

Plain-nosed bats 

Pallid bat 
Townsend's big-eared bat 
Western pipistrelle or canyon bat 
Big brown bat 
California Myotis 
Yuma Myotis 
Long-legged Myotis 
Fringed Myotis 
Small-footed Myotis 
Silver-haired bat 
Hoary bat 
Western yellow bat 
Spotted bat 

* evidence of presence on project site 



Other vertebrates observed during survey 5/26/90 to 5/28/90 

Reservoir 

Western woodpee (2) 
Yellow warbler (2) 
Wilson's warbler (2) 
Lucy's warbler (2) 
Red-spotted toad 

Pit at mine bottom 

Western flycatcher (2) 
Wilson's warbler 
House finch (13) 
Red-spotted toad 

Residential area 

Hooded oriole (1) 
Black-headed grosbeak (1) 
Lucy's warbler (3) breeding 
Warbling vireo (1) 
Yellow-breasted chat (1) 

General in area 

Red-tailed hawk 
Raven 
American kestrel 
Turkey vulture 



ATTACHMENT 2 

DESERT PUPFISH SURVEY 



Memorandum 

To Fisheries Management, Region 5 Date 

From Department of Fish and Game - Kimberly Nicol 

Subject: Desert Pupfish Survey, Salt Creek, Riverside County 

A survey to determine if desert pupfish still occurred in the Salt Creek 
drainage, Riverside County, was conducted April 29 - May 1, 1986. 

Twenty minnow traps baited with cat food were set overnight along Salt 
Creek from the Hwy. 111 crossing to the mining railroad tresler (Figure 1). 
Traps were set in depths 10-120 cm. Water temperature ranged from 17 to 
33°C, and conductivity ranged from 3,400 - 34,000 umhos. 

Seventy pupfish were caught. All pupfish were caught in a -250 m stretch 
of the creek between the powerline ~oad and the mining railroad tresle, 
where the creek widens and forms pools with low flows. In these areas 
algae and detritus ~ere abundant. Other areas in this section, besides 
where the pupfish were caught, appeared to provide good pupfish habitat 
but were too shallow to set traps. 

Other species caught .were rnosquitofish (20), sailfin mollies (7), crayfish 
(27,)., .and . fresh~ater ~hr~rnp (8). 

Other areas along the creek were not surveyed because an abundant growth 
of cattails and salt cedar made it impossible to get to the water in the 
creek. 

I would like to thank Darlene McGriff, Patty Young, and Glenn Black of 
Fish and Game, and Faye Winters from BLM for their assistance in conduct
ing these surveys. 

7 /. h.,._,Cc._ 7J. ~ 
~fyNicolf ~ 
Fishery Biologist 
Region 5 

Attachment 

cc: G. Black 
D. McGriff 
c. Shaw 
F. Winters, BLM 
R. Bransfield, 

KN:dr 

FWS 
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I. Introduction 
During the course of the biological inventory of lands affected by the Eagle Mountain 
Landfill Project, surveys for the desert tortoise ( Gopherus agassizii) were conducted 
along the Eagle Mountain Road and Eagle Mountain rail line rights-of-way (Figures 1 
and 2). General surveys for tortoise sign were not conducted outside of these 
200-foot-wide rights-of-way, except on the selected Kaiser lands along the rail line. 

During discussions with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) in conjunction with an informal Section 7 (Endangered 
Species Act [ESA]) consultation, it was requested that RECON conduct additional tor
toise surveys in the vicinity of Eagle Mountain Road and Kaiser Road to assess tortoise 
population densities in the areas surrounding the rights-of-way. These data are necessary 
to assess the likelihood of direct and indirect impacts to desert tortoise from the expected 
increase in road traffic along Eagle Mountain Road and Kaiser Road. The additional data 
are also necessary to define where tortoise barriers and culverts should be located along 
the road to prevent "take" from vehicle-tortoise collisions. 

II. Survey Methods 
A total of 12 desert tortoise transect sets were run on October 8 and 9, 1991, in the vicin
ity of the Eagle Mountain Landfill Project. Eight transect sets were located adjacent to 
the Eagle Mountain Road right-of-way between Interstate 10 (1-10) and the town of 
Eagle Mountain. Four more transect sets were run adjacent to the Eagle Mountain rail 
line within the BLM's Chuckwalla Bench Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACEC) just south of 1-10. The transects along this portion of the rail line were selected 
to act as controls, since they were placed in BLM Category 1 (i.e., high quality) desert 
tortoise habitat On January 21, 1992, six more transects were run adjacent to Kaiser 
Road. See Figures 3 and 4 for transect locations. 

Each transect set consisted of three or four 1-mile-long by 30-foot-wide belt transects, 
which run parallel and immediately adjacent to one another. All transects along the 
Eagle Mountain Road and Kaiser Road rights-of-way were run approximately parallel to 
each right-of-way. The location of transect sets was selected based upon several criteria, 
including the site's apparent general potential for supporting desert tortoise, location of 
tortoise sign found by RECON within the rights-of-way in 1989, soil, vegetation, slope 
and aspect, and water drainage patterns. All transects adjacent to roadways were placed a 
minimum of one-half mile from the right-of-way to minimize the effects of proximity to 
traffic on the currently active portion of the road. 

Transects adjacent to the Eagle Mountain rail line were not placed parallel to the tracks. 
Transect sets in this control area were placed one-tenth mile from the tracks. The rail 
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line is inactive, and is unlikely to influence the distribution of tortoise activity at this 
time. 

Within each belt transect, all desert tortoise sign was recorded, along with the one-tenth 
mile at which the sign was found. Desert tortoise sign included burrows, pallets, scats, 
shell fragments, and tracks. The location of any desert tortoise was also recorded, and for 
this analysis was considered equivalent to tortoise sign. For comparison purposes, the 
results of each transect set were calculated as the number of sign per mile walked. 

A general description of the habitat conditions was made for each transect set. This 
description included vegetation, soils, slope, aspect, and current weather conditions. 

III. Results 

Tables 1 and 2 show the results of the desert tortoise transects run adjacent to the Eagle 
Mountain Road, Kaiser Road, and Eagle Mountain rail line rights-of-way. Tables 3, 4, 
and 5 describe the habitat conditions found at each transect set. 

There is a substantial difference in the abundance of tortoise sign between habitat adja
cent to Eagle Mountain and Kaiser Roads and that found adjacent to the Eagle Mountain 
rail line within the ACEC south of 1-10. In terms of average number of sign per mile of 
transect walked, sign was approximately four to eight times more abundant adjacent to 
the rail line as compared to the roads. This difference in tortoise sign abundance 
corresponds well to BLM estimates of tortoise density differences between the two sites. 
Berry and Nicholson (1984) estimated desert tortoise densities at 20 to 50 per square mile 
in the vicinity of Eagle Mountain Road, and 100 to 250 per square mile in the ACEC 
along the rail line south of 1-10. This estimate results in a five to one difference in 
tortoise abundance, close to the difference estimated from this study. 

Because of the time of year of the study and the limited nature of the surveys, the data 
collected from this study can only be used to make relative estimates of tortoise densities. 
During the survey adjacent to Eagle Mountain Road, 98 acres were thoroughly censused 
and one tortoise was detected. This yields a tortoise density estimate of 6.5 tortoises per 
square mile. Using only data from transects between 1-10 and Victory Pass yields a 
density estimate of 8.8 tortoises per square mile. Of the 58 acres surveyed in the Chuck
walla Bench ACEC two tortoises were detected, yielding a density estimate of 22 
tortoises per square mile. These density estimates are conservative because they assume 
that all tortoises within the survey areas were detected. Similar to the difference in 
tortoise sign abundance, tortoise density is roughly three to four times greater in the 
ACEC than in the vicinity of Eagle Mountain Road. No tortoise density estimates were 
possible for transects along Kaiser Road because tortoises were not active during the 
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TABLEl 
DESERT TORTOISE SIGN FOUND ON TRANSECTS ADJACENT TO 

EAGLE MOUNTAIN ROAD AND EAGLE MOUNTAIN RAIL LINE 
RIGHTS-OF-WAY 

Transect Length 
Transect Number Number of Sign* (mile) Sign/Mile 

Eai:le Mountain Road 

1 6 3 2.00 
2 4 3 1.33 
3 2 3 0.67 
4 9 3 3.00 
5 3 4 0.75 
6 6 4 1.50 
7 0 4 0 
8 0 3 0 

Total: 30 27 
Average: 3.75 1.11 

Eai:Ie Mountain Rail Line 

9 20 4 5.00 
10 12 4 3.00 
11 6 4 1.50 
12 26 4 6.50 

Total: 64 16 
Average: 16.00 4.00 

Kaiser Road 

13 5 4 1.25 
14 0 4 0 
15 4 4 1.00 
16 0 4 0 
17 1 4 0.25 
18 1 4 0.25 

Total: 11 24 
Average: 1.83 0.46 

*Sign= burrows, pallets, scats, tracks, shell fragments, and tortoise sightings. 



TABLE2 
NUMBER AND TYPE OF DESERT TORTOISE SIGN FOUND ON TRANSECTS 

ADJACENT TO EAGLE MOUNTAIN ROAD, KAISER ROAD AND EAGLE 
MOUNTAIN RAIL LINE RIGHTS-OF-WAY 

Sin 
Shell 

Burrows Pallets Scats Fragments Tortoises 

Eagle Mountain Road 15 11 3 0 I 
Number/mile 0.56 0.41 0.11 0 0.04 

Kaiser Road 5 6 0 0 0 
Number/mile 0.21 0.25 0 0 0 

Eagle Mountain Rail Line 34 18 7 4 2 
Number/mile 2.12 1.12 0.44 0.25 0.12 



TABLE3 
HABITAT DESCRIPTIONS FOR DESERT TORTOISE TRANSECT SETS 

ADJACENT TO THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY 

Transect 
Number Vegetation Soils Slope Aspect 

1 Larrea, Ambrosia, gravelly, with 0-2% N-facing 
Fouquieria, Encelia, sandy washes 

Plantago, Olneya 

2 La,rrea, Olneya, sandy, pebbly 0-2% N-facing 
Cercidium, Opuntia, 
Fouquieria, Plantago, 
Lepidium 

3 Cercidium, La.rrea, rocky, cobbly 0 
Hymenoclea, Opuntia 

4 La.rrea, Cercidium, sandy, pebbly, 0 
Ambrosia, Acacia some pavement 

5 La.rrea, Olneya, rocky 0-2% S-facing 
Ambrosia, Opuntia, 
Fouquieria, Ferocactus, 
Lepidium 

6 La,rrea, Olneya gravelly, rocky 0-2% S-facing 
Ambrosia, Ferocactus, 
Fouquieria, Mammalaria 

7 La,rrea, Cercidium rocky, pavement 0 
Fouquieria, Opuntia, 
Hymenoclea, Encelia 

8 La.rrea, Encelia rocky, pavement 0-2% E-facing 
Ambrosia, Cercidium 
Grayia, Mammalaria 
Plantago, Asclepias 



TABLE4 
HABITAT DESCRIPTIONS FOR DESERT TORTOISE TRANSECT SETS 
ADJACENT TO THE EAGLE MOUNTAIN RAIL LINE RIGHT-OF-WAY 

Transect 
Number Vegetation Soils Slope Aspect 

9 Larrea, Ambrosia, small rock, 0-2% N-facing 
Opuntia, Fouquieria, pavement 
Lycium, Justicia, 
Olneya 

10 Larrea, Olneya, rocky 0-2% N-facing 
Fouquieria, Ferocactus, 
Ambrosia, Hymenoclea 

11 Larrea, Fouquieria, sandy, pebbly 2-5 W-facing 
Prosopis, Hymenoclea, 
Opuntia 

12 Larrea, Fouquieria firm sand 0 



TABLES 
HABITAT DESCRIPTIONS FOR DESERT TORTOISE TRANSECT SETS 

ADJACENT TO THE KAISER ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY 

Transect 
Number Vegetation Soils Slope Aspect 

13 La.rrea, Ambrosia, sandy, pebbly 3% N-facing 
Acacia, Opuntia,, 
Hymenoclea 

14 Larrea, Ambrosia, sandy, pebbly 0% 
Hymenoclea, Opuntia, 
Olneya 

15 Larrea, Cercidium, sandy, pebbly, 0 
Hymenoclea, Olneya, some rocky 
Acacia, Ambrosia 

16 Larrea, Cercidium, sandy 0 
Ambrosia, Acacia 
Olneya, Hymenoclea 

17 Larrea, Olneya, pebbly, rocky 0 
Acacia, Opuntia, pavement 

18 Larrea, Ambrosia sandy, pebbly, 0 
pavement 



survey period. However, assuming that sign density is an indicator of tortoise density, it 
appears that tortoise density is less than half that adjacent to Eagle Mountain Road. 

The data also show that, adjacent to both the road and rail line, tortoise activity is not uni
formly distributed. Vegetation and soils varied from transect to transect, and 
undoubtedly influenced the distribution of tortoise activity. This pattern was especially 
evident in the vicinity of the Eagle Mountain Road right-of-way. Tortoise activity is 
greatest adjacent to the first three to four miles of Eagle Mountain Road north of 1-10, 
with the most sign found within the first three miles. No sign was found north of Victory 
Pass. As the road right-of-way proceeds from 1-10 north, the soils become increasingly 
more rocky, and a greater proportion of desert pavement is present. These soil conditions 
are not as favorable to the desert tortoise. 

The four to one ratio of tortoise sign abundance between the rail line and the road areas 
holds true not only for total sign abundance, but for each type of tortoise sign found. 
Table 2 outlines the type of tortoise sign found per mile of transect in the vicinity of both 
the roads and rail line. For most types of tortoise sign recorded, the relative frequency is 
three to ten times greater near the rail line as compared to the roads. 

The habitat descriptions listed in Tables 3, 4, and 5 do not show a pattern of tortoise 
abundance that relates to specific plant species. All sites contained creosote bush, the 
most common plant normally associated with the desert tortoise in the Colorado Desert. 
However, soil type does show some tendency to correspond with tortoise abundance. 
Sites with sandy soils tended to have more tortoise activity, although other soil types 
supported tortoises. Rocky soil (moderate-sized cobbles and rocks: one to six inches in 
diameter) with an abundance of desert pavement appeared to have the least likelihood of 
supporting tortoises. This latter soil type seemed to predominate along the Eagle 
Mountain Road right-of-way from just south of Victory Pass northward to the town of 
Eagle Mountain, as well as adjacent to portions of Kaiser Road. Little or no tortoise sign 
was found adjacent to these portions of the road rights-of-way. Certain areas adjacent to 
Kaiser Road (Transect 18) appeared to have high quality tortoise habitat (i.e., creosote 
scrub flats and sandy/pebbly soils) but very little tortoise sign was found. Whether the 
absence of tortoise was the result of human activity or just the result of the naturally 
spotty distribution of tortoise populations could not be determined. 

IV. Conclusions 
The results of this desert tortoise survey generally confirmed the estimates generated by 
Berry and Nicholson (1984) that tortoise abundance was four to five times greater in the 
Chuckwalla Bench ACEC south of 1-10 than in the vicinity of Eagle Mountain Road. 
Relatively high densities of tortoise occur adjacent to the rail line to the south of 1-10, 
probably approaching I 00 to 250 per square mile. The density of tortoises appears to be 
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substantially lower to the north of 1-10 than to the south in the ACEC, with highest densi
ties in the habitat away from the road in the first three miles to the north of 1-10. 
Densities may reach 20 to 50 individuals per square mile, but appear to be lower immedi
ately adjacent to the road due to historic vegetation modification (military encampments) 
and current off-road-vehicle activity. Tortoises occur in very low density (0 to 20 per 
square mile) along Eagle Mountain Road from just south of Victory Pass and on to the 
north, as well as along Kaiser Road. 

Roadway traffic along Eagle Mountain Road and Kaiser Road could result in losses of 
individual tortoises attempting to cross these roads. A number of measures can be 
implemented to reduce the potential for impacts to tortoises. 

V. Recommendations 
The data collected in this study do not allow a precise estimate of the number of desert 
tortoises currently inhabiting the area adjacent to the roadways or the number that might 
be lost along Eagle Mountain Road and Kaiser Road due to traffic generated by the 
Eagle Mountain Landfill. However, some recommendations can be made concerning 
mitigation measures designed to avoid or minimize the potential for take of tortoises. 

A. Traffic Control 

Mine Reclamation Corporation has recently revised its original plan to have 200 
round-trip truck trips per day travel down Eagle Mountain Road to deliver refuse to the 
landfill. The revised plan reduces the number of round-trip truck trips to 100. After 
three years, only trucks originating from the desert communities (east of Banning to 
Blythe) would be allowed to access the site. The maximum daily limit on the number of 
trucks from these communities would also be 100. This limitation would continue for the 
life of the landfill operation. 

This proposed reduction in truck traffic along Eagle Mountain Road would also benefit 
the local tortoise population by reducing potential wildlife roadkills which could in-turn 
attract ravens, thus, reducing the threat of this potential tortoise predator. 

B. Monitoring of Roadways 

With this revision in mind, RECON recommends that during the first three years of the 
project that a qualified biologist monitor Eagle Mountain Road and Kaiser Road several 
times per day, while truck traffic is present, and remove any tortoises from the roadways. 
The biologist should also be on call at all times to respond to tortoise sightings on the 
roads made by truck drivers or other motorists. The biologist will record the location, 
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time, date, and condition of each tortoise encountered. These data will be reported to the 
USFWS, BLM, and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) semi-annually. 

At the end of the three-year period, the USFWS, BLM, and CDFG, in consultation with 
each other, will decide if the installation of a barrier-culvert system is required. The need 
for the barrier system will be evaluated on the basis of the probability of traffic-related 
tortoise mortality as assessed by the tortoise encounter monitoring program. MRC would 
be notified of the decision and given one year with which to construct a barrier-culvert 
system according to specifications and approval of the USFWS, BLM, and CDFG. 

C. Tortoise Barriers Along Eagle Mountain Road 

RECON recommends that the first 4.5 miles of Eagle Mountain Road from I-10 north
ward to Victory Pass be designed and constructed to accommodate a barrier-culvert 
system (see Figure 3). The construction should provide for a barrier system as described 
below. 

The barrier-culvert system, if required as a result of the monitoring program, should be 
designed to place the culverts at high points along the roadway, and not in the low points 
(i.e., dips). Placing culverts in the dips would require the construction of an extensive set 
of berms for water diversion. To construct this berm system would require the elimina
tion of further tortoise habitat. It is recommended that a minimum of one culvert be 
placed for every mile of barrier. 

Barriers are not warranted north of Victory Pass at this time given the overall poor 
quality and limited amount of potentially suitable habitat for tortoise adjacent to the 
roadway in this area. If monitoring determines at a later date that more barriers are 
necessary they can be installed. 

D. Driver Education Program 

MRC will initiate an education program for all drivers authorized to use Eagle Mountain 
Road to include: 

1. A formal presentation by a qualified wildlife biologist to every driver authorized 
to use Eagle Mountain Road, including residents at the Metropolitan Water Dis
trict (MWD) pumping station, which discusses the reasons for protecting the 
desert tortoise, the ecology of the desert tortoise along Eagle Mountain Road, and 
the protective measures requiring implementation by the drivers. 

2. Strict requirements to stay within the road right-of-way. 

14 



3. Strict prohibition of throwing personal trash or food items along the road 
right-of-way and the reporting of any wind-blown trash that may have escaped a 
trash container. 

4. Strict maintenance of the posted speed limit. 

5. The requirement to check under a stopped vehicle before moving to prevent 
hitting a tortoise that may have sought shade while the vehicle was stopped. 

6. Strict control over the possession of firearms or dogs while on the road 
right-of-way or the landfill site. 

7. Strict prohibition of touching or collecting a tortoise. ff a tortoise needs to be 
moved, a driver will be required to contact the designated wildlife biologist or his 
representative to remove it. 
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